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Abstract
This study investigated the mediating role of initiative climate on the relationship between distributed leadership
and organizational resilience in schools. The study employed a cross-sectional design following quantitative
methods. The sample consisted of 310 teachers recruited from different cities located in seven geographical
regions of Turkey in 2020-2021 academic year using convenience sampling. Data were collected online (Google
Forms) using the Distributed Leadership Inventory, Personal Initiative Scale, and Organizational Resilience
Scale, all of which had acceptable validity and reliability. Participants “agreed” with initiative climate and
organizational resilience in schools and school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors. There were positive
correlations between the variables. The results showed that distributed leadership (leadership coherence and
leadership functions) fosters initiative climate and organizational resilience in schools. Initiative climate also
contributes to organizational resilience in schools. Lastly, it can be said that distributed leadership has a
significant effect on schools’ resilience through initiative climate.
Key words: Distributed Leadership, Initiative Climate, Organizational Resilience.

Introduction
School leadership is becoming increasingly important in education in the 21 st century, particularly in terms of
educational reform and school development (Bush, 2016). There is a large body of research on school
leadership, paving the way for numerous alternative and competitive models, such as distributed leadership
(Gronn, 2010; Gümüş, Bellibaş, Esen & Gümüş, 2018), which is defined as a type of leadership whereby
employees interact and become involved in managerial decisions, actions, and processes (Spillane, 2005). In
distributed leadership, the main focus is on the distribution of leadership functions among members of an
organization (Yukl, 2018), and collaboration lies at the heart of distributed leadership (Harris, 2010). Therefore,
distributed leadership, which is an alternative to traditional leadership approaches (Kılınç & Arslan, 2020), is
increasingly attracting the attention of educational organizations today, where cooperation, coordination and
specialization are becoming increasingly important in the face of rapid flow of information and competition
(Cemaloğlu, 2019).
School principals should be both leaders and influential figures because changes in education bring uncertainty,
which shows that schools should have a climate of initiative. On the other hand, a school with stakeholders’
taking initiative is likely to have higher organizational resilience because they take initiative to overcome the
problems to achieve organizational goals (Yukl, 2018). Resilient organizations can overcome challenges more
easily, contributing to the capabilities of an organization, strengthening, and providing greater flexibility in the
face of new activities (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). However, it is not possible in todays’ dynamic and turbulent
environment for principals to create and maintain resilience at schools by themselves. Therefore, they should
share their responsibilities with other stakeholders as much as they can. Distributed leadership can significantly
generate a climate of initiative and improve school performance because teachers who assume some of the
school responsibilities and take initiative are more likely to develop positive feelings and thoughts towards their
schools. This allows them to collaborate with their colleagues, resulting in increased commitment and loyalty to
ensure organizational success (Taşkın, 2016). Moreover, school principals’ distributed leadership also improves
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organizational resilience in the face of drastic changes (Andersson, Cäker, Tengblad & Wickelgren, 2019;
Coutu, 2002; Horne, 1997; Linnenluecke, 2017).
In literature it is stated that there is a lack of profound understanding of the factors that might create and foster
organizational resilience in terms of management and staff functioning (Shani, 2020). Drawing on this gap in
literature, this study focused on principal leadership and schools’ resilience since the mechanisms through
which resilience of schools can be improved have not been clarified in literature yet. We, therefore analyzed the
relationships among distributed leadership, climate of initiative and resilience of schools in this study. In this
sense, the current study makes several contributions to the literature. First, it extends little research on
organizational resilience in schools. Second, it provides insight into the effect of school leadership on resilience
of schools and third, into the mechanisms that boost that effect.
Distributed Leadership
In recent years, there has been a growing interest in distributed leadership to facilitate its transition from an
informal to formal context (Leithwood, Mascall, Strauss, Sacks, Nadeem & Yashkina, 2007). C. A. Gibb (19131994), an Australian leadership theorist, coined the term “distributed leadership” in his book “Handbook of
Social Psychology" (1954) (Gronn, 2002). Research on education focuses mostly on instructional leadership,
teacher leadership, transformational leadership, or distributed leadership (Gümüş et al., 2018), the last of which
is a dynamic process involving superior-subordinate interaction (Liu, Bellibaş & Printy, 2018). That dynamic
process also shows how important interaction in distributed leadership is (Spillane, Halverson & Diamond,
2001). School principals and teachers interact to fulfill leadership responsibilities together, and therefore, play a
key role in executing distributed leadership (Liu et al., 2018). In distributed leadership, the school principal,
managerial team, and teachers serve various leadership functions (Liu, 2020). Distributed leadership focuses on
the delegation of leadership, distribution of responsibilities, and joint decision-making in schools (Liu &
Werblow, 2019). According to Lashway (2003), distributed leadership requires that school principals delegate
some of their responsibilities to school staff or distribute leadership to all stakeholders. Menon (2013) defines
distributed leadership as functions shared by all members of an organization rather than one person’s monopoly
over them. Distributed leadership is interested in making use of know-how wherever it is, rather than having it
in the organization merely for the sake of having it (Arslan & Ağıroğlu Bakır, 2014; Harris, 2004). Therefore,
distributed leadership can be achieved only when leadership functions are distributed among school
stakeholders (Baloğlu, 2011; Louis, Murphy, Mayrowetz & Smylie, 2013; Rutherford, 2009). Hulpia, Devos,
and Rosseel (2009a) approach distributed leadership from three different perspectives: (1) formal distribution of
support and supervision of leadership functions, (2) leadership team coherence, and (3) participation of all
school stakeholders in decision making. As for distributed leadership, Elmore (2000) seeks answers to how
employees can adopt a new working style, what methods should be used to enable them to take responsibility in
activities to generate new ideas, and what types of reward systems those activities should involve.
Schools are knowledge-intensive organizations where leadership should be carefully distributed (Spillane,
2005). Therefore, distributed leadership requires that teachers perceive their roles differently and assume in-andout-of-class responsibilities (Murphy, 2005). However, leadership can be distributed differently (Ritchie, 2005).
The first is collaborative leadership, which highlights teacher-teacher collaborative interactions. In other words,
a teacher’s actions feed off and into her interaction with other teachers, encouraging his/her to try new things
and share them with his/her colleagues. The second is coordinated leadership, where teachers, alone or in
collaboration with their colleagues, perform different tasks assigned or coordinated by a leader. The third is
shared distribution, where leadership is shared between two or more leaders who work separately yet
interdependently. On the other hand, MacBeath, Oduro, and Waterhouse (2005) classify leadership distribution
as formal, pragmatic, strategic, incremental, opportunistic, and cultural phenomenon. Formal distribution of
leadership is based on a job description or an assigned role. Pragmatic distribution is the distribution of
workload to achieve specific goals. Strategic distribution is assigning tasks to employees to help them develop
leadership skills. Incremental distribution is to give more responsibility to employees as they prove their ability
to exercise leadership. Opportunistic distribution is used in situations where capable teachers interested in
assuming more responsibility extend their roles to school-wide leadership. And lastly, cultural distribution is a
type of leadership reflecting culture, values, and traditions. Spillane and Mertz (2015) argue that distributed
leadership is based on two fundamental assumptions: (1) not only school principals but also other staff are
involved in school administration, and (2) a theory of leadership should focus on leading or managing rather
than on the actions of the leader.
Given the explanations above, we can state that distributed leadership is about expansion rather than possession
(Harris, 2008) and involves numerous educational components and feeds almost entirely off educational settings
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(Göksoy, 2015). According to MacBeath et al. (2005), three phases of distributed leadership are assigning
responsibilities to others (delegation), widening the scope of leadership to others with no formal leadership
(expansion), and creating a culture of self-confidence and shared goals (mutual trust). Schools have goaloriented systems and employees with different levels of competence. Therefore, it is of paramount importance to
bring together all stakeholders under the umbrella of distributed leadership to achieve goals. This productive and
collaborative climate is a hallmark of a cooperation, which suggests that distributed leadership is essential for
schools (Aslan & Ağıroğlu Bakır, 2015). It promotes the dissemination of knowledge and turns schools into
units where stakeholders can work on and discuss different ideas and strategies (Sesky, 2014). Distributed
leadership pays particular attention to communication and cooperation between teacher leadership, student
leadership, parent leadership, and other school-related leadership types. However, it does not ignore or
