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The present research employed mixed-methods approach to further theorise distributed
leadership and to investigate its manifestations in Finnish and Shanghai schools. The whole
research comprised two phases. The first phase contained a meta-analysis (Sub-study I), which
systematically reviewed 85 key distributed leadership articles published between 2002 and 2013.
The meta-analysis identified two main research paradigms: the descriptive-analytical paradigm
and the prescriptive-normative paradigm. It also yielded a resource–agency duality model of
distributed leadership. In this model, distributed leadership is seen as a process with both
organisational and individual perspectives. From the organisational perspective, leadership as a
resource is distributed in different tiers of the school hierarchy to serve organisational goals.
From the individual perspective, leadership as an agency is distributed in various actions and
interactions of the school members to obtain individual goals. Leadership, both as a resource
and as an agency, operates within certain socio-cultural context. In addition, multidirectional
power relations are created by school members’ exercises of agency. The resource–agency
duality model of distributed leadership was subsequently used as a theoretical and analytical
framework in the second phase of the research. Sub-studies II (N = 327) and III (N = 203)
reported the quantitative survey results, mapping the resource and agency distributions from
the Shanghai and Finnish teachers’ viewpoints, respectively. The results showed that the power
distance in school was structure-dependant. Both Shanghai and Finnish teachers regarded
themselves an untapped leadership resource. The teachers’ agency was predominantly confined
to leading students’ learning, but weakly presented in leading school administration and
strategic development. Receiving principals’ support, trust, and sufficient time greatly
enhanced the teachers’ willingness to lead. By contrast, offering leadership titles or extra
salaries were the least effective motivators for promoting distributed leadership. Sub-study IV
employed the phenomenography method to analyse 55 interviews conducted in the three
Finnish and five Shanghai schools. The analysis revealed three types of administrative
structures, inside of which altogether nine structure-specific distributed leadership conceptions
were synthesised. In four Shanghai schools, a four-tier vertical structure had been built to
distribute leadership through positions, empowerment, competition, and collaboration. As a special
case, one Shanghai school had built a two-tier vertical structure in which leadership was
distributed through expertise and mentoring. In the three Finnish schools, leadership was
distributed in a two-tier horizontal structure through equity, professional autonomy, and trust. In
all the three types of structures, power was pervasive in distributed leadership, and it took the
forms of both legitimate and discursive power. The present research has both theoretical and
practical implications. Theoretically, it proposes the resource–agency duality model as a
theoretical and analytical framework for future distributed leadership research. Practically, the
research provides recommendations to school practitioners, policy makers, and educational
administrators. The evidence suggests that distributed leadership should be enacted with
caution. Especially, close attention should be paid to examine the complex power relations
created during the distributed leadership process. Also, building a coherent and supportive
operational environment is crucial for distributed leadership.
Keywords: distributed leadership, resource–agency duality model, Finnish schools, Shanghai
schools
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1 INTRODUCTION
The notion of leadership has traditionally been associated with ‘heroic’ individuals. Whether by nature or nurture, they wield enormous power and irresistible
charisma to obtain goals, resolve crises, and even change the courses of organisations’ and individuals’ lives. This romance of leadership has enchanted us for
centuries (Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). When leadership became the subject of scientific inquiries in the early 20th century, individual leaders’ personalities, skills, behaviours, and aristocratic backgrounds were examined to yield a
large variety of leadership theories, such as the great man theory, trait theory,
and behavioural theory (Blake & Mouton, 1964; McCall & Lombardo, 1983;
Merton, 1957; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1975; Stogdill, 1974). Later, scholars discovered that some leaders are more successful in certain situations but less effective
in other settings. This observation gave birth to the theories of situational leadership and contingency leadership, which introduced new factors to leadership
research such as role clarity, organisational resources, leader–follower relations,
positional power, and task structure (Fiedler, 1964; Yukl, 1989). The leader–
follower relation was further explored, yielding, for example, the transactional
and transformational leadership theories: the former advocates leading with
rewards and punishment, whereas the latter emphasises leading with vision,
enthusiasm, and trust (Bass, 1990).
Although the above mentioned classic leadership theories have gradually
expanded their research foci from the leader’s innate traits to include situations,
task structure, and relations with followers, all these theories have built on a
romanticised concept of leadership (Meindl et al., 1985). That is, they concentrate on the leadership exercised by individuals, especially those with formal
leadership positions.
The last two decades have witnessed a growing trend towards examining
leadership through interactions, challenging the earlier romanticised concept of
leadership. One of the most popular theories of the new trend is distributed
leadership. Regarding distributed leadership, Gronn (2002) points out that
when leadership is extended to multiple people in an organisation, the synergy
created by the interactions of the different leaders in the organisation is far
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more powerful than the sum of the separate individual leadership actions. Furthermore, Spillane (2006) proposes that leadership is not only bound to formal
leadership positions but also emerges from the interactions among leaders, followers, and situations. The focus of leadership studies, therefore, should be
shifted from the individual leader to the interactions of the members of the organisation. To date, although the phenomenon of distributed leadership has
been wide-spread, its conceptualisation and application remain controversial
(Bolden, 2011; Tian, Risku, & Collin, 2016). The present research project attempted to contribute a new theoretical model and empirical evidence of distributed leadership to the existing literature.
This Introduction comprises four sections. The first section reviews some
existing definitions and research frameworks of distributed leadership. In addition, the contributions and limitations of these definitions and research frameworks are evaluated. The second section introduces the present research project,
including its research aims, research questions, and the arrangement of the four
sub-studies. In the third section, the four key concepts, distributed leadership,
agency, socio-cultural context, and power, are defined. Lastly, the fourth section
presents the two research contexts, Finnish and Shanghai schools.

1.1 A review of distributed leadership definitions and frameworks
In order to create a status report on distributed leadership research from 2002 to
2013, the present project started with a meta-analysis reviewing the theoretical
development and empirical evidence of distributed leadership. This metaanalysis revealed some major contributions and limitations of earlier distributed leadership studies. Particularly, it pointed out that some leading theorists
had established a significant knowledge base of distributed leadership by defining the concept and constructing different research frameworks for its empirical
investigation. In this section, some key definitions and research frameworks are
reviewed to illuminate the evolvement of distributed leadership during the past
15 years.
Spillane (2006) defines distributed leadership as the interaction among
leaders, followers, and situations. The roles of leader and follower often emerge
from practice and are sometimes exchanged according to the situation. In addition to formal leaders, other organisational members and even artefacts can exert influence on leadership work. Leithwood, Mascall, and Strauss (2009, xvii)
labelled distributed leadership as an ‘unheroic’ leadership approach with a
growing appreciation of informal leadership. Gradually, more and more scholars added tags to the distributed leadership concept. For instance, distributed
leadership is fluid rather than stagnant (Harris, 2009; Law, Galton, & Wan,
2010), inclusive rather than exclusive (Spillane & Healey, 2010; Timperley, 2009),
and emergent rather than prescribed (Gronn, 2009).
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Some critics claim that the expansion of the definition of distributed leadership led it to become a catch-all notion that is often used interchangeably with
shared, collaborative, dispersed, collective, or democratic leadership (Bennett,
Wise, Woods, & Harvey, 2003; Bolden, 2011; Harris, 2008; Hartley, 2007; Torrance, 2009). Different definitions of distributed leadership also raise controversies, for instance, about whether distributed leadership always implies multiple
leaders or consists of both solo and collective forms of leadership (Gronn, 2008);
whether distributed leadership is an umbrella concept or has clear boundaries
with other similar concepts (Harris, 2008); and whether distributed leadership is
a descriptive tool for understanding leadership dynamics or a normative tool
leading to school improvement (Gronn, 2009; Harris, 2009; Youngs, 2009). These
heated debates about the definition of distributed leadership have not yet been
fully resolved.
Over the past 15 years, researchers have constructed different research
frameworks to probe the phenomenon of distributed leadership. Through these
research frameworks, many significant discoveries about distributed leadership
have been unravelled. However, despite their valuable contribution to the topic,
these research frameworks have also had certain limitations that have confined
the scope of research. As a result, important issues in distributed leadership
have not been fully explored.
First, applying Archer’s (1995) structure–agency framework in sociology,
Woods, Bennett, Harvey, and Wise (2004) identified six key variables of distributed leadership in their literature review: external and internal contexts, control
and autonomy, sources of change and development, dynamics of team working,
institutional and spontaneous forms of distributed leadership, and conflict resolution. Their study established one of the first research frameworks to scrutinise
both structural and agential dimensions of distributed leadership. Importantly,
the framework highlights the constant interaction between organisational structure and individual’s agency, even though both structure and agency exert distinct effects on distributed leadership (Woods et al., 2004). This structureagency analytical dualism sheds light on several distributed leadership studies
(e.g. Crawford, 2012; Hatcher, 2005; Mayrowetz, 2008; Woods & Roberts, 2016),
including the present research project. The framework emerged from a comprehensive literature review of distributed leadership studies. As Woods et al.
(2004) mentioned, the framework did not suggest appropriate methodologies
for empirical studies. When searching for the six variables in school leadership
practice, distributed leadership seems to embrace a wide range of activities. In
practice, it would have been interesting to find more empirical studies using the
framework.
A second framework comprises MacBeath’s (2005) six stages of distributed
leadership, including formal, pragmatic, strategic, incremental, opportunistic,
and cultural distribution. According to MacBeath (2005), all six stages form a
sequential development process of distributed leadership. As school leaders
and teachers mature in their leadership capacities, distributed leadership gradually develops, stage by stage, from a formal to a cultural distribution. Com-
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pared to Woods et al.’s (2004) structure–agency framework, MacBeath’s (2005)
framework seems more applicable to practical diagnoses. Using this framework,
school leaders and teachers can easily locate their school’s leadership practice in
the process. Also, this framework underlines distributed leadership to be an
evolving process instead of a stagnant phenomenon. Regarding the limitations
of the framework, MacBeath (2005) was aware that distributed leadership in
practice was far more complex than the six stages identified in his empirical
study. Contextual factors may largely affect the enactment of distributed leadership. Hence, this framework might be an ideal model for studying distributed
leadership in a highly stable environment, but it does not discuss in much detail
how distributed leadership works in a turbulent environment.
Third, adopting distributed cognition theory, Spillane (2006) proposed a
distributed leadership framework comprising the leader-plus aspect and the
practice-centred aspect. From the leader-plus aspect, leadership is not a monopoly belonging solely to formally designated leaders. Individuals without
formal leadership titles may also assume leadership responsibilities. From the
practice-centred aspect, leadership emerges from the interaction among leaders,
followers, and situations. Spillane (2006) also explicated three forms of distributed leadership in different situations. Collaborated distribution refers to several leaders co-leading at the same time. Collective distribution means that several leaders are leading separately but interpedently. Finally, coordinated distribution indicates several leaders leading in a sequential order. Spillane’s (2006)
framework clearly shifted the research focus from the individual leader to interactions.
Later, Hartley (2009) challenged two aspects of Spillane’s (2006) framework. First, there was inconsistency between Spillane’s theorisation of distributed leadership and empirical studies. When theorising distributed leadership,
Spillane (2006) considered leadership practice to be the analytical unit. This implied that only the interaction process amongst the leaders, followers, and situation had an ontological status. In his earlier empirical studies, from which the
research framework derived, Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond (2004) appeared to assign the ontological status also to individual agents, such as formally designated leaders. According to Hartley (2009), Spillane et al.’s (2004) empirical analysis did not account for the process, as the research framework emphasised. Furthermore, Hartley (2009) criticised Spillane’s (2006) framework for
paying little attention to the power issues in distributed leadership.
Fourth, Leithwood, Mascall, Strauss, Sacks, Memon, and Yashkina (2007)
established a distributed leadership framework that was highly normative. Using the criterion of how distributed leadership serves organisational goals,
Leithwood et al. (2007) identified four patterns of distributed leadership. From
most to least preferable, these four patterns are planful alignment, spontaneous
alignment, spontaneous misalignment, and anarchic misalignment. Planful
alignment indicates that leadership resources are distributed deliberately to
achieve long-term organisational goals. Spontaneous alignment, by contrast,
lacks thoughtful planning and distributes leadership spontaneously to attain
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organisational short-term goals. Both spontaneous and anarchic misalignments
appeared to exert negative impact on organisations. The former results in low
effectiveness in goal achievement, whereas the latter leads to destructive competition and internal conflicts within the organisation. Leithwood et al.’s (2007)
framework seems highly attractive to policy makers and school practitioners
because it draws the connection between distributed leadership and school improvement. However, one criticism of this framework is that it presumes organisational goals to prevail over individual goals. Also, this framework appears to
overlook the fact that the establishment and implementation of organisational
goals in distributed leadership is highly political (Avis, 2007; Hatcher, 2005; Storey, 2004). Endorsing distributed leadership as a normative tool for school improvement, Leithwood et al. (2007) did not probe into the complex power relations in distributed leadership.
A fifth distributed leadership framework was proposed by Murphy, Smylie, Mayrowetz, and Louis (2009), who deepened the structural–agency relations
with their restructuring and re-culturing framework of distributed leadership.
According to Murphy et al. (2009), distributed leadership could take place
through the restructuring process, for instance, reshaping the school administrative structures to liberate teachers’ professional autonomy and professional
interaction. It could also go deeper to the re-culturing level, for example, changing a traditional privacy-focused isolationist culture into a collegial culture. Importantly, this framework underlines that restructuring the school alone may
not make distributed leadership sustainable. The schools also need the reculturing process to overcome cultural barriers impeding distributed leadership.
However, one inadequacy of Murphy et al.’s (2009) framework is that when
applied to empirical study, the focus has been mostly on the role of the school
principal in leading the restructuring and re-culturing processes. The roles of
other school members in distributed leadership have not been sufficiently discussed.
A sixth, and probably the most holistic distributed leadership framework
of the reviewed ones, is Gronn’s (2008) hybrid leadership model. In Gronn’s
(2002) early studies, he proposed the numerical–concertive framework of distributed leadership, which can be compared to Spillane’s (2006) leader-plus and
practice-centred framework. From the numerical perspective, leadership is extended to a number of school members, not just to the school’s formal leaders.
From the concertive perspective, the synergy of individuals’ leadership is greater than the sum of individuals’ actions because, as a result of the interaction
process, more leadership emerges. By revising his own framework, Gronn (2008)
later introduced the hybrid leadership model, which views leadership as the
configuration of different forms and degrees of focused and distributed leadership. This revision is significant because it explicitly claims that focused and
distributed leadership are not mutually exclusive but can interact with one another. When examining these interactions, this framework also seems to shed
light on the dynamics of power (Bolden, 2011). Similar to the above five frame-
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works, it might be beneficial to further verify Gronn’s (2008) hybrid model with
more empirical evidence.
In summary, the existing distributed leadership definitions and research
frameworks established a knowledge base for the present research project. Also,
when reviewing these earlier studies, the researcher noticed some research gaps
in distributed leadership studies that called for more investigation. First, there
is a lack of consensus on the substance and conceptual boundaries of distributed leadership. Second, most research frameworks focus on the organisational
perspective, for instance, on how distributed leadership serves the attainment
of organisational goals. In doing so, insufficient attention is paid to the individual perspective, such as how various members of the organisation pursue personal values and goals in distributed leadership. Third, most definitions and
research frameworks do not probe into the power issues in distributed leadership. Drawing upon this background, the present research project attempted to
fill some of the research gaps by both contributing a new theoretical framework
and providing more empirical evidence of distributed leadership.

