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Abstract 
The issue of generational gap causes the rise of conflict in school environment which will 
negatively impacted the motivation, job satisfaction and commitment of school teachers.  
Creative ways to manage conflict in the school is from the school leadership which would help 
school atmosphere to be more conducive as individuals react differently to the conflict they 
faced. This survey research is designed to identify distributed leadership and conflict 
management style at secondary schools in Kedah, that involved 370 teachers. This research 
focused on Generation Y teachers on the relationship of distributed leadership and conflict 
management style. The Distributed Leadership Survey (DLS) which was introduced by Davis 
(2009) are used in this study to measure the distributed leaderships practices of the 
respondent. For conflict management style, the instrument from Rahim (1983), Rahim 
Organizational Conflict Instrument II (ROCI-II) Form A which consisted of 5 dimensions were 
used in this research. This instrument was used to measure the interpersonal conflict 
management style of generation Y teachers towards their principals. The data were analyzed 
by using the statistical descriptive and inferential such as the mean, standard deviation, 
independent t-test, one-way ANOVA and Pearson correlation through SPSS Version 21.0. 
There is no significant difference between gender, qualifications and years of teaching 
experiences in practicing distributed leadership among generation Y teachers. However, there 
is a positive and significant relationship between distributed leadership practices with conflict 
management style of the respondents. Overall, there were high average of correlation values 
between distributed leadership practices with the dimensions of conflict management. 
However, there is no significant relationship found between distributed leadership practices 
with dominating style of conflict management. The finding of this research could be used as 
guidelines for school leaderships in managing the generation Y teachers in a best possible way 
to enhance the quality of teacher leaderships in school. 
Keywords: Distributed Leadership, Teacher Leadership, Conflict Management and Generation 
Y Teachers 
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Introduction 
 Changes in the education system is gaining attention around the world because of 
the main objective is to improve the quality of the education itself (Mahmud, 2011). The 
benchmark of the quality of educational performance in school is through the achievement 
of the student academic (Stronge et al., 2011).  Leaders should be sensitive to these needs 
and changes to lead their organization and ensure the achievement of successful 
implementations (Majid, 2011). Malaysia Education Blueprint 2013 – 2025 (MEB 2013 – 2025) 
was then been introduced to improve the education system with major transformation 
(Ghani, 2013) where one of the shifts, focused on high quality school leadership. The fifth 
shifts of MEB is to ‘Ensure High-Performing School Leaders in Every School’, focused more on 
leadership training program to the principals. Principals need to have appropriate skills and 
knowledge to lead the transformation and manage the changes in the educational 
management efficiently.       

Educational leaders should adopt a suitable leadership style that fit the demands and 
changes in the current needs in education (Rabindarang, Khuan & Khoo, 2015) whereas 
leaderships in terms of hierarchal is less desired as it is no longer practical to practice 
(Rabindarang, Khuan & Khoo, 2014).  Distributed leadership is considered in line with the 
instructional leadership in MEB even though it is still in early implementation (Tahir et al., 
2016) and it becomes the best practice and the best approach which may lead to successful 
of transformation in education system (Boon & Tahir, 2003; Coleman & Early, 2005; Harris, 
2013; Rabindarang, Khuan & Khoo, 2015; Yukl, 2000; 2002; Zakaria & Kadir, 2013). Bush and 
Glover (2012) also agreed that the best practice of school leadership is shared leadership or 
distributed leadership.   
 The changes in the organization can cause depression, health problems, job stress 
and in quality work performance (Martin, 2007). Conflict that triggers in any organization 
need to be settled down. Conflict is almost impossible to avoid and when it happens, it will 
negatively affect team work and productivity of an individual in a long term (Rahim, 2001). 
Saiti (2015) noted that conflict often arise in school mainly because of interpersonal and 
organizational issues. Hence, the main role of school leaders is to identify the causes of 
conflict and they should be able to deal with the conflict efficiently (Terry, 1996).  Creative 
ways to manage conflict would help the school atmosphere to be more conducive as 
individuals react differently to the conflict they faced (Saiti, 2015). Leaders who deal with 
conflict management in appropriate style are able to enhance team performance and reduce 
negative emotions of the followers in the organization (Ayoko & Konrad, 2012). 
 