downplay the formal leader (school principal) but gives him/her the responsibility of keeping stakeholders
together and increasing their productivity (Harris, 2004).
Initiative Climate
Employees who interact with and can take initiative within the organization when necessary have positive
thoughts towards their organizations, work in harmony with other employees and strive to increase their success
(Taşkın, 2016). This positive climate within an organization promotes personal initiative. An organizational
climate of initiative is also about personal initiative through proactive motivation and self-efficacy (Hong, Liao,
Raub & Han, 2016). Personal initiative is defined as a set of proactive behaviors to overcome obstacles and
achieve work-related goals and tasks (Fay & Frese, 1998, 2000, 2001; Frese, 2001; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng
& Tag, 1997; Frese, Kring, Soose & Zempel, 1996). It is generally about subproblems of a task or issues that are
not entirely related to the task. Personal initiative sometimes implies that one assumes the responsibility of an
idea that one has not executed yet (Frese, Garst & Fay, 2007). According to Fay and Frese (2001), the
components of initiative climate are environmental support, knowledge and skills, cognitive abilities, and
motivational factors (personality traits and orientations). Similarly, personal initiative is affected by three
environmental factors: control in the workplace, job complexity, and support by the organization and the
manager. An employee motivated by those factors is more likely to exhibit self-initiated behaviors to overcome
obstacles and achieve goals. Control in the workplace and job complexity are the factors with the greatest
impact. In order for an employee to take initiative, s/he should have a positive and comprehensive understanding
of the job; that is, she should have job-related know-how, skills, and cognitive ability. Both personality traits
and orientations determine what type of action one might take, while orientation is behavioral tendencies with
moderate situational specificity (Fay & Frese, 2001).
Employees with personal initiative can take self-initiated and proactive action to overcome obstacles and
achieve goals (Frese, 2000, 2001; Frese et al., 1996; Hahn, Frese, Binnewies & Schmitt, 2012; Warr & Fay,
2001). However, their initiative may sometimes be disheartened by stakeholders who do not support a change or
do not recognize an action which is not directly related to the organizational mission (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002).
In this sense, self-efficacy is an important factor. It plays a partially mediating role between control and
complexity and simultaneous initiative (Speier & Frese, 1997). Self-efficacy results in personal initiative and
higher performance at work (Hakanen, Perhoniemi & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008; Lisbona, Palaci, Salanova &
Frese, 2018). Employees also believe that personal initiative is about organization, management, working team,
and an emotional bond with career (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007). There are two ways to approach innovative
behavior: initiative and creative. Initiative behavior is self-initiated, proactive, and long-term behavior displayed
to overcome challenges and achieve goals. It takes self-initiated action time and effort to improve an idea
enough to put it into practice. One is expected to be interested in one’s job to start thinking proactively about an
idea. Before making a proposal, a school principal should consider three variables; having an idea, making a
recommendation, and the quality of the recommendation (Frese, Teng & Wijnen, 1999). Personal initiative,
which increases the responsibility at the beginning of the creative process, is positively related to creativity as an
output (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag, 2007). On the other hand, personal initiative contributes significantly to
both qualitative and quantitative creativity (Herrmann & Felfe, 2014) and increases entrepreneurial success
(Glaub, Frese, Fischer & Hoppe, 2014). As can be seen, employees who take initiative can produce outcomes
that are important for organizations.
Organizational Resilience
Resilience is defined as a person’s capacity to successfully adapt to stressful situations and maintain mental
well-being in the face of adversity. It also refers to coping with challenges and turning them into an advantage to
improve the current position (Kantur & İşeri-Say, 2015). Today, just like individuals, organizations are also
expected to develop resilience to cope with uncertainty, hold their ground in the face of crises, and promote
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success (Duchek, 2020). Resilience helps organizations use their cognitive, emotional, relational, and structural
resources to resolve uncertainty and consists of flexible, storable, transformable, and formable processes
(Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007).
Organizational resilience is addressed from two dimensions: planned and adaptable (Lee, Vargo & Seville,
2013; Nilakant, Walker, Van Heugten, Baird & De Vries, 2014; Prayag, Chowdhury, Spector & Orchiston,
2018). The former involves restructuring in the face of destructive change (Horne & Orr, 1998; Kantur & İşeriSay, 2015; Somers, 2009) and the latter is about the ability to adapt to possible crises (Barasa, Mbau & Gilson,
2018) and adapting to problems (Zhang & Liu, 2012). As a response to multiple destructive events (Back, Ross,
Duncan, Jaye, Henderson & Anderson, 2017; Paton, Smith & Violanti, 2000; Sahebjamnia, Torabi & Mansouri,
2018), it highlights the need for an adaptive approach to complexity and unpredictability (Andersson et al.,
2019). It also requires system agility and robustness to survive and thrive (Kuntz, Malinen & Näswall, 2017).
Organizations perform analyses to understand their capacity and maintain performance in the face of
adversaries, from internal crises to large-scale external influences (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2011). Intraorganizational structures and processes and extra-organizational factors indicate potential sources of protection
and vulnerabilities at the organizational level. Chronic stressors caused by individual demands, restrictions, and
inadequate resources are combined with individual characteristics (orientation, personality, values, and skills)
that one turns to in the face of stressors (Riolli & Savicki, 2003). Organizational resilience gives a clue as to
how an organization and its employees adapt to problems (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007). The kind of work, how,
where, and with whom they do it always change. Therefore, employees should learn how to be resilient and
adopt positive behaviors depending on the situation they are in (Mallak, 1998).
Crises also provide organizations with the opportunity to make new connections and reach new stakeholders
(Chewning, Lai & Doerfel, 2013; Pal, Torstensson & Mattila, 2014; Rudolph & Repenning, 2002; Teixeira &
Werther, 2013) because resilience is about accurate analysis of crises (Korkusuz & Kutluk, 2015) and turning
adversity into an advantage (Günsel & Dodourova, 2018; Kumbalı, 2018; Öztürk, 2018). Unexpected events
may occur in or outside the organizations. Different factors (type, time, place, frequency, and duration) affect
organizations differently (Duchek, 2020). Organizations with resilience should manage their human resources
strategically to make their employees more resilient, and hence, competent in the face of surprising and mostly
unfavorable and uncertain situations (Annarelli & Nonino, 2016; Lengnick-Hall, Beck & Lengnick-Hall, 2011).
Additionally, resilient organizations use financial, relational, structural, and technological resources differently
than less resilient ones (Chewning et al., 2013). Therefore, organizational resilience can be addressed from a
structural perspective specified by the complexity, variation, and distribution of activities among professional
groups (Tillement, Cholez & Reverdy, 2009).
As stated above, resilience is based on the ability to communicate and restructure in the face of rapid changes or
crises (Chewning et al., 2013; Ishak & Williams, 2018; Lengnick-Hall & Beck, 2005). Schools are exposed to
changes (Limon & Sezgin-Nartgün, 2020) and other unexpected situations very frequently which brings the
resilience to their agenda as a prominent issue. Although there is an abundance of research on school leaders’
(Day, 2014; Özmusul, 2017), students’ (Franklin, 2017) and teachers’ resilience (Day & Hong, 2016; Haeussler,
2013; Hong, 2012; Taylor, 2013), few studies investigated the resilience of educational organizations. For
example, a study conducted by Sezen-Gültekin (2019) revealed that resilience in higher education institutions
had a significant effect on sustainability and was affected by organizational myopia. Weller and Anderson
(2013) on the other hand, handled resilience in higher education institutions in terms of digital changes. A recent
study in Israel has shown that resilience of schools is associated with social capital, team empowerment and
goal interdependence (Shani, 2020). In the same study, it has also been stated that resilience of school is
positively associated with functioning in crisis. Mirzaei et.al. (2020) examined the resilience of schools in
disasters and the findings showed that it is directly associated with the functional, educational, safety, structural,
nonstructural, architectural, commute routes, locational, and equipment domains. Resilience is of critical
importance for schools because resilient schools will be more successful in terms of student achievement in the
long-term than those showing fewer resilience characteristics (Norman et al., 2005 cited in Prada, 2007).
Therefore, schools should build resilience. At Regional Consultation Meeting on Education and Resilience
supported by UNICEF and UNESCO experts suggested nine priority paths to make schools more resilient
against conflicts and crises (UNICEF, 2015). These are as follows:
 Analyzing the risk of conflict and crises,
 Inclusion of conflict and disaster risk reduction in the education sectors’ planning and budgeting,
 Building a school safety framework within the planning,
 Adopting curriculum and textbooks for social cohesion and school safety,
 Providing equitable and safe access to education for all,
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Monitoring and evaluating the progress of initiatives for reducing risks,
Fostering coordination and networks,
Building a stronger education governance and encouraging local participation,
Building capacity for risk reduction.