1.2 Research aims, questions, and sub-studies
The present research project had two aims. The first aim was to further theorise
distributed leadership on the basis of the existing literature. The other aim was
to provide new empirical evidence on distributed leadership by investigating
its manifestations in Finnish and Shanghai schools using the further theorisation. In order to achieve these two research aims, the present research project
employed a mixed-methods approach to answer the following five research
questions (RQ):
RQ1: In the recent research, what has been studied in terms of the theoretical development and empirical evidence of distributed leadership?
RQ2: What are the manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resources and agency in Finnish and Shanghai schools?
RQ3: What are the key motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish
and Shanghai teachers’ participation in distributed leadership?
RQ4: How do Shanghai and Finnish school leaders and teachers understand
and enact distributed leadership in practice?
RQ5: How is power manifested in distributed leadership?
The whole research project comprised four sub-studies conducted during 2012
and 2016 (Fig. 1). Each sub-study answered one or two research questions using
their own specific research methods.
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FIGURE 1 Structure of the research project

Corresponding to the two research aims, the present research project was divided into two phases. The first phase produced a meta-analysis, in which a
theoretical model of distributed leadership was initiated to guide the secondphase empirical research. These two phases of research were connected sequentially. With respect to the second phase empirical sub-studies, two applied
quantitative methods and one was qualitative in nature. Following the concurrent design, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected simultaneously. All four sub-studies were connected through the resource–agency duality
model of distributed leadership. This model was thus both a research finding
and a research framework.

1.3 Key concepts
Throughout the dissertation, four key concepts are repeatedly mentioned in the
analysis, the resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership, agency,
power, and the socio-cultural context. Although the resource–agency duality
model and power were also findings of the present research project, it is necessary to explicate their meaning already in the Introduction because they are, as
stated, used throughout the compilation. This way the reader can have a better
understanding of the whole research project.
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1.3.1 Resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership
The first key concept to be examined is the resource–agency duality model of
distributed leadership. In the theoretical research phase, this model resulted
from the meta-analysis to serve as a more explicit research framework for future
distributed leadership research. The wish was that this model could overcome
some of the inadequacies of the earlier distributed leadership research frameworks. In the empirical research phase, this model was used to create the survey and interview instruments. Later, it was also applied as the analytical
framework for the analysis of the interview data. The interview analysis revealed two key factors not included in the original model: the socio-cultural
context and power. Thus, after the second-phase empirical research, the model
was supplemented by adding these two factors to the framework (Fig. 2).

FIGURE 2 Resource-agency duality model of distributed leadership

The resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership views leadership
as a process that accounts for both organisational and individual perspectives.
From the organisational perspective, leadership as a resource is distributed to
the various tiers of the organisational hierarchy, serving organisational goals.
From the individual perspective, leadership as an agency is distributed in the
organisational members’ various actions and interactions, assisting individuals
to attain their personal goals. In practice, the organisational and individual perspectives are intertwined. The distribution of organisational resources can facilitate or impede individuals’ agency. In return, individuals’ exercises of agency
can transform into resources for the organisation to use and can simultaneously
create multi-directional power relations. Throughout the distributed leadership
process, the socio-cultural context of the organisation largely determines the
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creation and distribution of resources as well as regulates the socio-cultural
boundaries within which individuals can exercise their agency.
It is necessary here to clarify that this resource–agency duality model
served as a theoretical lens to examine the phenomenon of distributed leadership in the present research project. It was used to construct the survey as well
as to assist the school practitioners in constructing their conceptions of distributed leadership in the interviews. The model was also used as the analytical
framework for the interview data analysis.
1.3.2 Agency
In the resource–agency duality model, individuals’ agency is a central element.
Although it was presented as a singular form in the model, the exercise of agency in the present research project took place at both individual and collective
levels. Over a decade ago, Woods et al. (2004) drew the connection between
agency and distributed leadership in their structure-agency model. They
claimed that institutional, cultural, and social structures could transform into
resources for agency. In return, agency, in many ways, also affected and altered
structures (Woods et al., 2004). Following this line of thinking, the researcher of
the present study regarded agency as one crucial element to theorise distributed
leadership. Thus, the leadership as an agency perspective was also empirically
investigated in Finnish and Shanghai schools.
In this dissertation, agency is defined as organisational members, either as
individuals or as communities, exerting influence, making choices, and taking
stances that affect their work and other members (Eteläpelto, Vähäsantanen,
Hökkä, & Paloniemi, 2013). Exercising agency in distributed leadership implies
that rational agents have the free will to define and pursue the personal goals
and values that they regard as important in their particular socio-cultural contexts (Okkolin, 2013; Sen, 1985; Vaughan, 2007). At the same time, organisations
provide the opportunities for the agents to act and interact in this way (Ci, 2011).
Although free will is an important prerequisite for agency, agency also involves
a sense of duty and commitment towards the organisation (Sulkunen, 2010).
Exercising one’s agency, therefore, requires organisational resources, including
material resources and supportive social relations, to make it feasible.
Agency as it connects to distributed leadership has two significant meanings. First, agency is not only exercised by the formal leaders in the organisation
but also by other members who do not possess formal leadership positions.
When leadership is distributed, all the individuals who are involved in the process can influence its enactment. Thus, researchers should not confine themselves to examining only formal leaders’ agency in distributed leadership. Second, exploring the agency dimension of distributed leadership also offers the
opportunity to investigate power issues (Woods et al., 2004). Correspondingly,
power in distributed leadership should be defined from a broader perspective
than will be described in the next section.

20
1.3.3 Power
The concept of power is defined and discussed in both the Introduction and
Findings chapter. Regarding the latter, power was a finding in two ways. First,
the meta-analysis study of the research project discovered that power had often
been neglected in earlier distributed leadership research. Second, the empirical
studies revealed that power was pervasively embedded in distributed leadership. Power became such a key concept that the researcher considered it necessary to examine it in the Introduction chapter. The purpose of this examination
is to enable the reader to follow the handling of power in this dissertation in a
more explicit manner.
When analysing the interview data, the researcher realised that how the
research participants described the operations of power in distributed leadership corresponded to Foucault’s conception on power. According to Foucault
(1980, 1991), power is a network of social relations that are diffused and embodied in discourses, knowledge, and regimes of truth; thus, ‘individuals are not
just the objects of power, but they are the locus where the power and the resistance to it are exerted’ (Mills, 2003, p. 35). When establishing this conception,
Foucault also rejects two traditional conceptions of power, namely the contractoppression power and the domination-repression power, as the only forms of
power (Kelly, 1994). The contract-oppression conception of power views power
as sovereign authority bound to legitimate positions such as president and king.
Having legitimate positions as the power centres, power flows unidirectionally
from the legitimate to the illegitimate. The domination-repression conception of
power, on the other hand, sees power to flow back and forth between two opposing groups. Marx describes this form of power as the domination and submission between the opposing social classes. Foucault considers both of these
two traditional conceptions of power to fail to capture the richer and more sophisticated operations of power in modern society (ibid).
In analysing Foucault’s conception of power, Kelly (2009, pp. 37–38) summarised the following five characteristics of power: impersonality meaning anyone can be the subject of power; relationality referring to power not being possessed but exercised through relations; de-centeredness implying that power is
not concentrated on a single individual or social class; multi-directionality, in
turn, suggesting that power does not flow only from the powerful to the powerless but has multiple directions; and strategic nature indicating that the exercise
of power is intentional.
As earlier stated, the understanding of power in distributed leadership
created by the research participants was strongly related to Foucault’s conception of power. However, according to the interview data, there seemed to be a
clear difference between the power that derived from formal leadership positions and the one that manifested itself in school members’ discourses, meaningful actions and interactions drawn by the research participants. In alignment
with this division, in the Findings and Discussion, power was labelled to correspond to these two categories. The power relating to the formal positions was
labelled as legitimate and the one dealing with the discourses and actions as
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discursive to indicate the different sources of the two discovered forms of power.
1.3.4 Socio-cultural context
The last frequently mentioned key concept is the socio-cultural context. As earlier studies point out, distributed leadership does not exist in isolation: it is constantly shaped by the social, cultural, and political environment that encompasses the school (Harris, 2009; Gronn, 2009; Spillane et al., 2004; Woods et al.,
2004). From the socio-cultural perspective, distributed leadership in practice is
socio-culture sensitive, in the sense that there are social norms, cultural expectations, and political wills determining the distribution of school leadership in
one way or another. As the present research project investigated two contexts,
Finland and Shanghai, China, the context-related differences in distributed
leadership practices became very visible. In the following section, a more detailed description of these two research contexts is given.