Problem Statement 
 School leaders need to act as agents of change (Fullan, 2007), but numerous leaders 
still cannot lead the organization to implement changes to the transformation that goes into 
the education agenda of the country (Abdullah & Kassim, 2011; Mansor, 2006). Principal is 
still viewed as the only person who is responsible for the school performance (Bush, 2011), 
principals are also being labeled as bureaucratic and hierarchical in handling schools 
(Abdullah, Dewitt & Alias, 2013), principals have no time to supervise curricular (Tie, 2012) 
and teachers, principals unwilling to share their power (Carter et al., 2006), principals 
reluctant to practice distributed leadership (Hatcher, 2005) and principals are unable to 
detect appropriate teacher leadership in the school capacity (Nayeem, 2011) and thus 
creating conflicting interpretations of the practice of distributed leadership itself in school 
(Tahir et al., 2016). 
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 The burdens and the role of the principals increasingly becomes more complex than 
before (Anthony, Said, Mohamad & Mokhtar, 2015) even though the education system is 
agreeing that heroic leadership is no more relevant and should change to distributed 
leadership (Gronn, 2002). It is almost impossible for a person like a principal to handle all the 
chores alone in the school (Jones & Harris, 2014) because principals are no longer considered 
as ‘the only leader’ in student achievement (Greenwood, 2011).  Leadership in school also 
involved all the teachers (Gunter, 2001) as Sparks (2003) stated that teachers are the 
important change agents in creating effective schools. Bakar et al., (2015) stressed out that 
teacher leaderships should be put equally important agenda in the transformation of the 
education system as Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) concluded that teacher leaderships is 
made up of high quality teachers.  
 In Malaysia, Tahir et al. (2016) stated 3 major challenges in performing the practice 
of distributed leaderships in school and they are that; a) teachers resist to lead, b) teachers 
lack of confidence when it comes to decision making, and c) teacher leaderships are difficult 
to be appointed. Often teachers assume that participating in leadership will give them more 
workloads and responsibilities (Tahir et al., 2016; Torrance, 2012), they also feel unprepared 
and incompetence to lead their colleagues (Lizotte, 2013), lack of motivation and confidence 
as they were not properly guided by the principal (Hulpia & Devos, 2010).  Thus, as a principal 
it is important to recognize the capacity of the teachers in school, for who is capable and who 
is not capable of leading (Matthews, 2014). Yusoff, Don and Ismail (2015) suggested that 
distributed leadership as the most important construct to form a quality school environment. 
School leaders need to understand the dimensions of distributed leadership practices so that 
teachers are prepared to accept leadership tasks at school.  
 Demographic aspects also need to be considered too in further research of distributed 
leadership (Daud et al., 2015; Don et al., 2015) as well as conflict management style. 
Leadership style are expected to be significant with conflict management style as both remain 
stable over the time (Hendel, 2005). Principals need to lead transformation in education 
system with effective leadership style and various conflict management style. However, most 
of the researcher on educational management and leadership, only encounter the principals 
and middle leadership, and less involving teachers in a formal leadership in schools. Murji 
(2015) and Sy (2010) noted that in education studies, school leaders are often focused on the 
principals rather than groups of followers such as the teachers. In Malaysia, teacher 
leaderships are less given attention and considered to be new in educational research and 
management (Bakar, Basri & Fooi, 2015). Hence in this research, the respondents are focused 
more on the cohort of generation Y teachers in terms of distributed leadership practices and 
interpersonal conflict management style. 
 Changes doesn’t mean anything if every member of the organization does not 
change (Hall & Hord, 2001). The key feature of leadership in facing changes is the willingness 
to change and commit to implement the changes within the organization (Santhindran, 
Chandran & Borromeo, 2013). However, changes and transformation to the country's 
education system may also increase pressure (Rabindarang, Khuan & Khoo, 2014) and thus 
created a destructive conflict in educational organization. Employees who are less clear about 
the changes that need to be done such as not understanding the areas of work that need to 
be prioritized, are easy to deal with conflicts because they do not understand what really need 
to be done (Yahaya et al., 2009).   
 In education system, conflict is a crucial topic (Rahim et al., 2001) as school is directly 
belongs to the service sectors that mostly pressured the teachers to achieve the standard 
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quality performance of education in the best possible ways and maintained it (Shih & Susanto, 
2010). The negative impact of conflict in schools can demotivated the teachers and 
subsequently decrease the level of students’ performance (Saiti, 2015).  Poorly conflict 
management in the organization can negatively affect organizational commitment (Thomas 
et al, 2005), as well as job performance and productivity (Meyer, 2004; Trudel & Reio, 2011). 
Most of the cause of conflict in organization is because of lack in communication (Messarra, 
Karkoulin & El-Kassar, 2016), decision making only involved certain people, and principal still 
communicate by using top to down flow of information in organization (Saiti, 2013).  
 Terry (1996) purposed that conflict management is the most valuable tools that 
everybody can learn to be a good leader. Through effective conflict management training 
programs, collegiality can be fostered (Saiti, 2015) and principals are exposed to use variety 
of conflict management style as the conflict itself is specific and situational (Hopkins & Yonker, 
2015). Yusoff, Don and Ismail (2016) noted that distributed leadership plays an important role 
in conflict management in schools and resulting that conflict management style effects the 
practice of distributed leadership itself. Don et al., (2015) found that there was a significant 
and positive relationship between emotional competence and distributed leadership. The 
appointed of future school leaders should not only based on seniority and IQ competencies, 
but also need to appointed at emotional competence as well.   