Relationships between Distributed Leadership, Initiative Climate, and Organizational Resilience in
Schools
Today, we expect more from school principals than ever before, putting more responsibility on their shoulders
and making them busier. This has made traditional school leadership obsolete (Lashway, 2003) and distributed
leadership common in schools because it assigns different roles to all staff and assumes that they have different
interests and strengths, taking advantage of which makes them more motivated. Besides, schools are too
complex to be managed and transformed by one person. Therefore, school leadership should be shared among
stakeholders rather than put in the hands of one person (Göksoy, 2015; Grenda, 2011; Lashway, 2003). When
the leadership at schools are distributed, it may result in a better understanding and improvement in school
problems (Timperley, 2005). Previous literature provides evidence for positive associations between distributed
leadership and teachers’ organizational commitment (Akdemir & Ayık, 2017), trust in colleagues and principals
(Beycioğlu, Özer & Uğurlu, 2012; Mascall, Leithwood, Straus & Sacks, 2008), school culture and teachers’
self-efficacy (DeMarco, 2018), collective teacher efficacy and organizational citizenship behaviour (Mascall
et.al. 2008). These findings show that distributed leadership may result in desirable consequences for school
organizations. Although, there is no prior study examining the relationship between distributed leadership and
initiative climate, drawing upon aforementioned studies it can be said that when the leadership is distributed
among stakeholders, a school environment convenient for initiative is created.
The style of leadership adopted can be influential on the resiliency of organizations (Karaköse, 2019; Teo, Lee
& Lim, 2017). When leaders ensure the involvement and contribution of relevant stakeholders to decision
making process, they nurture the resilience of organizations by building trust, empowering, motivating and
creating commitment (Barasa et.al. 2018). In this sense, it can be anticipated that distributed leadership can
contribute to the resilience capacity of organizations since it can make organizations more productive and
responsive (Harris, 2011). Thus, Al-Harthi and Al-Mahdy (2017) found that distributed school leadership is a
significant predictor of school effectiveness which includes efficiency, adaptability, and flexibility. On the other
hand, Harris (2004) states that there is evidence suggesting that distributed leadership can contribute to school
improvement. In another study, Kershner and Mcquillan (2016) highlights the importance of distributing
authority as a precursor to adaptive change in schools. To enhance their organizational resilience capacity,
schools need to be flexible, adaptive, and responsive in case of crises and challenges. As put forward by
previous research, distributed school leadership may result in qualities which can boost resilience.
The basic ingredient of a resilient organization is “a committed work force that is free to give the maximum
effort” (Deevy, 1995 cited in Gabriel, 2015) which points out the potential power of initiative climate as an
antecedent of resiliency. Thus, initiative climate is characterized by self-initiated and proactive action to
overcome obstacles and achieve goals (Hahn et al., 2012). When employees adopt such behaviors in favor of
their organizations, it may contribute to overall resilience capacity in the organization since organizations
depend on the actions taken by individuals in case of challenges. In crisis and change periods carrying out only
responsibilities in formal job descriptions may not suffice. A cross-sectional study conducted in aviation sector
revealed that organizational citizenship behaviors play a significant role in enhancing corporate resilience
(Gabriel, 2015). On the other hand, Kim (2020) found that organizational resilience was positively associated
with employees’ intentions for proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity. As for schools, Dlamini (2005) stated
that the most distinctive aspect of resilient schools compared to non-resilient ones is the involvement of all
stakeholders. In other words, it can be said that the more teachers and other school staff take initiative the more
resilient schools can be built.
Change and uncertainty in schools make organizational resilience all the more important. Therefore, school
principals should play a facilitating role in developing communication and information networks in schools
(MacBeath et al., 2005). School culture should be conducive to distributed leadership (Printy & Liu, 2020)
because teaching and distributed leadership play a vital role in the way the school climate promotes interaction,
respect, and trust. Effective teaching and distributed leadership help school principals build respect and trust
among teachers (Bellibaş & Liu, 2016) because distributed leadership ensures that all school stakeholders can
benefit from all the wealth of the school. In such an environment where there is mutual trust and effective
communication, teachers can take more initiative which in turn can also contribute to organizational resilience.
Therefore, this study investigated the mediating role of the climate of initiative between distributed leadership
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and organizational resilience in schools. Based on the relationships mentioned above, the following hypotheses
were suggested:
H1: Leadership functions significantly predicts organizational resilience.
H2: Leadership functions significantly predicts initiative climate.
H3: Leadership team coherence significantly predicts organizational resilience.
H4: Leadership team coherence significantly predicts initiative climate.
H5: Initiative climate significantly predicts organizational resilience.
H6: Initiative climate mediates the relationship between leadership functions and organizational resilience.
H7: Initiative climate mediates the relationship between leadership team coherence and organizational
resilience.

Method
This section describes the research design, study sample, measures, and data collection and analysis procedures.
Research Design
This is a quantitative study employing a cross-sectional survey design. A cross-sectional study produces a
„snapshot‟ of a population at a particular point in time (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2005).
Sample
This is an internal validity study which does not aim to generalize the findings to a population but to reveal the
relationships among variables (Kaya, 2015); so, it was not carried out on a population. However, in order to
have a relatively more nationwide representative sample we reached teachers from different cities located in all
seven geographical regions of Turkey. The sample consisted of 310 teachers (163 women; 147 men) recruited
through convenience sampling (Patton, 2002). Considering the sample size, it is enough since there are fewer
than five constructs in our model with more than three items which requires a minimum of 100 participants
(Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2014). Of participants, 237 (76.5%) had a bachelors and 73 (23.5%) had a
master’s degree. Fifteen participants (4.8%) were preschool teachers, 65 (21.0%) primary school teachers, 93
(30.0%) secondary school teachers, and 137 (44.2%) high school teachers. Thirty-eight participants (12.3%) had
0 to 5 years, 59 (19.0%) had 6 to 10 years, 51 (16.5%) had 11 to 15 years, 67 (21.6%) had 16 to 20 years, and 95
(30.6%) had ≥21 years of experience.
Data Collections Tools
Data were collected using three different measures. Detailed information is presented below.
Distributed Leadership Inventory
Participant’ perceptions of distributed leadership in their schools were determined using the Distributed
Leadership Inventory (DLI) developed by Hulpia et al. (2009b) and adapted to Turkish by Özdemir (2012). The
DLI consists of two subscales; (1) leadership functions (13 items; sample item: “The principal explains his/her
reason for criticism to teachers.”) and (2) leadership team coherence (10 items; sample item: “Members of the
leadership team know which tasks they have to perform.”). The first subscale items are scored on a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1=Never to 5=Always). The second subscale items are also scored on a 5-point Likert-type
scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree). The first subscale evaluated the perceptions of principals,
head assistants, and assistant principals separately. The results showed that the subscale was valid and reliable
for each task, and therefore, participants were asked to evaluate only their principals in line with the aim of the
current study. Özdemir (2012) reported that the subscales of “leadership functions” and “leadership team
coherence” had a Cronbach’s alpha (internal consistency) of .96 and .98 for school principals, respectively.
Initiative Climate Scale
To measure initiative climate, we used the scale developed by Frese et al. (1997) to measure individual level
initiative and adapted to Turkish for organizations by Kurt, Duyar, and Yakut (2015). The scale has a
unidimensional structure with seven items (Sample item: “Whenever something goes wrong in the school,
people search for a solution immediately.”) scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale; (1=Strongly Disagree to
5=Strongly Agree). Turkish version of the scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 (Kurt, Duyar & Yakut 2015).
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Organizational Resilience Scale
The level of resilience in schools was measured using Organizational Resilience Scale (ORS) developed by
Kantur and İşeri-Say (2015). ORS consists of three subscales and nine items (sample item, “The organization I
work for put up resistance not to lose in the face of unexpected/sudden or critical/bad situations.”) scored on a
5-point Likert-type scale; (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree). Sezen-Gültekin (2019) used ORS for
higher education organizations and established its validity and reliability again. Results showed that the Turkish
version of ORS had a unidimensional structure with a Cronbach’s alpha of .95.
We also calculated the goodness of fit indices and Cronbach’s alpha to establish the validity and reliability of
the scales within this study. Table 1 presents the findings.
Table 1. Goodness of Fit Indices and Internal Consistency Coefficients
2
x
df
RMSEA
CFI
SRMR
Scale
x²/df

LF
165.57
59
2.81
.08
.97
.03
.96
LTC
83.48
31
2.69
.07
.99
.02
.97
IC
19.76
9
2.20
.06
.99
.02
.95
OR
60.58
20
3.03
.08
.99
.02
.97
Note: LF: Leadership functions; LTC: Leadership team coherence; IC: Initiative climate; OR: Organizational
resilience
As the findings in Table 1 indicates the scales had validity (Hair et. al. 2014) and internal consistency (Singh,
2007) within the scope of current study.
Data Collection
The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Batman University (No:2020/5-17). Data were collected
online through Google Forms. The researchers sent an electronic link to school principals in different provinces
located in seven geographical regions of Turkey whom they knew and asked them to share the link on their
schools’ WhatsApp groups.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 25.0) and Analysis of Moment
Structures (AMOS 23.0) (Arbuckle, 2019). First of all, the data set were scanned to see if there were missing
values and there were none of them. Afterwards, skewness and kurtosis values were calculated to check the
distribution. Skewness (-.799 to -.607) and kurtosis (.080 to .700) ranged between the cut off values of -1.5 and
+1.5, suggesting that data were normally distributed (Huck, 2012). Minimum-maximum values, arithmetic
means, and standard deviations were calculated within the descriptive statistics. Pearson's correlation coefficient
was used to reveal the relationships between the variables. On the other hand, simple mediation was used to
determine the predictive relationships between the variables (Hayes, 2013; Karagöz, 2016; Sümer, 2000).
Mediation models are used to account for the effect of an independent variable on a dependent variable. Before
mediation analysis, the multivariate normal distribution was evaluated using multivariate kurtosis and its critical
ratio (Byrne, 2016). The multivariate kurtosis and critical ratio were 669.930 and 104.290, respectively,
suggesting a multivariate non-normal distribution. Therefore, the data were analyzed using the nonparametric
bootstrapping with a confidence interval (CI) of 95% (Şimşek, 2007).