1.4 Research contexts: Finnish and Shanghai schools
The present research project examined distributed leadership in the contexts of
Finnish and Shanghai comprehensive and secondary schools. Several questions
must be answered in relation to this selection. The most essential one, perhaps,
is why compare Finland, which is a country, to Shanghai, which is a city.
China is a large country with a huge population. With the available resources, it would have been impossible for the researcher to collect a sufficient
amount of data to capture all the diversity within the Chinese education system
during the four-year research project.
There were also significant similarities between the local provision of general education in Shanghai and that in Finnish municipalities, which supported
the selection. Because of the vast territory and population, the provision of the
primary and secondary education in China has been decentralised to local authorities, as it has been in Finland. Shanghai, as one of the four autonomous
municipalities that are directly governed by the central government, has a highly autonomous education system. In practice, Shanghai schools follow the municipal curricula rather than the national curricula. Because the Shanghai education system is financed and administrated autonomously, it was possible to
treat Shanghai as an independent research context in the present research project. Researching distributed leadership in the selected Shanghai schools was
also expected to offer some practical implications with regard to other Shanghai
schools. However, severe caution should be taken when generalising the findings contained herein to the entirety of China.
In Finland, the administration of primary and secondary education is also
decentralised to the municipalities. Nevertheless, all schools follow the national
core curricula, on the basis of which local and school curricula are developed.

22
Compared to schools in many other countries, the differences in school infrastructure, financial and human resources, teachers’ educational backgrounds,
and students’ academic performance in Finland are relatively small (Sahlberg,
2012). However, this does not mean that all the Finnish schools are the same. In
fact, school leaders and teachers are given a great deal of autonomy to develop
their school specialities. This also enabled the present study to investigate variation in distributed leadership in Finland through a sample of schools.
1.4.1 Two high-performing systems
Since the 2000s, the Finnish and Shanghai education systems have gained attention and have often been compared with each other based on their students’
outstanding performance on international standardised tests. From the perspective of students’ academic achievement, taking the 2000 to 2012 Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) results as one example, both Finland
and Shanghai have delivered high quality education. In addition, these two
high-performing systems also appear to have well-educated teachers. According to the 2013 Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), in both
Finnish and Shanghai schools, over 96% of teachers have completed university
or other equivalent higher education and more than 90% of them have received
teacher education or training (OECD, 2014a, 2014b).
Along with the above similarities, many contextual differences can also be
found between the Finnish and Shanghai education systems. The educational
statistics from 2014, the same year the research data of the present study were
collected, show interesting disparities. The total number of comprehensive and
general upper secondary schools (3041 schools) in Finland was almost double
the number in Shanghai (1525 schools) (OSF, 2014a, 2014b; SHMEC, 2015).
Nonetheless, the total number of Finnish students (645,132 students) was only
half that in Shanghai (1,387,100 students). According to the TALIS 2013 reports,
one Finnish teacher taught in a class with an average 18 students, while a
Shanghai teacher had 35 students (OECD, 2014a, 2014b). All these data indicated that, in general, the Finnish schools were much smaller than Shanghai
schools.
1.4.2 Equity-driven and competitiveness-driven systems
On top of school size, the ideologies underpinning these two education systems
also seem to differ. The Shanghai PISA achievement was attributed to the large
number of top-performing students, whereas the Finnish success derived from
the small gap between the high-performing and low-performing students
(OECD, 2014b, p. 5; see also Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). With respect to the
resource distribution, more financial and human resources were given to the
socio-economically disadvantaged schools in Finland, whereas an opposing
trend was detected in Shanghai (OECD, 2013, pp. 40–45). These findings seem
to suggest that Finland has a more equity-driven education system that aims at
providing better resources and support to the disadvantaged schools and stu-
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dents, whereas Shanghai has a more competitiveness-driven education system
that tends to favour top academic performers and the advantaged schools.
1.4.3 Autonomy and accountability
Practices regarding autonomy and accountability also seem to differ in these
two contexts. Principals in Shanghai reported that the local education authorities had a high-level involvement in establishing students’ assessment policy,
choosing text books, determining course content, and deciding courses to offer.
By contrast, Finnish principals expressed that the schools had the autonomy to
lead in all these areas, while the local authorities mainly participated in determining course content (OECD, 2013).
With respect to accountability, school inspection was abolished in Finland
in the early 1990s. Schools’ self-evaluation has always been the most important
evidence for quality control in Finland and the evaluation results are used to
develop school-based pedagogy rather than rewarding or punishing individual
students or teachers (Sahlberg, 2011).
By contrast, Shanghai schools receive frequent external inspections and
evaluations from both municipal and district level education authorities. According to the newly published Regulations on Educational Inspection Work in
Shanghai (SHMEC, 2015), the primary and secondary schools receive a comprehensive inspection every three to five years, which includes the school’s selfevaluation. On top of that, schools receive regular inspections at least twice a
semester. When local authorities delegate educational tasks to schools, thematic
inspections are also organised (SHMEC, 2015). According to the PISA 2012
principals’ questionnaire results, low-performing Shanghai schools received
even more top-down inspections than the high-performing ones. Local education authorities attempted to hold these low-performing schools accountable by
tracking their students’ academic performance over time (OECD, 2013, p. 59).
To sum up, despite their remarkable achievements in international league
tables, the Finnish and Shanghai education systems seem to operate under different ideologies. Most Finnish schools prioritise equity. Excellence is achieved
by narrowing down the achievement gap between the top performers and the
poor performers. Autonomy has been given to the Finnish schools to support
individualised teaching and learning. In contrast, many Shanghai schools tend
to prioritise competitiveness. Excellence is achieved by increasing the number
of top performers. Through numerous inspections and evaluations, local education authorities hold schools accountable.
These contextual factors will be mentioned later in the Findings and Discussion chapters as the research participants also regarded these factors as important determinants affecting distributed leadership in their schools.

2 METHODOLOGY
This chapter explains the methodological design of the whole research project
and the specific strategies that were applied to connect the four sub-studies. The
chapter consists of three sections. The first section explains why mixed methods
were employed and how different methods were mixed in the research project.
The second part explicates the rationale behind the selection of research participants, the data collection and analyses processes, and the researcher’s epistemological and ontological standpoints. The third section scrutinises the validity,
reliability, and trustworthiness of WKH research.

2.1 Mixed-methods research approach
As mentioned in the Introduction, the present research project consisted of four
sub-studies, of which two were quantitative and two were qualitative. In addition, the project had two phases; the theoretical phase was conducted prior to
the empirical phase. As a whole, the project employed mixed methods as the
methodology. To best serve the two research aims of theorising and empirically
investigating distributed leadership, the whole research procedure employed
two mixed-methods strategies: the sequential transformative strategy and the
concurrent triangulation strategy (Creswell, 2009; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2013).
At the initial stage of the research, the researcher discovered that the lack
of a clear definition and an explicit research framework made it challenging to
explore distributed leadership in practice. In searching for a clear research lens,
a theoretical meta-analysis study was conducted in the first phase of the research. The meta-analysis tracked the theoretical development and empirical
evidence of distributed leadership for the time period from 2002 to 2013. Regarding future research directions, the resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership was proposed. In the second phase of the research, this
model was transformed into a theoretical framework, guiding the design of the
empirical sub-studies research questions and the two research instruments, a
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quantitative survey and semi-structured interview questions. In the interview
analysis, the model was also applied as the analytical framework to analyse the
school practitioners’ conceptions of distributed leadership. One advantage of
using this sequential transformative strategy was that it enhanced the theoretical value of the research (Creswell, 2009). The meta-analysis study presented
diverse perspectives of distributed leadership that had been studied while also
pointing out some inadequacies of the existing literature. Thus, the empirical
studies could probe into these understudied phenomena in distributed leadership.
In the second phase of the research, the quantitative and qualitative data
were collected according to the concurrent triangulation strategy. The quantitative survey was launched at the same time that the interviews were conducted
at each research site. Similar questions were asked in both survey and interviews for the purpose of triangulating the data. All the teachers who participated in the interviews also answered the survey. Because of this concurrent triangulation strategy, the data collection time was somewhat shortened. Also, as
some of the research participants received two opportunities to express their
views on distributed leadership, the reliability of the study was enhanced (Creswell, 2009).
Although the present research project investigated distributed leadership
in the contexts of Finnish and Shanghai schools, it is important to highlight that
the main purpose of the study was not about evaluating which distributed
leadership practices were more effective than the others. As described in the
Introduction, the Finnish and Shanghai education systems may be similar in
terms of students’ academic achievements and teachers’ education, but regarding school size, educational ideology, autonomy, and accountability, they were
also distinct from each other. Putting these two contexts side by side in this research project might reveal the diversity and complexity of distributed leadership in different socio-cultural contexts.
When examining the whole research project against the five principles of
mixed methods, initiation, development, triangulation, expansion, and complementarity, the four sub-studies form a coherent entity (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham,
1989). The initiation of the meta-analysis study was based on the need to conduct a status review of the current distributed leadership research and to create
an explicit research framework to guide the empirical studies. The empirical
sub-studies further developed the theoretical research by presenting new empirical evidence of distributed leadership in the Finnish and Shanghai schools.
Among the three empirical sub-studies, the quantitative and qualitative data
were collected concurrently using the two research instruments with overlapping questions. It was, therefore, possible to triangulate different sources of data
and to discover whether they converge, diverge, or complement each other (Jick,
1979). Regarding the expansion, the research questions in the original plan did
not probe into the power issues. However, through the lenses of resource and
agency, the interview participants frequently mentioned power when describing their distributed leadership experience. These valuable data enabled the
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researcher to expand the research scope by adding the fifth research question:
how is power manifested in distributed leadership?
Lastly, it is noteworthy that the present research project subscribed to the
descriptive-analytical research paradigm. The purposes of the study were to
investigate how distributed leadership has been researched as a phenomenon
and how it has been practised in schools. This also means that the present research project did not take the prescriptive-normative stance to seek for the best
practices of distributed leadership nor to provide a blueprint of distributed
leadership that aimed at school improvement.