Even though various of distributed leadership literature are having positives outcomes 
in research and are able to build collaboration work culture and thus improve school 
performances (Park & Ham, 2014), the question on how the process of distributed leadership 
that had been practiced in school is still being debated and less understood (De Matthews, 
2014).  Some of the practice of distributed leadership in school, in other way have been 
overpowered (Hulpia & Devos, 2010). It is supposed that this distributed leadership have been 
implemented to all schools in Malaysia during the year of 2016 – 2020 according to the second 
wave of MEB (Jamail & Don, 2016), but it is still unclear. Moreover, distributed leadership had 
to be fit in with the needs of the Millennial Generations (Generation Y), which the effective 
leadership style of this generation is becoming more complex (Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 
2004) due to the unique characteristics of this cohort of generation. Harris (2012) simplified 
that interactions, situation and leadership act as critical needs in the educational changes, 
and it had to be fit in with the needs of the characteristics of the generation Y teachers. 
Generation Y is the most studied generational cohorts in history (Thompson, 2015) and this 
generation is the only generation that have unique characteristics (Raman et al. 2011). It’s a 
crucial demand for leadership to understand these new employees to be successful in the 
future in organizational leadership (Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010).        
 
Literature Review: Distributed Leadership and Conflict Management Style 

Effective leaders will create more leaders, empower others (Tan, Tie & Chua, 2015) 
and enable others to act (Daud et al., 2015; Jones et al., 2015). Distributed leadership has 
become the most popular leadership models of international literature in education system 
of the 21st century (Harris, 2010, 2013, 2015; Harris et al., 2013; Spillane, 2005). Distributed 
leadership should be emphasized in schools as a platform for principals to create more 
leadership as it had a significant and positive relationship with organizational commitment 
(Jamail & Don, 2016). Harris and Muijs (2003) concerned is that leadership in schools need to 
involve everyone in the organization.  In assuring the transformation through MEB 2013 - 
2025 becomes a successful agenda nationwide, the entire member of the organization need 
to change, eliminate destructive conflicts in school at every level and practiced distributed 
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leadership. Distributed leadership provides information needed when school leadership 
gathered all the expertise of the members in the organization, and thus can reduce the 
conflict that emerged (Gronn, 2002) through collaborations. 

Educational system nowadays has becoming more complex, thus generates conflict in 
the school environment and broadening the impact to the educational system (Sarkowi, 
2012). Transformation in education system in different perspective can creates different 
opinions (Ahlfinger & Esser, 2001; Kowalski et al., 2008; Kowert, 2002), decline the school 
achievements, reduce the passion of collaboration and team work (Kowert, 2002), turns down 
the trustworthy and respect to others (Kowalski et al., 2008).  The predominant cause of 
conflicts in organization is because of the goal setting tend to be hazy (Abdullah, 2007) and 
lame management in the organization itself (Fabunmik & Alimba, 2010). It is crucial for 
leaders to detect the extent of conflict in organization at various level (Saeed et al., 2014), as 
Rahim (2000) stated that conflict has a significant relationship with workloads, leadership 
style and school management.  