Findings
This section presents findings of descriptive analysis and structural equation modeling.
Descriptive Findings
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Descriptives
Correlations
Variable
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
1
2
3
4
(1) LF
1.15
5.00
3.77
.82
1.00
(2) LTC
1.00
5.00
3.63
.91
.817**
1.00
(3) IC
1.00
5.00
3.67
.86
.701**
.795**
1.00
**
(4) OR
1.00
5.00
3.72
.84
.778
.843**
.873**
1.00
**
p<.01; N=310; (Note: LF: Leadership functions; LTC: Leadership team coherence; IC: Initiative climate; OR:
Organizational resilience)
Leadership functions, leadership team coherence, climate of initiative, and organizational resilience had
arithmetic means of 3.77 (SD=.82), 3.63 (SD=.91), 3.67 (SD=.86), and 3.72 (SD=.84), respectively, all of which
were relatively high. Moreover, the variables were positively and significantly correlated. Leadership functions
were positively correlated with leadership team coherence (r=.817; p<.01), climate of initiative (r=.701; p<.01),
and organizational resilience (r=.778; p<.01). Leadership team coherence was positively correlated with climate
of initiative (r=.795; p<.01) and organizational resilience (r=.843; p<.01). Lastly, climate of initiative was
positively correlated with organizational resilience (r=.873; p<.01).
Findings on Structural Equation Modeling
Structural equation modeling was used to determine the mediating role of initiative climate on the relationship
between distributed leadership (leadership functions and leadership team coherence) and organizational
resilience. The fit indices of the model is as follows: x2=2660.151; df= 697; p=.000; x2/df=3.817; GFI=.703;
CFI=.867; GFI: .703; RMSEA=.095. Table 3 presents the findings.
Table 3. Standardized Direct, Indirect and Total Effects
Bootstrap 5000 times 95% CI
Variables
β
SE
t
Lower Bound
Upper Bound
p
Total Effect
LF→OR (H1)
.205 .072
4.071
.003
.323
LF→IC (H2)
.189 .097
2.786
.036
.189
LTC→OR (H3)
.282 .082
4.442
.002
.757
LTC→IC (H4)
.762 .056 10.186
.000
.762
IC→OR (H5)
.624 .066 10.865
.000
.624
LF→IC→OR (H6)
.118 .059
.011
.241
.032
.323
LTC→IC→OR (H7)
.475 .069
.354
.629
.000
.757
(Note: LF: Leadership functions; LTC: Leadership team coherence; IC: Initiative climate; OR: Organizational
resilience)
Leadership functions significantly predict organizational resilience (β=.205; p=.003) and initiative climate
(β=.189; p=.036). Leadership team coherence significantly predicts organizational resilience (β=.282; p=.002)
and initiative climate (β=.762; p=.000). On the other hand, initiative climate significantly predicts organizational
resilience (β=.624; p=.000). Finally, initiative climate has a mediating role in the relationships between
leadership functions and organizational resilience (β=.118; p=.032; 95% CI, LB=.011, UB=.241) and leadership
team coherence and organizational resilience (β=.475; p=.000; 95% CI, LB=.354, UB=.629). The findings
indicate that this is a complementary mediating role because both direct and indirect effects are significant
(Zhao, Lynch & Chen, 2010) (Table 3). On the other hand, the effect sizes for indirect effects were calculated
using the formula ab/(ab+c1 ) (Miočević, O’Rourke, MacKinnon & Brown, 2018). The findings showed that the
effect size of the indirect effect of leadership functions on organizational resilience is .25 and it is .15 for the
indirect effect of leadership team coherence on organizational resilience. These findings indicated that effect
sizes of the indirect effects were medium level (Cohen, 1988). Figure 1 shows the structural relations between
the variables.
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Figure 1. Structural Model

Discussion
This study investigated the mediating role of initiative climate on the relationship between distributed leadership
and organizational resilience in schools. First of all, the level of organizational resilience, climate of initiative,
and school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors were revealed. The first variable was “distributed
leadership,” a leadership model that has been extensively studied in the field of education (Gümüş et al., 2018).
Most participants “agreed” with school principals’ distributed leadership behaviors, which is consistent with
the previous literature (Arabacı, Karabatak & Polat, 2016; Ertürk & Sezgin-Nartgün, 2019; Korkmaz & Gündüz,
2011; O’Donovan, 2015). This finding has important implications because the primary goal of distributed
leadership is to disseminate leadership throughout school staff and ensure that each school stakeholder acts as a
leader based on their own expertise. Teachers to whom leadership is distributed are more likely to take more
risks, face uncertainty more confidently, and pay more attention to the opinions of others. Distributed leadership
also provides a powerful mechanism that paves the way for a positive pedagogical transformation (ClarkinPhillips, 2009). However, distributed leadership in schools depends on organizational trust, supportive and
facilitating management, and collaboration between teachers and administrators.
The second variable dealt with in this study was initiative climate. Initiative is a set of behaviors one displays,
such as taking an active approach to achieving work goals and tasks and overcoming obstacles (Fay & Frese,
2001; Frese, 2001; Frese et al., 1997; Frese et al., 1996;). Most participants “agreed” with initiative climate in
schools. Korumaz and Tufan (2020) also reported a similar result, whereas Sezgin-Nartgün and Taşkın (2017)
reported that teachers neither agreed nor disagreed with a climate of initiative. Frese et al. (1997) and Frese and
Fay (2001) found that employees took responsibility and initiative at a moderate level. We think that our result
is important in school context because initiative climate increases the performance at both organizational and
individual level (Lisbona et al., 2018; Taşkın, 2016). It can be said that this increase in performance
significantly contributes to the school's ability to continue its education and training activities effectively,
efficiently, and successfully.
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The third variable was organizational resilience, which plays a key role, especially in times of change
(Andersson et al., 2019; Coutu, 2002; Horne, 1997; Horne & Orr, 1998; Kantur & İşeri-Say, 2015;
Linnenluecke, 2017; Somers, 2009). The participants “agreed” with organizational resilience capacity of their
schools which is not consistent with previous literature (Sezen-Gültekin, 2019). We think that our result is
important because resilience helps organizations face uncertainty (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003; Tengblad &
Oudhuis, 2018; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007) and makes them more agile and robust (Kuntz et al., 2017). Resilience
can be said to be the most important basis for today’s organizations in managing the complexity, uncertainty,
crises, overcoming pressures and gaining competitive edge (Sezen-Gültekin, 2019). In terms of educational
organizations, the importance of organizational resilience becomes even more prominent. Educational
organizations operate in an environment which is changing rapidly; so, they face unexpected situations very
often. This make resilience a must for schools. Otherwise, they may have to endure undesirable outcomes.
On the other hand, we suggested that school principals‟ distributed leadership behaviors (leadership functions
and leadership team coherence) significantly predict initiative climate. The findings confirmed that distributed
leadership is a significant predictor of initiative climate. This is an important result because organizations with
distributed leadership are likely to be more democratic, participatory, creative, and dynamic (Panahi, 2013),
which can encourage employees to take more initiative. At least in scope of this study, we could not reach a
study analyzing the relationship between distributed leadership and initiative climate. In this sense, it can be said
that we contributed distributed leadership literature with a different perspective. However, distributed leadership
makes teachers more eager to gain professional knowledge (Bektaş, Kılınç & Gümüş, 2020) and more satisfied
with their job (Liu, Bellibaş & Gümüş, 2020; Sun & Xia, 2018; Torres, 2019). It increases organizational
commitment (Uslu & Beycioğlu, 2013) and it is positively associated with value-based leadership (Baloğlu,
2012). School principals distributing leadership can foster trust and respect among teachers (Bellibaş & Liu,
2016), encouraging them to take more initiative.
We also suggested that school principals‟ distributed leadership behaviors significantly predict organizational
resilience. The results showed that leadership functions and leadership team coherence predicted organizational
resilience. Distributed leadership, an alternative to leader-centered traditional leadership models, assumes that
leadership is not a personal but a shared trait (Bolden, Petrov & Gosling, 2008). In other words, one’s
performance is not superior to others’ in distributed leadership (Gronn, 2002). Distributed leadership improves
organizational resilience, enabling organizations to proactively cope with complex situations and uncertainty
(Tengblad & Oudhuis, 2018) because leadership qualities manifest themselves in organizational resilience
(Nilakant et al., 2014). When the leadership is distributed, school organizations can exploit the expertise of all
shareholders which can contribute to resilience. Because through distribution of leadership an environment in
which teachers can work individually and collectively to overcome challenges is created.
Another suggestion of the current study was that initiative climate significantly predicts organizational
resilience, which was confirmed by the results. Initiative involves standing out among other organizations,
anticipating, and solving problems, and seeking ways to draw up long-term plans and execute them (Campos,
Frese, Goldstein, Iacovone, Johnson, McKenzie & Mensmann, 2017), making organizations more flexible and
agile in the face of uncertainty (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). In schools where initiative climate is high, teachers
act immediately, and they exert extra effort to deal with crisis situations and challenges which can make schools
more resilient.
Finally we suggested that initiative climate plays a mediating role in the relationship between organizational
resilience and school principals‟ distributed leadership behaviors. The results indicate that initiative climate
plays a mediating role. In other words, distributed leadership promotes initiative climate which in turn
contributes to organizational resilience in schools. Distributed leadership is associated with organizational
resilience, which involves standing fast against shocks and coping with adversaries (Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007).
Resilient and agile organizations with risk awareness and collaboration, and improvisation (Andersson et al.,
2019) are better at recovering from external shocks (Jung, 2017). School principals interested in increasing
organizational resilience should promote distributed leadership and professional development (activities,
courses, seminars, etc.). What is more, leaders should be financially supported, and decisions should be jointly
made. Creating a climate of initiative, which plays a mediating role between organizational resilience and
distributed leadership, is becoming more and more critical in the 21 st century (Frese & Fay, 2001) because
initiative helps improve in-role performance and resolve organizational conflicts (Fay & Sonnentag, 2002; Fay,
Sonnentag & Frese, 1998). Therefore, employees should be rewarded and provided with support, guidance, and
time and space to take initiative. It is believed that school principals’ leadership behaviors can improve
organizational resilience.
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Conclusion and Suggestions
This study aimed to reveal the relationships among principals’ distributed leadership, initiative climate and
organizational resilience of schools. Our data indicate that distributed leadership has the potential to foster
initiative climate and organizational resilience. On the other hand, schools where teachers take initiative can be
more resilient. Lastly, our data suggested that distributed leadership has a positive effect on schools’ resilience
through initiative climate. This study implies that to boost initiative and resilience in schools, principals should
assign leadership roles to teachers.
We found that both direct and indirect effects of distributed leadership on organizational resilience are
significant indicating complementary mediation as stated above which means the likelihood of omitted
mediators in our model (Zhao et. al. 2010). Therefore, future research should be carried out incorporating
additional variables in the model both as mediators and moderators. In this way, a better insight into schools’
resilience can be provided.
Based on the findings it can be recommended that distributed leadership be the leadership of choice in schools.
Moreover, teachers should be encouraged to take more initiative, and successful ones should be rewarded to
make schools more resilient.