2.2 The researcher and research participants
As the researcher, reflexively considering one’s own life experience is important
as this may affect the researcher’s choices throughout the research process
(Hesse-Biber, 2010). The choice of research contexts, for example, was closely
linked to the researcher’s personal life experience. When the research project
started, the researcher had studied educational leadership and administration
first in Shanghai, China, and later in Jyväskylä, Finland, for six years. During
the studies, the researcher had good opportunities to learn about these two education systems and to conduct empirical studies in local schools. Therefore, the
researcher was aware that distributed leadership had not been thoroughly studied in these two contexts. Also, as the researcher had good access to local
schools, choosing Finland and Shanghai as the research contexts was pragmatic.
With respect to the choice of the research topic, distributed leadership has always been one of the researcher’s interests. After composing both Bachelor’s
and Master’s theses on this topic, doctoral level studies were a natural continuation to further deepen the investigation of distributed leadership.
The opportunities for the data collection developed differently in Finland
and in Shanghai, which made it necessary to employ different data collection
strategies in the two settings. First of all, the qualitative interviews were conducted in two municipalities, Shanghai, China, and Jyväskylä, Finland. The local education offices of these two municipalities were the liaisons that connected the researcher to the schools. The selection criteria for the research schools
were medium-sized comprehensive and secondary schools with medium-level
academic performance in the municipalities. Three Finnish and five Shanghai
schools were recruited for the qualitative sub-study. Of the three Finnish
schools, two were comprehensive schools (Grades 1–9 and G 5–9) and one was
a lower secondary school (G 7–9). Because the provision of general upper secondary school was transferred from Jyväskylä municipality to a municipal consortium, participants for interview were not recruited from the Finnish general
upper secondary schools. From November to December 2013, a total of 20 qualitative interviews were conducted in these three Finnish schools. The interviewees included school principals, vice-principals, mid-level team leaders, and
teachers.
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Liaised by the Shanghai education office, the researcher conducted interviews in five schools, four of which met the school selection criteria as mediumsized and medium performing schools. One small-sized high-performing general upper secondary school was recommended by the local authority for the
school’s unique context. As later shown by the data, the distributed leadership
practice in this school was different from that in the four other Shanghai schools.
Thus, it was also included in the qualitative sub-study as a special case of distributed leadership. As opposed to the municipality of Jyväskylä, Shanghai
municipality was the provider of both comprehensive and general upper secondary level educations. The five Shanghai schools in the qualitative sub-study
included two comprehensive schools (G 1–9), one lower secondary school (G 6–
9), and two general upper secondary schools (G 10–12). From January to April
2014, 35 interviews were carried out in these schools. As in Finland, the interviewees consisted of school principals, vice-principals, mid-level teacher leaders,
and grass-roots teachers from various tiers of the school hierarchy.
The quantitative survey participants were recruited using the following
sampling strategies. In Shanghai, due to the huge number of schools, stratification was used to purposively select the schools that were located in both urban
and outskirt districts of Shanghai and that provided four different levels of education: comprehensive, lower secondary, upper secondary, and combined
lower and upper secondary schools (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 2002; Miller, 1991).
All the teachers in these nine schools received survey invitations, out of which
327 answered the survey. In Finland, the original plan was to use the same purposive sampling strategy as in Shanghai. However, because the data collection
time was close to the Christmas holidays in 2013, only 97 Finnish teachers from
Jyväskylä municipality answered the survey. Later, the researcher relaunched
the survey a couple of times in the region but failed to gain a satisfactory number of respondents. Therefore, the sampling strategy was changed to randomly
recruit teachers from the Central, Eastern, Southern, and Western regions of
Finland (Creswell, 2009; Fowler, 2002). Several survey distribution channels
were used to increase the number of respondents. The invitation to online questionnaire was distributed in several professional development training programmes, at the educational fairs, and through the superintendents and principals who were a part of the professional network of the Institute of Educational
Leadership. By autumn 2015, a total of 203 Finnish teachers answered the survey. Because part of the Finnish survey data came much later than the Shanghai
data, two separate quantitative sub-studies were composed. In the qualitative
study, on the other hand, the interviews conducted in the Finnish and Shanghai
schools were analysed at the same time. The weights of the quantitative and
qualitative parts of the present research project were equal (Creswell, 2009).
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2.3 Epistemology and ontology
Detailed introductions to the research instruments and data analyses procedures were presented in each sub-study enclosed in the dissertation. In this section, the researcher focuses on presenting the ontology and epistemology of the
inquiries. Ontology refers to the nature of reality (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988),
while epistemology refers to the nature of knowledge (Carson, Gilmore, Perry,
& Gronhaug, 2001).
In the present research project, the researcher rejected the positivist ontology that perceives distributed leadership as a single objective reality that exists
external to its context. Correspondingly, the researcher also rejected the positivist epistemology that presumes there are absolute truths about distributed leadership regardless of its context.
Instead, the researcher adopted interpretivism as the ontological and epistemological position. More specifically, the researcher believes that distributed
leadership, as a complex social phenomenon, is bound to the overall sociocultural context in which it is practised. Hence, the socio-cultural context of the
school is not merely the background but one of the key variables shaping the
landscape of distributed leadership.
The researcher viewed the research object (i.e. the phenomenon of distributed leadership) and the research subjects (i.e. Finnish and Shanghai school
leaders and teachers) as inseparable and non-dualistic (Marton, 2000). The phenomenon of distributed leadership was neither entirely objective, nor entirely
subjective, but simultaneously subjective and objective. On the one hand, there
were objective realities of distributed leadership discerned by the school leaders
and teachers, which were shaped by, for instance, school structures, educational
policies, social expectations and cultural norms. On the other hand, such objective realities also constantly shaped school leaders’ and teachers’ subjective perceptions and experience of distributed leadership.
Ontologically, the researcher admits that there are multiple and relative
realities of distributed leadership that hold different meanings for the research
participants (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988). Epistemologically, knowledge about
distributed leadership is seen as socially constructed by the school leaders and
teachers in their practices (Carson et al., 2001). Subscribing to interpretivism,
the researcher’s task was to first capture the variation in the participants’ experience of distributed leadership, and then to provide interpretations of this variation (Hesse-Biber, 2010; Marton, 2000).

2.4 Validity, reliability, and trustworthiness
In the two quantitative sub-studies, validity was examined based on whether the
survey content and construct measured the phenomenon that it was supposed to
measure. Reliability, on the other hand, was scrutinized based on whether the
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survey data had high internal consistency (Hesse-Biber, 2010). The survey content was reviewed by several educational researchers and pretested by school
principals and teachers from both contexts. Both the reviewers and the pretestees confirmed the appropriateness of the survey questions and the accuracy
of the translations. More detailed results are reported in the enclosed Sub-studies
II and III. With respect to the rigor of the qualitative sub-studies, their trustworthiness was safeguarded by providing rich descriptions of the research settings,
pre-testing the interview questions, and examining the researcher’s own ontological and epistemological position (Creswell & Miller, 2000; Lincoln & Guba, 2000).
Trustworthiness, was also ensured by documenting research procedures in detail
and constantly comparing and cross-checking the data codes with other researchers (Gibbs, 2007; Yin, 2003). In the enclosed Sub-studies I and IV, more detailed descriptions of the data selection and analyses procedures are reported.
When examining the whole research project in this section, the researcher assessed the validity, reliability and trustworthiness of this mixed-methods research
from a comprehensive methods-centric perspective (Kvale, 1996). More specifically,
the validity of the mixed-methods research was viewed as how well the selected
methods fitted together to answer the research questions (Hesse-Biber, 2010; Kvale,
1996). Furthermore, following the linkage of problem and methods, the reliability
and trustworthiness were measured by whether the quantitative and qualitative
sub-studies yielded answers that supported each other (Hesse-Biber, 2010).
Kvale (1996, p. 241) suggested three criteria to check the validity, reliability
and trustworthiness of mixed-methods research; these were used to examine
the present research project. First, the quality of craftsmanship is assessed in
relation to the logic of the whole research process and the coherence of different
sub-studies. The present research project was divided into two phases. The theoretical phase of the research was conducted first to serve the second empirical
phase of the research. The resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership as the product of the first-phase research was transformed into a research
framework for the second phase. Thus, the model connected all four sub-studies
to form a coherent entity.
Second, the quality of communication refers to how the researcher presents the findings in relation to each other and to earlier findings (Kvale, 1996).
In the present study, this was enhanced by constructing two communication
platforms on which various viewpoints of distributed leadership were presented and debated. The first platform was the meta-analysis, in which findings of
earlier distributed leadership studies were critically compared and contrasted
to map the theoretical development and empirical evidence of distributed leadership. The second platform was this dissertation, in which the four sub-studies
were synthesised and discussed as a whole. Particularly, in the Discussion
chapter, the key findings of the sub-studies were put side by side to construct a
clearer picture of how distributed leadership was practised in the Finnish and
Shanghai schools and why. These key findings were also discussed in relation
to the most recent distributed leadership literature to reveal whether the present research confirmed, contradicted, or supplemented the earlier studies.
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Another aspect of the quality of communication refers to how the researcher succeeds in conducting research across different languages (Squires,
2009). In the present research project, the researcher worked through and between three languages, English, Chinese and Finnish. The researcher was a native Chinese speaker and a proficient user of English. However, with only a
basic understanding of Finnish, the researcher was unable to conduct interviews in Finnish. In response to this challenge, a Finnish educational researcher
with English linguist credentials was invited to translate the research invitations, survey questionnaire and interview questions from English to Finnish.
Similar English-Chinese translation was conducted by the researcher herself.
During the translation process, a translation lexicon was developed to ensure
the conceptual equivalence in English, Chinese and Finnish (Squires, 2009). All
the translations were validated by several Chinese and Finnish school principals and teachers prior to conducting the studies. One advantage of using the
online survey platform was that it allowed the respondents to answer the questionnaire in English, Chinese or Finnish. All the quantitative data were later
analysed and reported in English.
As to the interviews, in the five Shanghai schools, the Chinese language
was used as the communication tool. The interviews were first transcribed in
Chinese and were later analysed and coded in English. In the three Finnish
schools, however, the researcher used the translated Finnish interview questions as the resource and conducted all the interviews in English. Also, on the
first day of each school visit, one Finnish researcher was invited to assist the
interviews in case that the interpretation was needed. In practice, however, it
turned out that all the Finnish school principals and teachers spoke proficient
English and they felt competent to answer the interview questions in English.
Later, all the interviews were transcribed, analysed and coded in English.
Third, pragmatic validity refers to whether the research questions are
compatible with the values and traditions of the research context (Kvale, 1996).
This was realised by modifying the demographics portion of the survey to meet
the realities in the Finnish and Shanghai schools. For instance, in the Finnish
schools, teachers’ positions, such as special education teacher and student counsellor, were added in the list of current positions. A similar change was made in
the Chinese survey by adding the positions of Communist Party secretary and
class teacher in the list of current positions. Also, in the semi-structured interviews, the researcher asked follow-up questions to further probe into the context-specific phenomena described by the research participants.
Additionally, pragmatic validity also checks whether the research findings
can contribute to a wider social context. In response to this requirement, the
theoretical and practical implications of the research are included in the Conclusion. Similarly, the advantages and limitations of the studies are underlined
in the Discussion to draw attention from policy makers, educational administrators, researchers, and school practitioners who may intend to use the findings of
the present research project.

3 FINDINGS
This chapter has two sections. The first section introduces the key findings of
the sub-studies in a table. The second section provides a more detailed description of each sub-study. The original sub-studies are enclosed in the Original
Paper of the dissertation.

3.1 An introduction to the four sub-studies
In a nutshell, Table 1 encapsulates the key findings of the four sub-studies. It
provides the reader with a holistic picture of the entire research project. Corresponding elaboration of each bullet point can be traced in the following summaries of the four sub-studies. The original papers of the sub-studies are also
enclosed in this compilation dissertation so that the reader may find more detailed explanations.

•
•

•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

Sub-study II (Quantitative)
Shanghai teachers' perceptions of distributed leadership
Leadership structures: pyramid > spider’s web > organic community > fountain
Power distance: medium-high
Leadership as a resource
o Increase the influence of teachers, students
o Decrease the influence of test scores, superintendents, principals
Leadership as an agency
o Principals lead school administration, pedagogy
o Mid-level team leaders lead school administration
o Teachers lead pedagogy
Key motivators: principal’s support, colleagues’ recognition, enough time, trust
Key demotivators: no principal’s support, no career opportunities, insufficient financial resources, distraction from teaching

(Continued)

Distributed leadership in Finnish and Shanghai Schools
Sub-study I (Qualitative)
A meta-analysis of distributed leadership studies 2002–2013
Research paradigms: descriptive-analytical paradigm & prescriptive-normative paradigm
Conceptualisation: modelling, conceptual comparison, critiques
Application: favourable conditions, effectiveness, critiques
Research gaps: lack of a universally accepted definition and an explicit research framework; lack of adequate study of the individual’s
perspective of distributed leadership, power issues, and socio-cultural context
Research framework for future studies: the resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership

TABLE 1 Introduction to the sub-studies’ findings
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Sub-study IV (Qualitative)
Reconceptualising distributed leadership in Shanghai and Finnish schools
• First-phase analysis identified three administrative structures
Second-phase analysis yielded in total nine distributed leadership conceptions in the three administrative structures
o Four-tier vertical structure: distributing leadership through positions, empowerment, competition, collaboration
o Two-tier vertical structure: distributing leadership through expertise, mentoring
o Two-tier horizontal structure: distributing leadership through equity, professional autonomy, trust
• Socio-cultural factors: bureaucratic and authoritarian mentalities, face-saving culture, testing culture, equity, culture of trust
• Manifestations of power
o Legitimate power: position-bound authority
o Discursive power: manipulation, competent authority, rational argumentation