In school, the role of principals has become the key factor as the leadership itself give 
a direct impact to the teachers (Dessler, 1994), impose the failures and the successful of the 
school (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Thus principals have to root up the causes of the conflict, solving 
the problems and creates a conducive school environment (Yusoff, Don & Ismail, 2016).  There 
is also a significant relationship between teacher leadership and student achievement where 
teachers are potentially to become a great leader (Bakar et al., 2015).  Yusoff, Don and Ismail 
(2016) suggested that the dimensions in distributed leadership needed to be reviewed by the 
teachers too, as the higher the practiced of distributed leadership, the higher the quality of 
the school environment will be formed. Jamail and Don (2016) also found out that the higher 
the practiced of distributed leadership among 3 different cohort of teacher generations in 
school, the higher the organizational commitments they tend to apply.  Meanwhile, Man et 
al., (2016) found that there are a positive and significant relationship between leadership style 
and behavior of generation Y teachers, and teachers in school are monopolized by generation 
Y teachers that made up of 70% of the school organization. This cohort of generations will 
have a longer service to school organization and principals have to supervise these generation 
Y teachers to get the best output from them (Jamail & Don, 2019).    

Generation Y teachers in this study are referred as those who are born between the 
year of 1980 until 2000 (Beekman, 2011; Cekada, 2012; Eisner, 2005, Meier, Stephen & 
Crocker, 2010; Raines, 2003).  Balda and Mora (2011) depicting generation Y as a very 
different generation with previous generations, and leaders of the organization must 
understand the behavior of generation Y to understand their needs within the working 
environments. Generation Y is the first generation that comes together with computers and 
digital media (Raines, 2002), tech savvy (Bannon et al., 2011; Beekman, 2011; Cekada, 2012), 
born with technology, digital savvy, independent, motivated, educated, confident and goal-
oriented with high expectations (Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010).  

However, Pamu (2010) stated that early career teacher (novice teachers assumption 
as early cohort of generation Y teachers) feels initial frustration due to this high expectations 
attitude, lack of peer and school management support, assigned to handle the most 
challenging classes in teaching (Denscombe, 1995; Griffin et al, 1983; Sizemore et al., 1986), 
unsupportive work environment such as teaching loads and unavailability teaching aids and 
materials (Karlbers & Fogarty, 1995), younger faculty which lead to lower organization 
satisfaction (Smart, 1990) and also teaching as not the priority choice as a first career (Kam-
Cheung & Kwok-Kai, 1995).  Principals need to manage these frustrations of generation Y 
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teachers by providing ‘mentorship’, and prevent the practice of ‘old school’ practices as they 
expect managers to be as educated as them (Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010).      

Generation Y enjoys their modern approaches working environment by using 
technology (Martin, 2005), but it often generates conflict with the multiple generations that 
appear in the workplace (Meier, Austin & Crocker, 2010). Cekada (2012) define generation Y 
as multitasking, able to respond feedback and hope for instant feedback in return and thus 
create conflict in communication with other generations in the organization. Man et al. (2016) 
noted that the issue of generational gap in school organization, causes the rise of the conflict 
to happen is school environment. Thus, bridging the gap between generation of the Baby 
Boomers, generation X and generation Y workers in an organization by the leaders may assist 
them to gear up the organizational performance by developing convenient change strategies 
(Bourne, 2009) and have a better understanding of individuals in an organization (Jefferies & 
Hunte, 2004).  
 Conflict management has become a major dimension in organizational behavior and 
requires effective communication to negotiate when dealing with conflict (Saeed et al., 2014). 
It is exceptionally related to the leadership as leadership and conflict can reduce the tensions 
and harmonize understanding (Fisher, 2000), creating conflict-free environment, resolve crisis 
and motivated followers (Saeed et al., 2014). In this research, distributed leadership is 
highlighted among generation Y teachers, as the high influence with 96.5 percent between 
distributed leadership and conflict management style in school environment emerged, by the 
study conducted by Yusoff, Don and Ismail (2016).  There is also a high correlation (r = 0.86) 
between the two variables where the distributed leadership had the highest relationship with 
integrating conflict management style and lowest relationship with avoiding style. Avoiding 
conflict is often used due to the negative consequences that might emerge as it can harm the 
stability and consistency within the organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1999). Jamail and Don 
(2019) found out that generation Y teachers prefer using compromising style and less prefer 
to use avoiding style when it comes to conflict they faced with their principals. This is because 
compromising style concerned the give and take actions between the conflicting parties 
either win or lose (Rahim, 1983) and this approach is also known as ‘win some – lose some’ 
(Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). Meanwhile generation Y teachers tend not to use avoiding style 
as it then will lead to more severe conflict in the future, if no solution had been made in 
certain period of managing conflict (Jamail & Don, 2019).  