Limitations
The findings of the study are not without limitations. Firstly, the assessment was based on only teachers’
perceptions. Further studies should include other stakeholders’ views. Secondly, participants were recruited
using convenience sampling, but the study did not aim to generalize its results to a larger population so it could
be regarded as a suitable sampling method. This is a cross-sectional study which cannot give cause-effect
relationships. Researchers can carry out longitudinal studies to reveal cause-effect relationships among these
variables.

References
Akdemir, Ö. A., & Ayık, A. (2017). The impact of distributed leadership behaviors of school principals on the
organizational commitment of teachers. Universal Journal of Educational Research 5(12B), 18-26. doi:
10.13189/ujer.2017.051402
Al-Harthi, A. S. A., & Al-Mahdy, Y. F. H. (2017). Distributed leadership and school effectiveness in Egypt and
Oman: An exploratory study. International Journal of Educational Management, 31(6), 801-813. doi:
10.1108/IJEM-05-2016-0132
Andersson, T., Cäker, M., Tengblad, S., & Wickelgren, M. (2019). Building traits for organizational resilience
through balancing organizational structures. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 35(1), 36-45. doi:
10.1016/j.scaman.2019.01.001
Annarelli, A., & Nonino, F. (2016). Strategic and operational management of organizational resilience: Current
state of research and future directions. Omega, 62, 1-18. doi: 10.1016/j.omega.2015.08.004
Arabacı, İ. B., Karabatak, S., & Polat, H. (2016). Ortaöğretim okulu yöneticilerinin dağıtımcı liderlik rollerine
ilişkin öğretmen algıları [The perceptions of teachers on secondary school administrators’ distributional
leadership roles] . Kastamonu Eğitim Dergisi [Kastamonu Education Journal], 24(3), 1015-1032.
Arbuckle, J. L. (2019). IBM SPSS Amos 20 user‟s guide. New York: IBM Corporation.
Arslan, M., & Ağıroğlu Bakır, A. (2014). Resmi ve özel okul öğretmenlerinin paylaşılan liderliğe ilişkin
görüşleri [Public and private school teachers’ opinions about distributed leadership]. İnönü Üniversitesi
Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi [İnönü University Journal of the Faculty of Education], 15(1), 117-142. doi:
10.17679/iuefd.75431
Aslan, M., & Ağıroğlu Bakır, A. (2015). Okul örgütlerinde paylaşılan liderlik ölçeği: Geçerlik ve güvenirlik
çalışması [The validity and reliability studies of distributed leadership scale for school organizations].
Kuram ve Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi [Educational Administration: Theory and Practice], 21(1), 124. doi: 10.14527/kuey.2015.001
Back, J., Ross, A. J., Duncan, M. D., Jaye, P., Henderson, K., & Anderson, J. E. (2017). Emergency department
escalation in theory and practice: A mixed-methods study using a model of organizational
resilience. Annals of Emergency Medicine, 70(5), 659-671. doi: 10.1016/j.annemergmed.2017.04.032

IJCER (International Journal of Contemporary Educational Research)

139

Baloğlu, N. (2011). Dağıtımcı liderlik uygulamaları: Eklektik bir tasarım çalışması [An eclectic design study on
implementations of distributed leadership]. Ahi Evran Üniversitesi Kırşehir Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi
[Ahi Evran University Kırşehir Faculty of Education Journal], 12(4), 163-181.
Baloğlu, N. (2012). Değerler temelli liderlik ile dağıtımcı liderlik arasındaki ilişkiler: Okul müdürünün
davranışını değerlendirmeye dönük nedensel bir araştırma [Relations between value-based leadership
and distributed leadership: A casual research on school principles’ behaviors]. Kuram ve Uygulamada
Eğitim Bilimleri [Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice] , 12(2), 1367-1378.
Barasa, E., Mbau, R., & Gilson, L. (2018). What is resilience and how can it be nurtured? A systematic review
of empirical literature on organizational resilience. International Journal of Health Policy and
Management, 7(6), 491-503. doi: 10.15171/ijhpm.2018.06
Bektaş, F., Kılınç, A. Ç., & Gümüş, S. (2020). The effects of distributed leadership on teacher professional
learning: Mediating roles of teacher trust in principal and teacher motivation. Educational Studies. doi:
10.1080/03055698.2020.1793301
Bellibaş, M. Ş., & Liu, Y. (2016). The effects of principals’ perceived instructional and distributed leadership
practices on their perceptions of school climate. International Journal of Leadership in Education,
21(2), 226-244. doi: 10.1080/13603124.2016.1147608
Beycioğlu, K., Özer, N., & Uğurlu, C. T. (2012). Distributed leadership and organizational trust: The case of
elementary schools. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 3316-3319. doi:
10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.06.058
Binnewies, C., Ohly, S., & Sonnentag, S. (2007). Taking personal initiative and communicating about ideas:
What is important for the creative process and for idea creativity? European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 16(4), 432-455. doi: 10.1080/13594320701514728
Bolden, R., Petrov, G., & Gosling, J. (2008). Distributed leadership in higher education: Rhetoric and reality.
Educational
Management,
Administration
and
Leadership,
9,
257-277.
doi:
10.1177/1741143208100301
Bush, T. (2016). School leadership and management in England: the paradox of simultaneous centralisation and
decentralisation. Research in Educational Administration & Leadership, 1(1), 1-23.
Byrne, B. M. (2016). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications and programming.
New York: Routledge.
Campos, F., Frese, M., Goldstein, M., Iacovone, L., Johnson, H. C., McKenzie, D., & Mensmann, M. (2017).
Teaching personal initiative beats traditional training in boosting small business in West Africa.
Science, 357(6357), 1287-1290. doi: 10.1126/science.aan5329
Cemaloğlu, N. (2019). Yönetimin PIN kodu [The PIN code of administration]. Ankara: PegemA Publishing.
Chewning, L. V., Lai, C. H., & Doerfel, M. L. (2013). Organizational resilience and using information and
communication technologies to rebuild communication structures. Management Communication
Quarterly, 27(2), 237-263. doi: 10.1177/0893318912465815
Clarkin-Phillips, J. (2009). Distributed Leadership: Utilising everyone’s strengths. Early Childhood Folio, 13,
22-26.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Publishers.
Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2005). Research methods in education. New York, London: Routledge.
Coutu, D. L. (2002). How resilience works. Harvard Business Review, 80(5), 46-56.
Day, C. (2014). Resilient principals in challenging schools: The courage and costs of conviction, Teachers and
Teaching: Theory and Practice, 20(5), 638-654. doi: 10.1080/13540602.2014.937959
Day, C., & Hong, J. (2016). Influences on the capacities for emotional resilience of teachers in schools serving
disadvantaged urban communities: Challenges of living on the edge. Teaching and Teacher Education,
59, 115-125. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2016.05.015
DeMarco, A. L. (2018). The relationship between distributive leadership, school culture, and teacher selfefficacy at the middle school level. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University, New
Jersey, the U. S. A.
Den Hartog, D. N., & Belschak, F. D. (2007). Personal initiative, commitment and affect at work. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80(4), 601-622. doi: 10.1348/096317906X171442
Dlamini, N. J. (2004). A critical analysis of the learning culture of resilient schools within rural communities in
Mpumalanga. Unpublished master's thesis, University of South Africa, South Africa.
Duchek, S. (2020). Organizational resilience: A capability-based conceptualization. Business Research, 13, 215246. doi: 10.1007/s40685-019-0085-7
Elmore, R. F. (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. The Albert Shanker Instıtute.
Ertürk, R., & Sezgin-Nartgün, Ş. (2019). The relationship between teacher perceptions of distributed leadership
and schools as learning organizations. International Journal of Contemporary Educational Research,
6(2), 381-396. doi: 10.33200/ijcer.596918