•
•

•

•
•
•

Sub-study III (Quantitative)
Finnish teachers' perceptions of distributed leadership
Leadership structures: spider’s web > pyramid > organic community > fountain
Power distance: low-medium
Leadership as a resource
o Increase the influence of mid-level team leaders, teachers, students
o Decrease the influence of school budget, educational policies and laws
Leadership as an agency
o Principals lead school administration, strategic development
o Mid-level team leaders lead school administration, relationship building
o Teachers lead pedagogy
Key motivators: democratic culture, enough time, principal’s support, task matching expertise, trust, enough financial resources
Key demotivators: no principal’s support, insufficient financial resources, no extra pay, no decision-making autonomy, excessive administrative work, distraction from teaching

TABLE 1 (Continued) Introduction to the sub-studies’ findings
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In the first phase of the research, Sub-study I produced a status report of distributed leadership research from 2002 to 2013. This sub-study answered the
first research question: In the recent research, what has been studied in terms of the
theoretical development and empirical evidence of distributed leadership? Meanwhile,
the meta-analysis also identified several research gaps in the existing literature.
Attempting to make a contribution to fill these gaps, the researcher synthesised
key findings of earlier studies and created the resource–agency duality model
of distributed leadership for future research. In the meta-analysis, the model
was described as follows.
Distributed leadership should be defined and studied in terms of leadership
as a process that comprises both organisational and individual scopes; the
former regards leadership as a resource and the latter as an agency. Both
resource and agency are considered to emerge and exist at all organisational levels (Tian et al., 2016, p. 156).
In the second phase of the research, Sub-studies II and III used the same survey
instrument to examine the Shanghai and Finnish teachers’ perceptions of distributed leadership, answering the second and third research questions: What
are the manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resource and agency in Finnish and Shanghai schools? What are the key motivators and demotivators underlying
Finnish and Shanghai teachers’ participation in distributed leadership? Sub-study IV
analysed 55 interviews to answer the fourth research question: How do Shanghai
and Finnish school leaders and teachers understand and enact distributed leadership in
practice? During the interviews, the research participants brought forward power issues when describing their distributed leadership experience. Thus, a fifth
research question was designed to investigate how power is manifested in distributed leadership.
The second-phase research applied the original resource–agency duality
model of distributed leadership as the framework to design the survey and interview questions. The empirical findings, in return, brought up two key factors
that were not included in the original model: the socio-cultural context and
power. Throughout the research process, the researcher’s understanding of the
topic also developed. At the final stage of the research project, the researcher
considered it more appropriate to call the resource–agency duality model a research framework rather than a definition because distributed leadership is
such a highly context-bound and practice-oriented phenomenon. When defining distributed leadership, it might be more beneficial to conceptualise it from
practice rather from pure theory. After adding the socio-cultural context and
power into the resource–agency duality model, it was described as follows:
The resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership views leadership as a process that accounts for both organisational and individual perspectives. From the organisational perspective, leadership as a resource is
distributed to various tiers of the organisational hierarchy, serving organisational goals. From the individual perspective, leadership as an agency is
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distributed in organisational members’ various actions and interactions,
assisting individuals to attain personal goals and values. The organisational and individual perspectives are intertwined in practice. The distribution of organisational resources can facilitate or impede individual’s
agency. In return, individuals’ exercises of agency can transform into resources for the organisation to use, and simultaneously, create multidirectional power relations. Throughout the entire distributed leadership
process, the socio-cultural context of the organisation largely determines
the creation and distribution of resources as well as regulates the sociocultural boundaries within which individuals exercise their agency.

3.2 Sub-study I: A meta-analysis of distributed leadership from
2002 to 2013
Applying the meta-analysis approach, this study aimed at investigating the
theoretical development and empirical evidence of distributed leadership. On
the basis of that, the study also proposed some directions for future research.
The data comprised 85 selected academic articles and book chapters published
between 2002 and 2013, of which 53 dealt with the conceptualisation of distributed leadership and 32 focused on the application of distributed leadership.
The first key finding of the meta-analysis was the two research paradigms
for distributed leadership studies: the descriptive-analytical paradigm and the prescriptive-normative paradigm. By sorting and comparing the research aims of the
85 publications, the meta-analysis found that some studies mainly focused on
examining the manifestations of distributed leadership, including the social interactions among various actors and the influence exerted by different actors
and artefacts during the leadership process. These studies were categorised under the descriptive-analytical paradigm. One important feature of the descriptiveanalytical paradigm was that it attempted to have a more neutral view of the effectiveness of distributed leadership without presuming it to be an intrinsically
normative approach. By contrast, other studies that searched for the most effective distributed leadership models that contributed to school improvement,
students’ academic achievement, and teachers’ morale were categorised under
the prescriptive-normative paradigm. Distributed leadership, under this paradigm,
was seen as a normative tool for enhancing school effectiveness.
After identifying the two research paradigms, the meta-analysis synthesised the key strategies used by earlier studies to conceptualise distributed
leadership and examine its application. Regarding the conceptualisation of distributed leadership, the existing literature provided several important models,
such as Spillane’s (2006) leader-plus and practice-centred models, Gronn’s (2002,
2008) numerical-concertive model, and a hybrid model. However, these models
seemed to focus primarily on investigating how leadership was distributed in
the service of organisational goals. Little attention was paid to how school leaders and teachers exercised their agency in the leadership process. There seemed
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to be a lack of explicit research frameworks comprising both organisational and
individual perspectives of distributed leadership. Also, several researchers conceptualised distributed leadership by comparing it with other related concepts,
for instance shared, collaborative, and democratic leadership (e.g. Heikka, Waniganayake, & Hujala, 2012; Spillane, 2006; Woods P. & Woods G., 2013). Moreover, criticism was also voiced by those scholars who found the concept of distributed leadership rhetorical. For instance, Torrance (2013) warned that despite
the policy drive to promote distributed leadership in schools, Scottish teachers
still did not perceive themselves as playing the role of a leader. Woods (2004,
2005, 2011), in turn, criticised distributed leadership research for narrowing the
focus on organisational performance while neglecting the holistic wellbeing of
school members. Furthermore, Lumby (2013) condemned the existing distributed leadership studies for overlooking power issues.
Regarding the application of distributed leadership, the earlier studies
identified four favourable conditions for distributed leadership, which were
formal leaders’ support, climate of trust, strategic staff policy, and the utilisation of artefacts in leadership. The effectiveness of distributed leadership was
measured by students’ longitudinal test scores, teachers’ professional commitment and job satisfaction, and students’ transition between different levels of
education (e.g. Anderson, Moore, & Sun, 2009; Heck & Hallinger, 2010; Hulpia
& Devos, 2009; Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2009; Jäppinen & Sarja, 2012). Nevertheless, the lack of a shared understanding of the concept of distributed leadership complicated the empirical studies. Contradictory findings emerged from
different studies, leaving the effectiveness of distributed leadership highly
questionable. It was equally problematic that in most of the empirical studies,
the concept of distributed leadership seemed to be predetermined by the researchers rather than created on the basis of the school leadership practices.
In response to the inadequacies of the earlier distributed leadership studies, the meta-analysis created a new resource–agency duality model for studying distributed leadership on the basis of the extensive literature review. This
model accounted for both organisational and individual perspectives of distributed leadership, underlining their interconnectedness. From the organisational
perspective, leadership is seen as a resource, whereas from the individual perspective, leadership is seen as an agency. When leadership as a resource is distributed to more members of the organisation, it can be regarded as activating
their agency. In return, when school members’ agency serves the organisational
goals, it becomes a resource for the organisation.

3.3 Sub-study II: Shanghai teachers' perceptions of distributed
leadership
In this study, the resource–agency duality model yielded by the meta-analysis
was applied to design an online survey instrument titled Distributed Leadership
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in Finnish and Shanghai Schools (Teacher questionnaire). The survey was first designed in the English language and then translated into Chinese and Finnish.
The survey comprised four sections: leadership structure and power distance,
leadership as a resource, leadership as an agency, and motivators and demotivators behind teachers’ participation in distributed leadership. The survey
items were selected from earlier distributed leadership and motivation research
findings. Three educational leadership researchers were invited to examine the
validity of the survey content. Two Shanghai school principals and five teachers
pre-tested the survey and reaffirmed the accuracy of the Chinese translation
and the applicability of the survey content. The Cronbach’s alpha values of all
four sections were above .90, indicating high internal consistency of the results
(Wells & Wollack, 2003). The survey was distributed from January to March
2014 in nine purposively selected comprehensive and secondary schools in
Shanghai, China. Altogether, 327 Shanghai teachers participated in the survey.
Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted to answer two research
questions: What are the manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resources
and agency in Shanghai schools? and What are the key motivators and demotivators
underlying Shanghai teachers’ participation in distributed leadership?
The first section of the survey examined the school leadership structures,
power distance, and their relationship. Using two criteria, the power source
(one vs. multiple power centres) and the structure’s stability (fixed vs. flexible),
the first section of the survey offered four metaphors of school leadership structure from which the Shanghai teachers were asked to choose (Fig. 3). The formulation of the four metaphors was based on several studies. The metaphor of
the pyramid can be tracked to Tschannen-Moran (2009) and Yan (1999). In the
metaphor, one fixed power centre was set at the zenith of the hierarchy with a
high degree of stability, and power and authority flew downward from school
top leaders to teachers. The spider’s web metaphor derived from Minarik,
Thornton and Perreault (2003), who used it to symbolise the structure with one
power centre at the hub and various function units connected by strands. This
metaphor highlighted the interconnectedness of different function units and the
resilience and flexibility of the structure. The metaphor of organic community
was linked to Spillane’s (2006) practice-centred distributed leadership model.
This metaphor underlined the emergent nature of the structure in which the
roles of leaders and followers were determined by the leadership practice in
different situations. Thus, the organic community structure incorporated multiple
power centres and allowed teams to emerge and dissolve flexibly. The fountain
structure, sometimes also referred as the inverted pyramid, was used by
Tschannen-Moran (2009) to depict a professional organisation in which power
and authority flew from teachers upward to school leaders. Woods et al.’s (2004)
description of the school structure that enabled leaders to adapt their leadership
practices to meet teachers’ initiatives could also be associated to this metaphor.
The fountain structure was built upon multiple power centres at the bottom of
the hierarchy with a high degree of stability.
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The results (N = 308) showed that both the pyramid (40.5%) and the spider’s web
(37.5%) were the most observed leadership structures in the Shanghai schools.
About one-fifth of the teachers identified the organic community structure within
their school (20.4%). By contrast, less than 2% of the teachers acknowledged the
fountain structure. Moreover, a vast majority of the Shanghai teachers (81.2%)
observed a medium to high power distance between the principal and the
teachers. The chi-square tests disclosed the correlations between the pyramid
structure and a high power distance and the organic community structure with a
low or medium power distance. The spider’s web and the fountain structures,
however, were not associated with any specific range of power distance.
The second section of the survey investigated how much influence the 17
leadership resources (i.e. actors and artefacts derived in previous distributed
leadership studies) exerted on school leadership work (Gunter, Hall, & Bragg,
2013; Harris, 2012; Hartley, 2007; Hulpia & Devos, 2009; Jäppinen & Sarja, 2012;
Leithwood et al., 2007; Mayrowetz, 2008; Mayrowetz, Murphy, Louis, & Smylie,
2009; Menon, 2005; Murphy et al., 2009; Pederson, Yager S., & Yager R., 2012;
Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Myers, 2007; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Camburn, &
Pareja, 2007; Spillane et al., 2004; Timperley, 2005). After that, the teachers were
asked whether they wanted to increase, decrease, or maintain their levels of
influence.
The results corresponded to the hierarchy of the pyramid leadership structure identified in the first section. As the highest leaders of the schools and the
district-level education authorities, principals and superintendents played the
most decisive roles in leading the school, who were followed by vice principals
and mid-level team leaders. According to the respondents, teachers, students, parents, external stakeholders, and school boards had only some influence on school
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leadership work, far less than the influence exerted by the officially designated
school leaders mentioned above. Besides human agents, artefacts such as school
reputation, student test scores, national-level educational laws, and local-level educational policies also exerted a great deal of influence on how schools were led.
Furthermore, the survey revealed that the Shanghai teachers were not satisfied
with the current resource distribution and expected the following changes to
take place. The Spearman’s correlation test results showed that the teachers
wanted to increase their own influence on the school leadership work and at the
same time decrease the influence exerted by student test scores, superintendents,
and principals.
In the leadership as an agency section, the mean ranks of Friedman’s test
disclosed significant differences in the agency exercised by principals, mid-level
team leaders, and teachers in 10 leadership processes. Corresponding to the
school hierarchy, at the between-groups level, the higher the leadership position one held, the more agency one exercised. The principals and the mid-level
team leaders were more agentic than the teachers in most of the leadership processes except for leading students’ learning. At the within-group level, principals’
agency was strongly observed in delegating tasks, managing administrative work,
and evaluating school performance. The mid-level team leaders’ agency was mostly
observed in delegating tasks, managing administrative work, and leading teacher
teams. Along with leading students’ learning, teachers also considered themselves
to have strong agency in developing school culture. Notably, the Shanghai teachers perceived that they exercised little agency in the other eight leadership processes, especially in the areas of school strategic development and administration.
In the motivator and demotivator section, 53.9% (N = 151) of the Shanghai
teachers reported that their workload was too heavy, whereas 45% (N = 126) felt
the workload was just fine, and less than 1% (N = 3) found the workload too
light. During the statistical analysis, those teachers whose workload was just
fine or too light were combined and compared with the overloaded teacher
group.
The chi-square tests failed to detect the systemic correlations between
teachers’ workload and the effectiveness of the motivators and demotivators.
This implied that the overloaded teachers and the non-overloaded teachers
shared similar views on the most effective motivators for distributed leadership,
which were principal’s support, colleagues’ recognition, enough time, and trust. In
comparison to the other factors, offering extra pay and official leadership title were
the two least effective motivators. From the perspective of demotivators, both
overloaded teachers and teachers with a manageable workload found the absence of principal’s support to greatly discourage them from assuming extra
leadership responsibilities. Following that, no career opportunities, insufficient
financial resources, and distraction from teaching also exerted a powerful negative
impact on teachers’ willingness to lead. For the teachers who were overloaded,
no decision-making autonomy and excessive administrative work appeared to be
highly discouraging.
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In conclusion, this study discovered the most common leadership structures in the researched Shanghai schools and their correlations with power distance. The Shanghai teachers considered themselves to be one of the most untapped leadership resources and wanted to exercise stronger agency outside of
classroom teaching. According to the Shanghai teachers, the principal played a
vital role in nurturing or impeding distributed leadership in a school. Offering
extra pay or a leadership title alone did not seem to effectively motivate teachers to take more leadership responsibilities. Neither did teachers want to be
burdened with excessive administrative work that distracted them from teaching. In contrast, equipping teachers with sufficient resources such as time, principal’s support, colleagues’ recognition, and trust seemed to facilitate distributed leadership in Shanghai schools.