It is recommended by Myers and Sadaghiani (2010) that a further study needs to be 
done about how the attitude of the generation Y workers had long-term impact on an 
organization based on their unique characteristics.  Pamu (2010) detected an alarming issues 
in his research where 53% early career teachers have high intentions to quit and 13% have 
low quit intentions, and the major finding is because early career teachers have no identity as 
a teacher. These generation Y teachers need to be the focus of attention of the principal in 
school as a good conflict manager, as it could build up a positive and conducive school 
environment (Yusoff, Don & Ismail, 2016).  
Findings 
The study findings and discussion are based on research questions that had been specified. 
Generation Y teachers distributed leadership practices were analyzed and were determined 
either it had a significant and positive relationship with conflict management style that they 
faced with their principals within the school environment.  

I. Is there any difference in distributed leadership practice based on demographic 
factors such as gender, respondents’ qualifications and years of teaching experiences? 
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Table 1 shows the distribution of demographic variables of the study in frequency and 
percentage. It is interesting to note from this table that the majority of generation Y teachers 
had degree qualification of 90.5% and Master’s degree qualification of 9.5%. There were no 
qualification of diploma and PhD holders involved in this study. Novice teachers are also the 
minority of generation Y teachers involved in this study that made up only 22.2 % form overall 
of the respondents. 

 
Table 1:  
Analysis of the respondents according to demographic variables. 

 Frequency Percentage 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Qualification 

Degree 

Master’s Degree 

Total 

Years of teaching experience 

1-5 years 

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

Total 

 

81 

289 

370 

 

335 

35 

370 

 

82 

196 

92 

370 

 

21.9 

78.1 

100.0 

 

90.5 

9.5 

100.0 

 

22.2 

53.0 

24.8 

100.0 

 
To determine whether there was any statistically significant difference in the generation Y 
teachers distributed leadership practices with reference to their gender, an independent 
sample t-test was conducted. Table 2 shows that there is no significance difference in the 
scores for male (M = 4.02, SD = .30) and female (M = 4.03, SD = .31) teachers: t (368) = -.10, p 
< .92* with (p>.05).  
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Table 2:  
Descriptive statistics and independent sample t-test result for generation Y teachers’ 
distributed leadership practice and gender 

Gender N Mean SD SE 

Mean 

t df Sig  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

Male 

Female 

81 

289 

4.02 

4.03 

.30 

.31 

.03 

.02 

-.10 368 .92* -.004 

     *significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
An independent sample t-test was also conducted to determine whether there was any 
statistically significant difference in the way generation Y teachers described their overall 
distributed leadership with reference to their qualifications. Table 3 shows that there was no 
significance difference in distributed leadership with degree qualification (M = 4.03, SD = .30), 
and Master’s degree qualification (M = 4.06, SD = .38). These results suggest that generation 
Y teachers’ qualification has no influence on their distributed leadership practices. Based on 
the result, t (368) = -0.53, p > 0.05, it shows that there is no significant difference because (p 
> .05) in terms of distributed leadership practice based on generation Y teachers’ 
qualification. 
 
Table 3:  
Descriptive statistics and one sample t-test result for generation Y teachers’ distributed 
leadership practice and qualifications 

Qualifications N Mean SD SE 

Mean 

t df Sig  

(2-tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

Degree 

Master’s degree 

335 

35 

4.03 

4.06 

.30 

.38 

.02 

.07 

-.53 368 .594 -.030 

*significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
Based on table it is found that the one-way ANOVA test is not significant with F (2, 367) = .50. 
The result also showed that the Levene test is not significant with p = .61 (p > .05). This shows 
that there is a mean difference and thus, there is no significant difference in terms of the 
practice of distributed leadership based on years of generation Y teachers. 
 