140 Limon, Dilekçi & Demirer

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (1998). The nature of personal initiative: Self-starting orientation and proactivity.
In annual conference of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Dallas, TX.
Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2000). Self-starting behaviour at work: Toward a theory of personal initiative. In J.
Heckhausen (Ed.), Motivational Psychology of Human Development. Developing Motivation and
Motivating Development (pp. 307-324). Amsterdam: Elservier.
Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2001). The concept of personal initiative: An overview of validity studies. Human
performance. 14(1), 97-124. doi: 10.1207/ S15327043HUP1401_06
Fay, D., & Sonnentag, S. (2002). Rethinking the effects of stressors: A longitudinal study on personal
initiative. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7(3), 221-234.
Fay, D., Sonnentag, S., & Frese, M. (1998). Stressors, innovation, and personal initiative: Are stressors always
detrimental. In C. L. Cooper (Ed.), Theories of Organizational Stress. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Franklin, S. L. (2017). Exploring organızational factors that influence resilience and persistence among high
school students of color. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, California State University, the U. S. A.
Frese, M. (2001). Personal initiative (PI): The theoretical concept and empirical findings. In M. Erez, U.
Kleinbeck, & H. Thierry (Eds.), Work Motivation in the Context of a Globalizing Economy (pp. 99110). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Frese, M. (Ed.). (2000). Success and failure of microbusiness owners in Africa: A new psychological approach.
Westport, CT: Greenwood.
Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The conception of personal initiative:
Operationalization, reliability and validity in two German samples. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 70(2), 139-161.
Frese, M., Garst, H., & Fay, D. (2007). Making things happen: Reciprocal relationships between work
characteristics and personal initiative in a four-wave longitudinal structural equation model. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92(4), 1084-1102.
Frese, M., Kring, W., Soose, A., & Zempel, J. (1996). Personal initiative at work: Differences between East and
West Germany. Academy of Management Journal, 39(1), 37-63.
Frese, M., Teng, E., & Wijnen, C. J. (1999). Helping to improve suggestion systems: Predictors of making
suggestions in companies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20(7), 1139-1155.
Gabriel, J. M. O. (2015). Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) and corporate resilience in the domestic
aviation sector in Nigeria. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, River State University of Science and
Technology, Port Harcourt, Nigeria.
Glaub, M. E., Frese, M., Fischer, S., & Hoppe, M. (2014). Increasing personal initiative in small business
managers or owners leads to entrepreneurial success: A theory-based controlled randomized field
intervention for evidence-basedmanagement. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 13(3),
354-379. doi: 10.5465/amle.2013.0234
Göksoy, S. (2015). Distributed leadership in educational institutions. Journal of Education and Training
Studies, 3(4), 110-118. doi:10.11114/jets.v3i4.851
Grenda, J. P. (2011). Instances and principles of distributed leadership: A multiple case study of illinois middle
school principals‟ leadership practices. Unpublished doctoral dissertion, University of Illinois, the
U.S.A.
Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly, 13, 423-451. doi:
10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00120-0
Gronn, P. (2010). Where to next for educational leadership? In The Principles of Educational Leadership and
Management, T. Bush, L. Bell, and D. Middlewood (Eds.), 70-85. London: Sage.
Gümüş, S., Bellibaş, M. S., Esen, M., & Gümüş, E. (2018). A systematic review of studies on leadership models
in educational research from 1980 to 2014. Educational Management Administration & Leadership,
46(1), 25-48. doi: 10.1177/1741143216659296
Günsel, A., & Dodourova, M. (2018). Çift yönlü örgütler daha mı dayanıklı? Sağlık işletmeleri üstünde bir
araştırma. International Journal of Tourism, Economics and Business Sciences (IJTEBS), 2(2), 07-12.
Haeussler, S. A. T. (2013). Emotional regulation and resilience in educational organisations: A case of German
school teachers. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Northumbria, Newcastle, UK.
Hahn, V. C., Frese, M., Binnewies, C., & Schmitt, A. (2012). Happy and proactive? The role of hedonic and
eudaimonic well-being in business owners’ personal initiative. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
36(1), 97-114. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00490.x
Hair Jr., J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2014). Multivariate data analysis. Essex: Pearson.
Hakanen, J. J., Perhoniemi, R., & Toppinen-Tanner, S. (2008). Positive gain spirals at work: From job resources
to work engagement, personal initiative and work-unit innovativeness. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
73(1), 78-91. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2008.01.003
Harris, A. (2004). Distributed leadership and school improvement. Educational Management Administration &
Leadership, 32(1), 11-24. doi: 10.1177/1741143204039297

IJCER (International Journal of Contemporary Educational Research)