3.4 Sub-study III: Finnish teachers' perceptions of distributed
leadership
Sub-study III used the same survey instrument as Sub-study II. This study investigated the leadership resource and agency distributions from the viewpoint
of the Finnish teachers. Two Finnish principals and five teachers pretested the
survey and confirmed the Finnish translation of the survey content. The survey
was first distributed to purposively selected, medium-sized, and medium academic performing schools in Jyväskylä during November and December 2013
and received 97 responses. A few more attempts were made to recruit more respondents but the results were unsatisfactory. Therefore, the researcher
changed from the purposive sampling to a random sampling strategy and expanded the survey distribution to more schools in Eastern, Southern, and Western Finland during September and October 2015. By the end of 2015, a total of
203 Finnish teachers had participated in the survey. Corresponding to Substudy II, this study also answered two research questions: What are the manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resources and agency in Finnish schools? and
What are the key motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish teachers’ participation in distributed leadership?
The survey results first showed that the Finnish teachers (N = 198) regarded the spider’s web (42.42%), with one power centre and a high degree of flexibility, as the most common leadership structure in their schools. The second and
third most observed structures were the hierarchical top-down pyramid structure (28.28%) with one power centre and a high level of stability and the emergent, flexible organic community structure (27.27%) with multiple power centres.
By contrast, the fountain structure which symbolised bottom-up leadership with
multiple power centres, was the least observed structure (1.6%). Moreover,
81.82% of Finnish teachers detected a low to medium power distance between
them and their principals. The chi-square tests showed that the spider’s web and
organic community structures were linked to a low power distance. The pyramid

41
structure was associated with a high power distance. Statistically, no correlation
was found between the fountain structure and power distance.
The second section of the survey on leadership as a resource mapped the
amount of influence exerted by the 17 actors and artefacts on school leadership
work and the Finnish teachers’ expectations to increase, decrease, or maintain
their influence. The most influential actor was, not surprisingly, the school principals, followed by vice/assistant principals. Artefacts, including school culture,
budget, curriculum, local educational policies, and national educational laws, also exerted a great deal of impact in the Finnish schools. However, actors such as midlevel team leaders, teachers, school board, and superintendents, together with the artefacts of school reputation and students’ test scores, exerted only some impact on
school leadership work. Among the least influential actors and artefacts, the
teachers considered students, parents, external stakeholders, and information sharing
platform to have only small impact on school leadership work. Regarding the
second research question, the Finnish teachers wanted to decrease the influence
of school budget, local educational polices, and national educational laws. They also
regarded team leaders, teachers, and students as the most untapped leadership
resources, whose influence should be increased in the school.
The third section on leadership as an agency investigated principals,’ midlevel team leaders,’ and teachers’ agency in 10 leadership processes. The 10
leadership processes were categorised into four domains: administration, pedagogy, strategic development, and relationship building. Nonparametric Friedman’s
test results revealed that at the between-groups level, principals’ agency was
significantly stronger than that of the mid-level team leaders and teachers in all
the leadership processes except for leading students’ learning. At the withingroup level, Finnish principals’ agency was primarily manifested in leading
school administration (survey items e.g. managing administrative work and delegating tasks) and strategic development (e.g. making strategic plans) rather than in
leading pedagogy or relationship building. By contrast, teachers’ agency was dominantly presented in the areas of pedagogy (e.g. leading students’ learning and
evaluating school performance) and relationship building (e.g. developing school culture and networking with stakeholders). Mid-level team leaders, however, seemed
to play a pivotal role in leading relationship building (e.g. developing school culture)
and school administration (e.g. leading teacher teams).
In the last section of motivators and demotivators, a majority of the Finnish teachers (N = 144) reported their workload to be just fine (79.12%) or too
light (1.65%), whereas the remaining 19.23% of teachers claimed their workload
to be too heavy. Statistically significant differences were found between teachers’ perceptions of their workload and two motivators. According to the chisquare test results, principal’s support and extra pay seemed to motivate those
teachers who were not overloaded teachers more effectively than the overloaded teachers. Regarding the remaining 10 motivators, no associations were found
between teachers’ workload and the effectiveness of the motivators. In fact, regardless of their workload, over 90% of the Finnish teachers chose very similar
top motivators behind their participation in distributed leadership. These top
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motivators were democratic culture, enough time, principal’s support, task matching
expertise, trust, and enough financial resources. Notably, compared to the other
motivators, offering an official leadership title was rated as the least effective motivator. This finding confirmed that distributed leadership is not realised by
simply creating and distributing more leadership titles in schools.
No statistically significant correlations were found between Finnish teachers’ workload and the effectiveness of the 12 demotivators. This implied that
regardless of the teachers’ workload, they had similar views on the top demotivators that impeded them from participating in distributed leadership. Over 70%
of the teachers from both groups chose the following top demotivators: no principal’s support, insufficient financial resources, no extra pay, no decision-making autonomy, excessive administrative work, and distraction from teaching. Corresponding
to the least effective motivator, no official leadership title did not seem to weaken
the teachers’ willingness to lead. In addition, the Finnish teachers did not regard competition with colleagues to be a major barrier stopping them from assuming extra leadership responsibilities.
In summary, sub-study III mapped the resource and agency distributions
from the Finnish teachers’ viewpoint. Spider’s web structure, associated with a
low power distance, was the most observed leadership structure in the Finnish
schools. Even though the teachers’ agency was primarily enacted in leading
school pedagogy, they wished to make a stronger impact beyond the classroom.
The principal played a central role to either facilitate or impede teachers’ participation in distributed leadership. Distributing more leadership titles in schools
did not seem to make a strong impact on the teachers’ willingness to lead.