Table 4:  
One-way ANOVA results for distributed leadership practices based on years of teaching 
experiences 

Years of teaching experiences N Mean SD df1 df2 F P 

1 - 5 years  

6 – 10 years 

82 

196 

4.04 

4.01 

.27 

.31 

2 367 .50 .61 
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11 – 15 years 92 4.05 .34 

*significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
  

II. What is the level of distributed leadership of generation Y teachers in Malaysia? 
In order to identify which of the seven constructs was the most prevalent among the 
generation Y teachers, descriptive analyses were conducted to determine the means and 
standard deviations of the dimensions of distributed leadership. Referring to data in Table 5, 
the findings show that as a whole, generation Y teachers displayed a high level of distributed 
leadership (M=4.03, SD=.31). The dimension principal leadership is found to be the highest 
dimension to practice (M=4.12, SD =.51), followed by artifacts (M=4.11, SD=.42), instructional 
program (M=4.10, SD=.45), teacher leadership (M=4.10, SD=.37), school culture (M=4.03, 
SD=.37), and school vision (M=4.02, SD=.41), and the lowest dimension of distributed 
leadership practiced by the generation Y teachers is school organization (M=3.74, SD=.42). 
 
Table 5:  
Mean and standard deviations of the distributed leadership dimensions. 

Dimensions of Distributed Leadership           Mean SD Level 

School Organization 

School Vision 

School Culture 

Instructional Program 

Artifacts 

Teacher Leadership 

Principal Leadership 

 

Distributed Leadership 

3.74 

4.02 

4.03 

4.10 

4.11 

4.10 

4.12 

 

4.03 

.42 

.41 

.37 

.45 

.42 

.37 

.51 

 

.31 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

 

High 

 
III. What is the level of conflict management style of generation Y teachers in Malaysia? 

Referring to data in Table 6, the findings show that as a whole, generation Y teachers 
displayed a high level of conflict management style (M=3.69, SD=.25). The dimension 
compromising is found to be the highest dimension in handling conflict with the principals 
(M=3.98, SD=.23), followed by integrating (M=3.95, SD=.27), obliging (M=3.78, SD=.29), 
dominating (M=3.38, SD=.57) and the lowest dimension in handling conflict with the principal 
by the generation Y teachers is the avoiding style (M=3.35, SD=.62). 
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Table 6:  
Mean and standard deviations of the conflict management dimensions. 

Dimensions of Conflict Management           Mean SD Level 

Integrating  

Obliging 

Compromising 

Avoiding 

Dominating 

 

Conflict Management 

3.95 

3.78 

3.98 

3.35 

3.38 

 

3.69 

.27 

.29 

.23 

.62 

.57 

 

.25 

High 

High  

High 

Medium 

Medium  

 

High 

 
IV. Is there are any relationship between distributed leadership and conflict management 

style of generation Y teachers in Malaysia?  
 

Table 7:  
Relationship between Distributed Leadership and Conflict Management  

 Distributed Ledaership Conflict Management 

Distributed Leadership 

Conflict Management 

Significant (2-tailed) 

1 

.354** 

.000 

.354** 

1 

.000 

**significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 
Table 7 shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between distributed 
leadership practice and conflict management style. This proves that distributed leadership 
has a high average relationship (r = .354, p < 0.01) statistically with conflict management. The 
positive relationship in distributed leadership affect conflict management of generation Y 
teachers towards principal.  
 

V. What is the highest dimension of conflict management that shows relationship with 
the distributed leadership of generation Y teachers in Malaysia? 
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Table 8:  
Overall Correlation between Conflict Management and Distributed Leadership 

Dimensions  Distributed Leadership 

Conflict Management 

Integrating 

Obliging 

Compromising 

Avoiding 

Dominating 

**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 

.354** 

.266** 

.285** 

.391** 

.303** 

-0.01 

 

An analysis of conflict management as well as practices of distributed leadership in this study 
were conducted based on the Pearson correlation analysis. Based on the results of Table 8, it 
appears that there is a positive, significant and high average correlation at the level of p < 
0.05 between conflict management and distributed leadership (r = .354; p < 0.05). There is no 
significant relationship found between dominating dimension of conflict management with 
distributed leadership (r =- 0.01; p > 0.05). The findings also indicate dimensions of 
compromising (r = .391, p>0.05) as having a highest significant and high average correlation 
to the distributed leadership practices.  
 