141

Harris, A. (2008). Distributed leadership: According to the evidence. Journal of Educational Administration,
46(2), 172-188. doi: 10.1108/09578230810863253
Harris, A. (2010). Distributed leadership: Current evidence and future directions. In The Principles of
Educational Leadership and Management, T. Bush, L. Bell, and D. Middlewood (Eds.), 55-69.
London: Sage.
Harris, A. (2011), Distributed leadership: Implications for the role of the principal. Journal of Management
Development, 31(1), 7-17. doi: 10.1108/02621711211190961
Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis. New York: The
Guilford Press.
Herrmann, D., & Felfe, J. (2014). Effects of leadership style, creativity technique and personal initiative on
employee creativity. British Journal of Management, 25(2), 209-227. doi: 10.1111/j.14678551.2012.00849.x
Hong, J. Y. (2012). Why do some beginning teachers leave the school, and others stay? Understanding teacher
resilience through psychological lenses. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 18(4), 417-440.
doi: 10.1080/13540602.2012.696044
Hong, Y., Liao, H., Raub, S., & Han, J. H. (2016). What it takes to get proactive: An integrative multilevel
model of the antecedents of personal initiative. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(5), 687-701.
Horne, J. F. (1997). The coming age of organizational resilience. Business Forum, 22(2/3), 24-28.
Horne, J. F., & Orr, J. (1998). Assessing behaviors that create resilient organizations. Employment Relations
Today, 24, 29-39.
Huck, S. W. (2012). Reading statistics and research. Boston: Pearson Education.
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Rosseel, Y. (2009a) 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), 291-237. doi: 10.1080/09243450902909840
Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Rosseel, Y. (2009b). Development and validation of scores on the distributed
leadership inventory. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(6), 1013-1034. doi:
10.1177/0013164409344490
Ishak, A. W., & Williams, E. A. (2018). A dynamic model of organizational resilience: Adaptive and anchored
approaches. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 23(2), 180-196. doi: 10.1108/CCIJ04-2017-0037
Jung, K. (2017). Sources of organizational resilience for sustainable communities: An institutional collective
action perspective. Sustainability, 9(7), 1141. doi:10.3390/su9071141
Kantur, D., & İşeri-Say, A. (2015). Measuring organizational resilience: A scale development. Journal of
Business Economics and Finance, 4(3), 456-472. doi: 10.17261/Pressacademia.2015313066
Karagöz, Y. (2016). SPSS ve AMOS 23 uygulamalı istatistiksel analizler [SPSS & AMOS 23 practical statistical
analysis]. Ankara: Nobel Publishing.
Karaköse, M. A. (2019). Liderlik tarzları, örgütsel dayanıklılık, örgütsel özümseme kapasitesi ve firma
yenilikçiliği ilişkisi [Relationships between leadership styles, organizational resilience, organizational
absorptive capacity and firm innovativeness]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Gebze Technical
University, Kocaeli, Turkey.
Kaya, C. (2015). Internal validity: A must in research designs. Educational Research and Reviews, 10(2), 111118. doi:10.5897/ERR2014.1835
Kershner, B., & Mcquillan, P. (2016). Complex adaptive schools: Educational leadership and school change.
Complicity: An International Journal of Complexity and Education, 13(1), 4-29.
Kılınç, A. Ç., & Arslan, K. (2020). Paylaşılan liderlik [Distributed leadership]. K. Yılmaz (Ed.), Liderlik:
Kuram-Araştırma-Uygulama [Leadership: Theory-Research-Practice] içinde (ss. 601-615). Ankara:
PegemA Publishing.
Kim, Y. (2020). Organizational resilience and employee work-role performance after a crisis situation:
Exploring the effects of organizational resilience on internal crisis communication. Journal of Public
Relations Research, 32(1-2), 47-75. doi: 10.1080/1062726X.2020.1765368
Korkmaz, E., & Gündüz, H. B. (2011). İlköğretim okulu yöneticilerinin dağıtımcı liderlik davranışlarını
gösterme düzeyleri [Indiceting levels of distributive leadership behaviours of primary school
principals]. Kalem Eğitim ve İnsan Bilimleri Dergisi [KALEM Journal of Educational and Human
Sciences], 1(1), 123-153.
Korkusuz, M. H., & Kutluk, E. (2015). Stratejik yönetim sürecinde krizler ve örgüt üzerindeki psikolojik etkileri
[Crisis in strategıc management process and their psychological ımpacts on organizations]. Ufuk
Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi [Ufuk University Journal of Social Sciences
Institute], 4(7), 21-33.
Korumaz, M., & Tufan, M. (2020). Ortaokul yöneticilerinin kuantum liderlik davranışları ile öğretmenlerin
inisiyatif alma düzeyleri arasındaki ilişkinin incelenmesi [The relationship between quantum leadership

142 Limon, Dilekçi & Demirer
behaviors of secondary school principals and teachers' level of taking initiative]. Anemon Muş
Alparslan Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi [Journal of Social Sciences of Mus Alparslan
University], 8(3), 727-742. doi: 10.18506/anemon.629724
Kumbalı, H. Ç. (2018). Örgüt yapısına göre bilgi yönetimi ve örgütsel dayanıklılık ilişkisi [The relationship
between knowledge management and organizational resilience in terms of organizational structure].
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pamukkale University, Denizli, Turkey.
Kuntz, J. R., Malinen, S., & Näswall, K. (2017). Employee resilience: Directions for resilience development.
Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 69(3), 223-242.
Kurt, T, Duyar İ, & Yakut, B. (2015). Öğretmenlerin örgütsel destek ve psikolojik güven algısı ile insiyatif
almaları arasındaki ilişkiler [Relationships between teachers' perception of organizational support and
psychological trust and their taking initiative]. 10. National Congress of Educational Administration
(7-9 May), 359-360.
Lashway, L. (2003). Distributed leadership. Research Roundup, 19(4).
Lee, A. V., Vargo, J., & Seville, E. (2013). Developing a tool to measure and compare organizations’
resilience. Natural Hazards Review, 14(1), 29-41. doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)NH.1527-6996.0000075
Leithwood, K., Mascall, B.,Strauss, T., Sacks, R., Nadeem, M., & Yashkina, A. (2007). Distributing leadership
to make schools smarter: Taking the ego out of the system. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6(1), 3767. doi: 10.1080/15700760601091267
Lengnick-Hall, C. A., & Beck, T. E. (2005). Adaptive fit versus robust transformation: How organizations
respond to environmental change. Journal of Management, 31(5), 738-757. doi:
10.1177/0149206305279367
Lengnick-Hall, C. A., Beck, T. E., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2011). Developing a capacity for organizational
resilience through strategic human resource management. Human Resource Management
Review, 21(3), 243-255. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001
Limon, İ., & Sezgin-Nartgün, Ş. (2020). Investigation of teachers’ change fatigue level: Comparison by
demographics. Kuram ve Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi [Educational Administration: Theory and
Practice], 26(2), 401-448 doi: 10.14527/kuey.2020.009
Linnenluecke, M. K. (2017). Resilience in business and management research: A review of influential
publications and a research agenda. International Journal of Management Reviews, 19(1), 4-30. doi:
10.1111/ijmr.12076
Linnenluecke, M. K., & Griffiths, A. (2011). Assessing organizational resilience to climate and weather
extremes: Complexities and methodological pathways. Climatic Change, 113(3-4), 933-947.
Lisbona, A., Palaci, F., Salanova, M., & Frese, M. (2018). The effects of work engagement and self-efficacy on
personal initiative and performance. Psicothema, 30(1), 89-96. doi: 10.7334/psicothema2016.245
Liu, Y. (2020). Focusing on the practice of distributed leadership: The international evidence from the 2013
TALIS. Educational Administration Quarterly. doi: 0013161X20907128
Liu, Y., & Werblow, J. (2019). The operation of distributed leadership and the relationship with organizational
commitment and job satisfaction of principals and teachers: A multi-level model and meta-analysis
using the 2013 TALIS data. International Journal of Educational Research, 96, 41-55. doi:
10.1016/j.ijer.2019.05.005
Liu, Y., Bellibaş, M. Ş., & Gümüş, S. (2020). The effect of instructional leadership and distributed leadership on
teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction: Mediating roles of supportive school culture and teacher
collaboration. Educational Management Administration & Leadership. doi: 1741143220910438
Liu, Y., Bellibaş, M. Ş., & Printy, S. (2018). How school context and educator characteristics predict distributed
leadership: A hierarchical structural equation model with 2013 TALIS data. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 46(3), 401-423. doi: 10.1177/1741143216665839
Louis, K. S., Mayrowetz, D., Murphy, J., & Smylie, M. (2013). Making sense of distributed leadership: How
secondary school educators look at job redesign. International Journal of Educational Leadership and
Management, 1(1), 33-68. doi: 10.4471/ijelm.2013.02
MacBeath, J., Oduro, G., & Waterhouse, J. (2005). Distributed leadership: A developmental process. 18th
International Congress for School Effectiveness and Improvement. Barcelona.
Mallak, L. (1998). Putting organizational resilience to work. Industrial Management/IIE, December issue, 1-9.
Mascall, B.,Leithwood, K., Straus, T., & Sacks, R. (2008). The relationship between distributed leadership and
teachers' academic optimism. Journal of Educational Administration, 46(2), 214-228.
doi:10.1108/09578230810863271
Menon, M. E. (2013). The link between distributed leadership and educational outcomes: An overview of
research. International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation, 7(1), 213-217.
Miočević, M., O’Rourke, H. P., MacKinnon, D. P., & Brown, H.C.(2018). Statistical properties of four effectsize measures for mediation models. Behavioral Research, 50, 285-301. doi:10.3758/s13428-017-08701

IJCER (International Journal of Contemporary Educational Research)