3.5 Sub-study IV: Reconceptualising distributed leadership in
Shanghai and Finnish schools
Sub-study IV employed the phenomenography method to answer two research
questions: How do Shanghai and Finnish school leaders and teachers understand and
enact distributed leadership in practice? and How is power manifested in distributed
leadership? From the autumn of 2013 through the spring of 2014, two sets of
qualitative data were collected from three Finnish and five Shanghai schools.
The qualitative data included the eight school principals’ descriptions of the
school administrative structures and 55 individual interviews with purposively
selected school leaders and teachers. With the aim of bringing the school practitioners’ voices to the centre of the research, the researcher avoided using a predetermined definition of distributed leadership in the interviews. Instead, the
resource–agency duality model was used to design semi-structured interview
questions that enabled the participants to recall their real-life experiences of
distributing or receiving leadership in their schools. The participants were also
asked to describe their actions and interactions in the leadership process as well
as the resources and agency they had used to achieve school and personal goals.
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While the surveys were to map the levels of influence of various resources (i.e.
actors and artefacts derived from earlier distributed leadership studies) in the
Sub-studies II and III, the interviews of the Sub-study IV were to reveal the interactions amongst the various actors and artefacts in the leadership process.
The eight principals described three aspects of their school’s administrative structure: the tiers of the school hierarchy, formal leadership position distribution, and the selection of school formal leaders. In the interviews, the
school formal leaders and teachers from various tiers also described the school
structures. After synthesising all the answers, three types of administrative
structures were identified in these eight schools: the four-tier vertical structure, the
two-tier vertical structure, and the two-tier horizontal structure.
Four out of the five Shanghai schools had the four-tier vertical structure and
a separated administration of academic and student affairs. The school principal and Communist Party secretary were seen as the highest leaders. They, together with the vice-principals, were located in the top tier of the school hierarchy. Grass-roots teachers without formal leadership titles were often located in
Tier 4. In the between, there were grade-level head teachers and subject leaders
in Tier 3 as well as the directors of academic and student affairs in Tier 2.
Across the four tiers, a vertical career path was paved for the teachers to climb
from a lower tier to an upper one.
One newly established Shanghai school, on the other hand, had been given a high level of autonomy from the local education authority. In that school, a
two-tier vertical structure had been built. The school principal and vice-principal
were located in the first tier. The second tier was made up of the 13 teachers,
multi-positioned in eight project teams. It was purposefully designed that none
of the teachers held a formal leadership position. Although the Tier 1 principal
and vice-principal were the superiors to the Tier 2 teachers, more direct collaboration took place between the two tiers. Regarding the school daily operation,
the teachers considered themselves to play an active role in both the decisionmaking and decision enactment processes.
In the three Finnish schools, the principals and teachers described a twotier horizontal structure with multiple power centres. These power centres manifested in the school leadership team and several teacher teams. The Tier 1
school leadership team consisted of the principal, vice-principals and the elected teacher team leaders. The team leaders were elected every one to two years
so that the leadership responsibilities were rotated and shared by all the teachers over the years. Because of the leadership rotation, newly elected team leaders joined in the school leadership team, while the former team leaders returned
to the teachers’ positions. Compared to the two-tier vertical structure, the twotier horizontal structure had the open boundary between the two tiers. A relatively flat hierarchy and a low power distance between the principal and teachers were depicted in this structure.
The second key finding of the study was the nine distributed leadership
conceptions generated from the 55 interviews. Each conception comprised two
aspects: the referential aspect entailed the meaning of distributed leadership
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discerned by the interview participants, and the structural aspect illustrated the
external perceptual boundary and the internal logic of the phenomenon. The
external perceptual boundary referred to the background of the experience,
whereas the internal logic explained how different meaning units of distributed
leadership formed a cohesive conception (Marton & Booth, 1997; Yates, Partridge, & Bruce, 2012).
During the analysis process, it was found that these conceptions of distributed leadership were structure-specific. In the four-tier vertical structure
shared by the four Shanghai schools, leadership was distributed through positions, empowerment, competition, and collaboration. Various formal leadership positions were set at the four tiers of the hierarchy to administer school academic
and student affairs. Distributed leadership was practised by filling these formal
leadership positions with qualified leaders. Concrete job descriptions were designed to regulate the power and responsibilities of these leaders. In addition,
temporary empowerment was also used to distribute leadership. One Shanghai
principal empowered five senior teachers to enact his teacher evaluation responsibility for the purpose of avoiding conflicts of interest with his teachers. In
another Shanghai school, when having a professional disagreement with the
principal, one mid-level teacher leader also used teacher empowerment to revoke the principal’s decision without openly challenging the principal’s authority.
Distributing leadership through competition was the third conception
generated from the interviews. By utilising high-stakes standardised tests and
the merit pay system, the schools tended to allocate better resources to the
teachers whose subjects exerted a stronger impact on the students’ test performance. For instance, a History teacher claimed that the students, parents, school
leaders, and other teachers perceived the Mathematics teachers as more important than him because the Mathematics test was mandatory for all students
whereas the History test was mandatory only for some students in the university entrance exams. Using this privilege, some teachers of certain subjects appeared to be more agentic in influencing school decision-making so that they
gained better resources to support their own teaching. However, many of the
interviewed Shanghai teachers found the excessive competition demoralising
the teaching profession and damaging teachers’ professional relationships within the school community. In response to this challenge, two Shanghai schools
had modified their four-tier vertical structure. In one of the schools, three
grade-level leadership teams were created to enable direct collaboration across
the four different tiers. In the other school, the subject teachers were re-grouped
into multidisciplinary teams to create new forms of professional collaboration.
These modifications of the structure, according to some teachers, resembled a
spider’s web structure that incorporated both vertical and horizontal professional
relationships. It was also noted by the teachers that these structural changes
only created new leadership and teacher teams to supplement the existing
structure, not to replace it. One reason was that abolishing the existing leadership positions would have aroused strong resistance from the leaders who held
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the positions. To some extent, the restructuring resulted in more direct collaborations within the school. Nonetheless, some teachers also found the restructuring to be superficial because eventually, the decisions were still made according
to the will of the school’s top leaders.
The small-sized high-performing Shanghai school that received more autonomy from the local education authority had established a two-tier vertical
structure. Two conceptions of distributed leadership were extracted from the
interviews with the school vice-principal and the 13 teachers: distributing leadership through expertise and through mentoring. Regarding the former, the 13
teachers were multi-positioned in eight project teams, co-leading the school
pedagogical, administrative, and student care work. Their roles in the team
were mainly negotiated according to the teachers’ expertise. With respect to the
second conception, distributing leadership through mentoring, the vice-principal
played the role of a teacher mentor who guided her teachers to lead various
school projects. Artefacts, such as the school year clock, were used for the
teachers to practise visionary thinking. Compared to task delegation, the importance of the mentoring was that the teachers were given opportunities to
participate in the whole leadership process from task designing, decisionmaking, and decision implementation to performance evaluation and reflection.
All three Finnish schools shared a similar two-tier horizontal structure with
multiple power centres and a low power distance. Three conceptions of distributed leadership were synthesised from the interviews: distributing leadership
through equity, professional autonomy, and trust. The first conception implied that
how to distribute leadership and to whom was an equity issue. It was highly
important to ensure that everyone was treated equally in the process. However,
from the interview data, there seemed to be two different interpretations of equity. Some Finnish teachers interpreted equity as the distribution of the same
amount of resources and leadership opportunities to different teacher teams,
whereas the others interpreted equity as the distribution of better resources and
more opportunities to the teams that dealt with more demanding tasks. The
discrepancies between these two interpretations sometimes caused internal conflicts.
The second conception illustrated that the Finnish teachers wielded a great
amount of professional autonomy when leading the students’ learning processes and student evaluation. Little top-down control was used by the local educational authorities or the school principals to monitor the teachers’ pedagogical
work.
Lastly, distributing leadership through trust had a two-fold meaning. It
implied that the principals trusted the teachers to exercise their informal leadership to serve the school community. In return, the teachers also trusted the
principals to best serve the teachers’ work and wellbeing using their formal
leadership. This kind of mutual trust was underlined in several interviews in
which the teachers described how they resolved disagreements with their principals.
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The third key finding of the study confirmed the significance of the sociocultural context and power in relation to distributed leadership. Some interviewees highlighted that how leadership was distributed, to whom, and why
was largely determined by social norms, cultural expectations, and political will.
Sometimes these socio-cultural factors were so powerful that they overruled the
school’s distributed leadership strategies. For instance, even though one Shanghai school had restructured its leadership team by integrating the formal leaders and grass-roots teachers in the same team, the authoritarian mentality tended to prevail over the collective decision-making.
Lastly, power surfaced as a key factor in the present study. According to
the interview data, both legitimate and discursive forms of power were used in
distributed leadership. The former was linked to formal leadership positions,
whereas the latter was embedded in various discourses, meaningful actions,
and interactions. Especially from the perspective of leadership as an agency, the
more people involved in the leadership process, the more agency they exercised
to directly or indirectly influence each other. Thus, power was not only exerted
by the formal leaders over the subordinators, it was multi-directional and relational. In addition to legitimate power, the present study also found several
forms of discursive power that manifested in manipulation, argumentation,
persuasion, and competence-based authority.
In conclusion, Sub-study IV synthesised three distinct administrative
structures and nine structure-specific distributed leadership conceptions in the
eight Finnish and Shanghai schools. The socio-cultural context was proven a
decisive factor that shaped distributed leadership practice. This study also revealed that distributed leadership was not apolitical. Rather, power relations
appeared to be pervasive in distributed leadership. The empirical findings suggested that both the socio-cultural context and power should be included in the
resource–agency duality model of distributed leadership.

4 DISCUSSION
This Discussion chapter focuses on abridging the research framework, the four
key themes of distributed leadership rising from the research project, and the
recent academic discussion on distributed leadership. The chapter starts with
an evaluation of the research framework, the resource–agency duality model of
distributed leadership. The evaluation looks into how the research framework
has been applied in the three empirical sub-studies and how the empirical findings have supplemented the research framework. The second part of the chapter synthesises the four key themes of distributed leadership in the Finnish and
Shanghai schools on the basis of the sub-study key findings. These are the most
central discoveries of the whole research project. Using the resource–agency
duality model as a lens and some of the recent research publications as references, these four themes are scrutinised in this chapter.