Discussion 

Generation Y teachers displayed a high level of distributed leadership (M=4.03, 
SD=.31) with the highest dimension to practice is principal leadership (M=4.12, SD =.51) and 
the lowest dimension of distributed leadership practiced by the generation Y teachers is, 
school organization (M=3.74, SD=.42). The result is in line with Rabindarang, Khuan and Khoo 
(2014) where the level of distributed leadership practices in technic and vocational schools 
are at high average level and thus can reduce stress in the organization.  The highest item in 
the dimension of principal leadership is; ‘The principal’s goals are aligned with the school 
districts.’, followed by the item ‘The principal provides leadership in improving academic 
achievement.’, and item ‘The principal provides a structure that encourages all teachers to 
participate in improving academic achievement’. This shows that generation Y teachers 
require direct attentions from principals (Alanezi, 2011).  

According to Lee, Hung and Ling (2012), generation Y preservice teachers prefer 
quality supervisory relationships, conducive working environment, and quality co-workers’ 
relationships. Generation Y is best described as ‘informal' (Sheahan, 2005), they prefer 
informal leadership atmosphere that builds relationship (Kühl, Schnelle, & Tillmann, 2005), 
they also prefer informal meetings and flexible workspaces (Bannon et al., 2011), they desire 
to be coached and enjoy having fun at work (Sheahan, 2005), thus leaders need to find the 
best method to manage and lead this emerging generation. Tulgan (2009) referred generation 
Y as ‘the most high-performing workforce in history’ if leaders make serious efforts in 
managing them properly. To comprehend generational diversity in an organization these days 
are critical, as it can gain better information to understand individuals in the workplace 
(Jefferies & Hunte, 2004).  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 9 , No. 7, 2019, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2019 

 

1062 

 High level of distributed leadership in school among teachers can boost the 
commitment of the teachers (Jamail & Don, 2016).  This is parallel with the necessity of the 
practices of distributed leadership, that leaderships need to be stretched over to individuals 
in the organization (Elmore, 2000; Gronn, 2002; Spillane et al., 2001). In the context of 
education, principals need to distribute leadership to the teachers, and encourage shared 
responsibility (Gronn & Hamilton, 2004; Silins & Mulford, 2002; Spillane  & Diamond, 2007) 
as empowerment towards teacher leadership may lead to a higher commitment and job 
satisfaction in school (Jamail & Don, 2016; Rinehart & Short, 1994; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 
2000). Leaders usually feels frustrated in managing generation Y because of the attitude of 
rejection in “we-have-always-done-it-this-way-approach” (Sheahan, 2005).   Davis (2009) 
urged principals to analyzed ctitically the whole situation of their organization and made 
continuous act to build up the generation Y teachers’ capacity. Teachers need to be given 
more leadership tasks in various area in education, to ensure the successful practices of 
distributed leadership in schools are achieved (Jamail, 2016).  

Meanwhile in conflict management, generation Y teachers displayed a high level of 
conflict management (M=3.69, SD=.25), where the dimension compromising is found to be 
the highest dimension in handling conflict with the principals (M=3.98, SD=.23), and the 
lowest dimension in handling conflict with the principals by the generation Y teachers is the 
avoiding style (M=3.35, SD=.62). The highest item in the dimension of the most desirable style 
in integrating of conflict management in this research is; ‘I use “give and take” so that a 
compromise can be made’, followed by item ‘I negotiate with my principal so that a 
compromise can be reached.’, and item ‘I usually propose a middle ground for breaking 
deadlocks.’ Generation Y teachers feel that when conflicts occur between them and the 
principals, they prefer to use compromising style. The style is often applied because it 
concerns a give and take action between both parties and no party win or lose (Rahim, 1983). 
Thomas and Kilmann (1974) highlighted that this compromising style motivates all parties to 
benefit from it and this approach is known as ‘win some – lose some’. This compromising style 
is also founded to be moderate between the two dimensions in concerning for self and 
concerning for others between the conflicting parties. The two conflicting parties will then 
create an agreement to find a solution (Rahim, 1983).  

The conflicted parties involved would exchange and shared ideas, that end up 
satisfying everybody that involved (Rahim, 1986).  This also concerned that the individual is 
trying to practice two-way communication by using this style of conflict management that fits 
the characteristic of generation Y teachers, as they always ask questions to get a rational 
answer due to the high curiosity that they owned (Kehril & Sapp, 2006). They are realistic and 
optimistic (McNamara, 2005), seek desired output as they are a generation that is based on 
end result-oriented (Streeter, 2007).  