143

Mirzaei, S., Falahzade, H., Mohammadinia, L., Nasiriani, K., Tafti, A. A. D., Rahaei, Z., & Amiri, H. R. (2020).
Assessment of school resilience in disasters: A cross-sectional study. Journal of Education and Health
Promotion, 9(15). doi: 10.4103/jehp.jehp_389_19
Murphy, J. (2005). Connecting teacher leadership and school improvement. Thousand Oaks, London, New
Delhi: Corwin Press, Sage.
Sezgin-Nartgün, Ş., & Taşkın, S. (2017). Relationship between teacher views on levels of organizational support
organizational identification and climate of initiative. Universal Journal of Educational
Research, 5(11), 1940-1954. doi: 10.13189/ujer.2017.051110
Nilakant, V., Walker, B., van Heugen, K., Baird, R., & De Vries, H. (2014). Research note: Conceptualising
adaptive resilience using grounded theory. New Zealand Journal of Employment Relations, 39(1), 7986.
O’Donovan, M. (2015). The challenges of distributing leadership in Irish post-primary schools. International
Electronic Journal of Elementary Education, 8(2), 243-266.
Özdemir, M. (2012). Dağıtımcı liderlik envanterinin Türkçe uyarlaması: Geçerlik ve güvenirlik çalışmaları
[Turkish adaptation of distributed leadership inventory: The validity and reliability studies]. Kuram ve
Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi [Educational Administration: Theory and Practice], 18(4), 575-598.
Özmusul, M. (2017). We need resilient school leaders in the face of chaos and complexity. Education Reform
Journal, 2(2), 17-25.
Öztürk, A. (2018). Sağlık sektöründe hizmet yenilikçiliğine dair yenilikçi eğilimler ile örgütsel dayanıklılık
ilişkilerinin incelenmesi [A research on the relationship between innovative trends of service
innovation and organizational resilience within health sector]. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Kocaeli University, Kocaeli, Turkey.
Pal, R., Torstensson, H., & Mattila, H. (2014). Antecedents of organizational resilience in economic crises-an
empirical study of Swedish textile and clothing SMEs. International Journal of Production Economics,
147, 410-428. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.02.031
Panahi, M. A. (2013). Distributed leadership in third sector organizations. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Essay Assignment, University of Saskatchewan.
Paton, D., Smith, L., & Violanti, J. (2000). Disaster response: risk, vulnerability and resilience. Disaster
Prevention and Management, 9(3), 173-180. doi: 10.1108/09653560010335068
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research & evaluation methods. California: Sage Publications.
Prada, M. J. (2007). Schools as resilient organizations: Supporting the mathematical resilience of latino eighth
graders. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, the U. S. A.
Prayag, G., Chowdhury, M., Spector, S., & Orchiston, C. (2018). Organizational resilience and financial
performance. Annals of Tourism Research, 73, 193-196. doi: 10.1016/j.annals.2018.06.006
Printy, S., & Liu, Y. (2020). Distributed leadership globally: The interactive nature of principal and teacher
leadership in 32 countries. Educational Administration Quarterly. doi: 0013161X20926548
Riolli, L., & Savicki, V. (2003). Information system organizational resilience. Omega, 31(3), 227-233.
Ritchie, S. M. (2005). Distributed leadership practices in science education. In Kenneth Tobin (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of Science Education, New York: Greenwood.
Rudolph, J. W., & Repenning, N. P. (2002). Disaster dynamics: Understanding the role of quantity in
organizational collapse. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(1), 1-30.
Rutherford, C. (2009). Distributed leadership and comprehensive school reform: Using the distributed
perspective to investigate the distribution of teacher leadership. International Journal of Teacher
Leadership, 2(2), 49-68.
Sahebjamnia, N., Torabi, S. A., & Mansouri, S. A. (2018). Building organizational resilience in the face of
multiple disruptions. International Journal of Production Economics, 197, 63-83. doi:
10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.12.009
Sesky, J. (2014). Why distributed leadership matters. CLEARvoz Journal,1(2), 33-38.
Sezen-Gültekin, G. (2019). Yükseköğretimde örgütsel körlük ve örgütsel sürdürülebilirlik arasındaki ilişkide
örgütsel dayanıklılığın aracı rolü [The mediation role of organizational resilience in the relationship
between organizational myopia and organizational sustainability in higher education]. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal University, Bolu, Turkey.
Shani, O. (2020). Organizational resilience: Antecedents, consequences, and practical implications for managers
and change leaders. Noumair, D. A. & (Rami) Shani, A. B. (Eds.) In Research in Organizational
Change and Development, pp. 127-158. Emerald Publishing Limited.
Singh, K. (2007). Quantitative social research methods. New Delhi: Sage Publications.
Somers, S. (2009). Measuring resilience potential: An adaptive strategy for organizational crisis planning.
Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 17(1), 12-23.

144 Limon, Dilekçi & Demirer

Speier, C., & Frese, M. (1997). Generalized self efficacy as a mediator and moderator between control and
complexity at work and personal initiative: A longitudinal field study in East Germany. Human
Performance, 10(2), 171-192. doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1002_7
Spillane, J. P. (2005). Distributed leadership. The Educational Forum, 69 (Winter), 143-150. doi:
10.1080/00131720508984678
Spillane, J. P., & Mertz, K. (2015). Distributed leadership. Oxford Bibliographies. doi:
10.1093/OBO/9780199756810-0123
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2001). Investigating school leadership practice: A distributed
perspective. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 23-28.
Sun, A., & Xia, J. (2018). Teacher-perceived distributed leadership, teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction: A
multilevel SEM approach using the 2013 TALIS data. International Journal of Educational Research,
92, 86-97. doi: 10.1016/j.ijer.2018.09.006
Sutcliffe, K. M., & Vogus, T. J. (2003). Organizing for resilience. In Positive Organizational Scholarship, K.
Cameron, J. E. Dutton, R. E. Quinn, (Eds), pp. 94-110, San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.
Sümer, N. (2000). Yapısal eşitlik modelleri: Temel kavramlar ve örnek uygulamalar [Structural equation
modeling: Basic concepts and applications]. Türk Psikoloji Yazıları [Turkish Psychological Articles],
3(6), 49-74.
Şimşek, Ö. F. (2007). Yapısal eşitlik modellemesine giriş: Temel ilkeler ve LISREL uygulamaları [Introduction
to structural equation modeling: Basic principles and LISREL applications]. Ankara: Ekinoks
Publishing.
Taşkın, S. (2016). Öğretmenlerin örgütsel destek ve örgütsel özdeşleşme düzeyleri ile insiyatif iklimi arasındaki
ilişki [Relationship between teacher views on levels of organizational support-organizational
identification and climate of initiative]. Unpublished master's thesis, Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal
University, Bolu, Turkey.
Taylor, J. L. (2013). The power of resilience: A theoretical model to empower, encourage and retain teachers.
The Qualitative Report, 18(70), 1-25.
Teixeira, E. D. O., & Werther, W. B. (2013). Resilience: Continuous renewal of competitive advantages.
Business Horizons, 56(3), 333-342. doi: 10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.009
Tengblad, S., & Oudhuis, M. (2018). Conclusions: The resilience framework summarized. In S. Tengblad & M.
Oudhuis (Eds.), The Resilience Framework (pp. 233-248). Springer: Singapore.
Teo, W. L., Lee, M., & Lim, W-S. (2017). The relational activation of resilience model: How leadership
activates resilience in an organizational crisis. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 25,
136-147. doi: 10.1111/1468-5973.12179
Tillement, S., Cholez, C., & Reverdy, T. (2009). Assessing organizational resilience: An interactionist approach.
Management, 12(4), 230-264.
Timperley, H. S. (2005). Distributed leadership: Developing theory from practice. Journal of Curriculum
Studies, 37(4), 395-420. doi: 10.1080/00220270500038545
Torres, D. G. (2019). Distributed leadership, professional collaboration, and teachers’ job satisfaction in US
schools. Teaching and Teacher Education, 79, 111-123. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2018.12.001
UNICEF (2015). Education and resilience: Nine priority paths for making schools safer and societies more
cohesive. Retrieved from https://www.unicef.org/UNICEF_Education-and-Resilience.pdf on
10.11.2020.
Uslu, B., & Beycioğlu, K. (2013). İlköğretim okulu öğretmenlerinin örgütsel bağlılıkları ile müdürlerin
paylaşılan liderlik davranışları arasındaki ilişki [The relationship between organizational commitments
of elementary school teachers and the distributed leadership roles of principals]. Ondokuz Mayıs
Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi [Ondokuz Mayis University Journal of Education Faculty],
32(2), 323-345.
Vogus, T. J., & Sutcliffe, K. M. (2007). Organizational resilience: Towards a theory and research agenda.
In 2007 IEEE International Conference on Systems, Man and Cybernetics (pp. 3418-3422). IEEE.
Warr, P., & Fay, D. (2001). Age and personal initiative at work. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 10(3), 343-353. doi: 10.1080/13594320143000717
Weller, M., & Anderson, T. (2013). Digital resilience in higher education. European Journal of Open, Distance
and E-learning, 16(1), 53-66.
Yukl, G. (2018). Örgütlerde liderlik [Leadership in organizations] (Ç. Ed.: Ş. Çetin & R. Baltacı). Ankara:
Nobel Publishing.
Zhang, R., & Liu, W. (2012). Organizational resilience perspective: Facilitating organizational adaptation
analysis. In International Conference on Economics Marketing and Management, (pp. 55-59), IACSIT
Press, Singapore.
Zhao, X., Lynch, J. G., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and truths about mediation
analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197-206. doi: 10.1086/651257