In this research of conflict management style, the avoiding dimension became the 
most undesirable conflict management style with the lowest mean score of 3.35. Generation 
Y teachers are not individuals who tend to avoid, withdraw, disagreement, engage in debates, 
impolite communication, defer conflicts, do not accentuate themselves and seek other 
solutions by means of this avoiding style (Rahim, 1983). Generation Y teachers always demand 
immediate answers and feedback on the task assigned as they are responsible in whatever 
they are involved (Martin, 2005). The administration should establish relevant work space 
and draw the attention of generation Y teachers since the nature of this cohort who demands 
attention and immediate feedback (Jane et al., 2009). Although this avoiding style can be 
adapted to conflict situations, the consequent of a slow decision will interfere with any 
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decision to be made later (Gross & Guerrero, 2000; Goodwin, 2002; Rahim, 2004). This is 
against the individual characteristics of the generation Y who always require immediate 
feedback and decisions.  

There is no significant difference between gender, qualifications and years of teaching 
experiences found in this research. Through gender, the finding on this study is in line with 
Jamail (2016), Zakaria and Kadir (2013), Othman and Said (2013) in Malaysian school context, 
where there is no significant difference between male and female teachers in practicing 
distributed leadership.  However, the finding in this study is not in line with Nguyen (2013) 
where there was a significant difference between gender. Male teachers have a higher 
commitment to practice distributed leadership rather than the female teachers in Vietnam.   
Nguyen (2013) stated the main result of his findings is that male teachers have a higher 
opportunity to work rather than the female teachers, namely because of the factor of the 
Vietnam’s culture.  

There is no significant difference in distributed leadership with degree qualification 
(M = 4.03, SD = .30), and Master’s degree qualification (M = 4.06, SD = .38). These results 
suggest that generation Y teachers’ qualification has no influence on their distributed 
leadership practices, even though Tulgan and Martin (2001) noted that generation Y obtained 
higher education than the previous education. In terms of years of teaching experiences, 
there were also no significant difference in practicing distributed leadership among 
generation Y teachers. Halim and Ahmad (2015) stated that the teachers are ready to apply 
their leadership with their capability and capacity regardless of their teaching experiences. 
Halim and Ahmad (2015) also noted that secondary school and boarding schools showed a 
higher mean (4.15) in practicing distributed leadership rather than other schools in Malaysia 
(Premier boarding schools, Integration boarding schools, Sekolah Menengah Sains and 
Sekolah Menengah Agama Persekutuan). 83% teachers agreed to practice distributed 
leadership and they are ready to implement it in their school.  

Overall, there is a high average of correlation value between distributed leadership 
practices with the dimensions of conflict management in integrating style (r = .39), followed 
by avoiding style (r = .30), obliging style (r = .29) and compromising style (r = .27). However, 
there is no relationship found between distributed leadership practices with dominating style 
(r = -0.01). 
 
Conclusion 

As a conclusion, it is hoped that this research can provide guidance for both principals 
and generation Y teachers, in an open view of the current research of generational gap 
knowledge in leadership and managing the arisen of generational conflict. Bridging the 
generational gap is an important agenda in managing changes in education and it can no 
longer be ignored (Bannon, et al., 2011; Putre, 2013; Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009). Generational 
conflict in organization were increasing and had been documented (Tulgan, 2004). The 
retirement of generation Baby Boomers (in this research appointed to the principals), 
relatively smaller size of workforce in generation X, makes the cohort of generation Y 
becomes a high demand in the job market (Kilber, Barclay & Ohmer, 2014). Being aware of 
the perceptions, needs, requirements, capacity, communication, leadership and conflict 
management style that this generation Y preferred, principals are able to achieve the visions 
they desired alongside with them. Therefore, efforts should be multiplied to increase the 
extensive comprehension of distributed leadership practices and the importance of conflict 
management in generation Y teachers, regardless of their gender, qualification and years of 
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teaching experiences. Leadership and conflict management can be learned, because both are 
basic requirements for lifelong learning in individuals to survive in their workplace. MEB 2013-
2025 is currently in the second wave of the implementation (2016-2020), where it clearly 
stated to elevate the profession and moving towards distributed leadership. This is what we 
in the educational sectors urged to achieved in the fifth shift through MEB that is: Ensure high 
performing school leaders in every school.  
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