4.1 An evaluation of the resource–agency duality model
The Introduction presented a systematic review of six key distributed leadership research frameworks. The literature review exposed three inadequacies in
these frameworks: a lack of consensus on the substance and conceptual boundaries of distributed leadership, a narrow focus on the pragmatic goals of the
organisation, and silence about power issues.
Sub-study I, the meta-analysis, reviewed earlier distributed leadership
studies and synthesised the key components of distributed leadership in the
resource–agency duality model. This model attempted to avoid some inadequacies of the earlier research frameworks by accounting for both organisational
and individual perspectives of distributed leadership. This model was applied
twice in the three empirical sub-studies, first to design the two research instruments and second to serve as the analytical framework for analysing the interview data. It turned out that the resource–agency duality model could be used
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for both purposes. In addition, based on the model, the empirical studies could
produce relevant findings to the research project.
In the first application, the model was used to design two research instruments, a quantitative survey and the semi-structured qualitative interview
questions. As a result of the extensive meta-analysis of distributed leadership
research, the model provided a theoretical framework for the empirical substudies. In addition, the meta-analysis brought forth research findings (e.g.
leadership structures, actors and artefacts identified in distributed leadership
practices) that could be used to design the survey and interview questions. In
essence, the prime aim of the survey was to reveal the Finnish and Shanghai
teachers’ perceptions on distributed leadership in terms of the resource and
agency distribution. Evidence from the survey identified the most influential
actors and artefacts that served as the school leadership resources and ranked
the amount of agency exercised by the principals, mid-level team leaders and
teachers in various leadership processes. In the interviews, the prime aim fell on
capturing the variation in the research participants’ distributed leadership experience. The interview questions probed into the leadership actions and interactions, the access to leadership resources, and the exercises of agency.
In the second application, the resource–agency duality model was used as
the analytical framework to scrutinise the data from the 55 qualitative interviews. Through the lens of organisational resources and individual agency, the
data provided rich empirical evidence illuminating both perspectives of distributed leadership and, more importantly, explicating their interdependence.
During the data analysis, socio-cultural context and power repeatedly emerged
as two key factors that were both shaping and shaped by the resources and
agency. The overarching socio-cultural factors, such as the social norms, cultural expectations, legislations, and national and local educational administration,
could not be categorised under the school-level resource–agency duality model.
Thus, the socio-cultural context was added to the model as an independent factor.
One unexpected finding was that similar practices of distributed leadership existed in different socio-cultural contexts, although the reasons behind
these practices were different. The resource–agency duality model also seemed
to shed light on power issues in distributed leadership. Various ways of exercising power were explicated by examining, for example, what types of administrative structures schools were guided to build by the local education authorities, how the school leaders and teachers exercised their agency on each other,
and to whom organisational resources were distributed. Thus, power was also
included in the model as a key factor.
To sum up, the resource–agency duality model was a useful framework
for distributed leadership research. It was applied to illuminate the complex
and multifaceted phenomenon of distributed leadership in Finnish and Shanghai schools. Regarding the overall research project, the following four key
themes of distributed leadership emerged from the research data.
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4.2 Four key themes of distributed leadership
The present research project attempted to theorise distributed leadership and to
explore its manifestations in practice. When examining the sub-study findings
as a whole, four key themes of distributed leadership emerged: principal’s essential role, teachers’ confined agency, socio-culturally determined structures,
and neglected but pervasive power issues.
4.2.1 Principal’s essential role
Across all the three empirical studies, the quantitative and qualitative data recurrently confirmed the principal’s essential role in enacting distributed leadership. According to the results from both the Shanghai and the Finnish surveys,
the principal was not only the most important human resource but also exercised the strongest agency in leading school administration, relationship building, and strategic development. The survey data further confirmed the principal’s support to be the key driving force behind teachers’ participation in distributed leadership. The absence of the principal’s support, correspondingly,
was one of strongest demotivators impeding distributed leadership.
The qualitative sub-study shed additional light on why the principal’s role
was so significant in distributed leadership. Interestingly, neither the teachers
nor the principals considered distributed leadership as a relinquishing of the
principal’s legitimate power or as a challenge to the principal’s status in the
school. In fact, many teachers emphasised that especially in the situations when
they received leadership opportunities outside of their comfort zone, they were
more dependent on the principal to be present and to support and guide their
leadership work. It is noteworthy that support could even mean that the principal bore the ultimate responsibility for what the teachers were doing in their
leadership roles.
Relating to the socio-cultural contexts, in both the Finnish and Shanghai
education systems, legislation such as the Finnish Basic Education Act
(1998/628, §37) and the Compulsory Education Law of the People’s Republic of
China (1986, §26) clearly regulates the principal as the ultimate bearer of responsibility within a school. In addition to these pieces of legislation, recent policy documents also strongly endorse distributed leadership through principals.
For instance, in Finland, the 2013 Finnish National Board of Education report
recommended that principals’ job descriptions, qualifications, and education
should be designed to promote distributed leadership in schools. In China, the
National Standards for Primary and Secondary School Principals clearly state
that distributing leadership to teachers and coordinating the school financial
and human resources are key tasks for the principals.
It appeared that the Finnish and Shanghai principals were both expected
to facilitate distributed leadership at the school level. This finding echoes several studies that have recognised strong political will behind distributed leadership. For example, in Scotland there were several educational policies, legisla-
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tion, and school improvement movements driving school principals to locate
distributed leadership in the centre of school leadership work (Torrance, 2013).
In Belgium, the Flemish government encouraged local schools to form school
federations, in which leadership was distributed to several principals. A Belgian
study on this topic discovered that principals played a key role in balancing
resource distribution and interest conflicts across several schools (Piot &
Kelchtermans, 2016). In the meta-analysis sub-study of the present research project, a similar trend of endorsing distributed leadership through principals was
found in several other countries such as England, New Zealand, Turkey, and
the US (Tian et al., 2016; see also Spillane & Kim, 2012; Timperley, 2005; Woods
& Gronn, 2009; Özdemir & Demircioùlu, 2015).
In addition to implementing national and local distributed leadership policies, the principal was also the key person engaging teachers in leadership work
and nurturing their leadership capacities (see also Bush & Glover, 2012; Murphy et al., 2009). From the data, the interdependence of resource and agency
seemed to form a cycle. The cycle started with the principal’s exercise of agency,
offering leadership opportunities to the teachers. In doing so, the principal’s
agency was transformed into resources that activated and supported the teachers’ agency. When the teachers’ agency was practised to serve the school’s
overall goals, the teachers also became resources for the school.
An example from the interview data illustrates this cycle. One Shanghai
principal empowered the teachers to elect five expert teachers among themselves to act as pedagogical evaluators. As a result, these expert teachers’ pedagogical expertise became a new resource for the school. However, the principal’s agency did not end there. In order to support these five expert teachers’
new role, the principal continued to provide them with necessary resources,
including an official endorsement and evaluation tools. The principal arranged
a staff meeting during which he openly appointed the five expert teachers as
the pedagogical evaluators and explained how they were to use the new evaluation tools. The interview data highlighted that it was crucial for the principal
to make the role of the empowered teacher leaders visible to the other teachers.
This was because some of the empowered teachers were afraid that their colleagues would not acknowledge their role as leaders if the school principal did
not publicly consolidate their authority. From the individual perspective, the
principal’s agency was the crucial trigger for and the driving force behind the
teachers’ agency. From the organisational perspective, when the principal’s and
teachers’ agency was used to serve school task fulfilment and goal attainment,
they became valuable resources for the school.
The change of the research framework allowed the present study to offer a
new perspective from which to probe into the principal–teacher interactions in
comparison to many previous studies. For example, one quantitative study
conducted in Belgian schools showed that the principal’s and the vice principal’s support had statistically significant but nearly negligible impact on teachers’ organisational commitment. The principals’ leadership only contributed 9%
of the variance in teachers’ organisational commitment, whereas 91% of the var-
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iance was determined by the teachers themselves (Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer,
2011). Using Hulpia et al.’s survey instrument, Özdemir and Demircioùlu (2015)
investigated distributed leadership in the Turkish context and reached a similar
conclusion. According to them, only 6% of the variance observed in teachers’
psychological contracts with the school was explained by the leadership skills
of the principals, the head assistants to the principals, and the assistant principals, in contrast to 90% of the variance arising from the teachers’ own personal
characteristics (Özdemir & Demircioùlu, 2015). These two quantitative studies
seemed to suggest that the school principal’s direct impact on the teachers’
commitment to and psychological relations with the school existed, but that the
magnitude of the impact was minimal. According to the present study, however, the dynamics of principal–teacher interactions comprise both principals’ direct and indirect impact on teachers. In fact, on the basis of the findings obtained using the resource–agency duality model, one can assume that the principals’ indirect impact on teachers may be even more significant than the direct
one. Much of the principals’ agency appeared to be indirect and was manifested
in creating resources that enabled and reinforced teachers’ agency in various
school leadership, pedagogical, administrative, and management work.
4.2.2 Teachers’ confined agency
According to the two quantitative sub-studies conducted in the Finnish and
Shanghai schools, teachers exercised the strongest agency in leading students’
learning. In other leadership processes, the teachers’ agency was significantly
weaker than that of the principals, and in the Shanghai context, it was also
weaker than that of the mid-level team leaders. Particularly, disparities were
observed in the leadership processes that dealt with leading the school administration and strategic development.
The interviews were able to provide some explanations of the survey results. First, resources existed at both the national and school levels that supported the Finnish teachers’ agency in leading the school pedagogical work. At
the national level, the education system offered teachers high-quality education,
professional autonomy, and trust. At the school level, the principals also trusted
the teachers’ professionalism and did not constantly monitor their work. When
leading students’ learning, curricula were the most important resources for the
teachers. Also, the Finnish national core curricula did not impose upon teachers
detailed syllabi that would have regulated their teaching. Instead, the curricula
provided the general guidelines and learning objectives, according to which the
teachers developed the local and school curricula, created teaching materials,
chose pedagogical methods, and evaluated students’ learning outcomes. In
some cases, the teachers also diagnosed individual students’ special needs and
tailored personal study plans with them. When the Finnish education system
and the schools supported the teachers to use their agency in pedagogical work
and equipped them with the essential resources, the teachers felt highly motivated to lead the pedagogy of the school.
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In contrast to their strong pedagogical leadership, the Finnish teachers also illustrated instances in which their agency was restrained by excessive school
administrative tasks. In all three Finnish schools, the teachers mentioned that
the national austerity measures had caused school budget cuts and personnel
shortages. More and more commonly, several schools shared a school secretary,
social worker, school nurse, and psychologist. In one Finnish school, the number of support staff such as teaching assistants and janitors was also cut. Despite
the budget and personnel cuts, the administrative workload had not decreased.
Inevitably, some tasks were shifted to the teachers’ shoulders. More of the
teachers’ time and energy was spent on writing funding applications and reports, monitoring school security, and managing school facilities. In the interviews, the Finnish teachers clearly differentiated between fulfilling administrative duties and leading school administration: to them, the former meant using
teachers as tools to handle tedious paper work for the school’s managerial convenience, whereas the latter meant engaging teachers to re-design the school
administration so it would better serve teaching and learning. Unfortunately,
due to the scarce time, funding, and human resources, the Finnish teachers
seemed to be mostly used to share the administrative workload under the name
of distributed leadership.
Similar to their Finnish counterparts, the Shanghai teachers also regarded
leading students’ learning as their first and foremost responsibility. However,
unlike the Finnish teachers, who led their pedagogical work autonomously, the
Shanghai teachers seemed to enact their pedagogical leadership in a collective
manner. For instance, the teachers’ classroom teaching was often observed and
evaluated by the school principal. The subject teams were the home bases for
co-planning lessons, sharing teaching resources, and co-evaluating students’
learning outcomes. Every year, the teachers were obliged to participate in municipal, district, and school level in-service trainings. A big part of the training
focused on improving teachers’ pedagogical skills. On top of these, the local
education authorities also encouraged the teachers to conduct action research
on their own teaching. In doing so, the authorities expected the teachers to apply the most cutting-edge educational theories in their daily pedagogical work.
Apparently, the Shanghai teachers devoted most of their time and energy
to pedagogical work and pedagogy-related professional development. On the
one hand, they found these resources useful. On the other hand, they seemed to
be overwhelmed by these unceasing evaluations, professional collaboration, inservice trainings, and research tasks. One teacher put it this way. Every year,
new educational theories and pedagogical techniques guided the teachers how
to teach. Similarly, each year, the standardised tests decided for the teachers
what to teach. More often than not, these theories, techniques, and tests developed so rapidly that the teachers found it very difficult to adapt to the changes.
Gradually, the teachers spent more and more time on learning how to teach, but
they seemed to lose the ownership of their own work.
Like the Finnish teachers, the Shanghai teachers were also heavily burdened with administrative tasks and had little time to participate in the school-
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level leadership work. However, the reasons behind this phenomenon were
different from those of the Finnish teachers. According to the Shanghai teachers,
it was not a financial or personnel shortage that restrained them from exercising
their agency in the school leadership work but the excessive top-down inspections and evaluations. The interviews showed that almost on a monthly basis,
the schools underwent some kind of inspection and evaluation, for which the
school principals and teachers had to carefully prepare evidence-based reports.
Sometimes, based on the same materials, different versions of reports had to be
drawn up to meet various requirements. As a result, the teachers became the
resources for the schools to pass these inspections and evaluations. Besides
teaching, a large amount of the teachers’ time was spent documenting all the
school activities in detail.
Another side effect of the high-stakes school inspections and evaluations
was that they tended to guide the daily operation of the school. Very often, the
school principals and teachers had to organise their pedagogical and student
activities in certain ways that would fulfil the inspection and evaluation requirements. Eventually, not only the teachers’ agency but also that of the principals’ was constrained in terms of deciding how the schools should be led.
Relating the interview data to the quantitative survey results, it was easy
to understand why, with regard to school leadership work, the Finnish teachers
wanted to weaken the impact of the school budget, whereas the Shanghai
teachers wanted to decrease the influences of the students’ test scores and the
local educational administration. These factors, in one way or another, overburdened the teachers with unwanted tasks. This finding resonates with
Youngs’ (2009, p. 7) conclusion that when distributed leadership equates with
work intensification, it eventually becomes ’distributed pain’. Also, the survey
results showed that offering leadership titles or financial incentives would not
effectively motivate teachers to assume extra leadership responsibilities. According to the interviews, the teachers did not think these two incentives would
ease their workload. Instead, what the teachers needed, as the survey results
also revealed, was time, principal’s support, and trust.
All the empirical data pointed out that the Finnish and Shanghai teachers
wanted to be more engaged in school leadership work, not merely as resources
but also as active agents who could make a real impact on the school. However,
the present study also showed that the organisational perspective of distributed
leadership often prevailed over the individual perspective. As the research participants depicted in the interviews, the school administrative structures were
constructed primarily to utilise the resources that teachers created to achieve
the school overall goals, and only secondarily to support teachers’ agency to
pursue their own goals (see also Gunter et al., 2013; Hatcher, 2005). When the
individual’s agency is underemphasised, distributed leadership may become
rhetoric, because ’teachers were still waiting for permission to act and then acting within agreed parameters’ (Torrance, 2013, p. 57).
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4.2.3 Socio-culturally determined structures
The two quantitative sub-studies investigated the school leadership structures
and their relationships with power distance. Positive correlations were found in
both contexts; in particular, the pyramid structure appeared to be associated
with a high power distance and the organic community structure was linked to a
low to medium power distance. These findings suggest that the leadership
structures affected the power relations between the principal and the teachers.
Earlier distributed leadership studies have found that the socio-cultural
context of the school strongly affects the school administrative structure and the
ways of interaction and collaboration (Louis, Mayrowetz, Smiley, & Murphy,
2009; Mascall, Leithwood, Strauss, & Sacks, 2009; Spillane & Coldren, 2011; Torrance, 2013). Through the interviews, the qualitative sub-study confirmed this
conclusion and identified three types of tier structures that were used in the
research schools.
The four metaphors of school leadership structures investigated in the two
quantitative sub-studies and the three types of tier structures identified in the
qualitative sub-study did not correspond to each other as such. The metaphors
were created on the basis of previous leadership studies to examine the research
participants’ views on distributed leadership. The tier structures, on the other
hand, were empirical findings from the interviews. Thus, both the methods of
obtaining the metaphors and the tier structures as well as their roles in the
whole research project were different. Because the quantitative and qualitative
sub-studies were carried out concurrently, in the interviews some research participants also described their school administrative structures through the metaphors used in the survey. However, their descriptions in the interviews typically comprised the features of several metaphors. No clear and direct connections could be drawn between the metaphors and the tier structures.
With regard to the identification of the three administrative structures, two
additional findings are worth discussing here. First, the formations and applications of the three administrative structures were influenced by external sociocultural factors. Second, with regard to the leadership process, different structures seemed to affect organisational resources and individual agency in different ways.
4.2.3.1

The two-tier horizontal structure

The interviews conducted in the Finnish schools revealed some socio-cultural
reasons behind the establishment of the two-tier horizontal structure. First, although the Finnish education system allows schools to build different leadership
structures, these structures must follow several pieces of legislation by ensuring,
for instance, equality and collaboration in the workplace (e.g. Act on Equality
between Women and Men, Act on Co-operation within Finnish and Community-wide Groups of Undertakings, Finnish National Core Curricula). Second,
since the 1990s, the educational administration at the national, regional, and
local levels has been streamlined. Under this influence, more administrative
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tasks have been shifted to the school level (Risku, 2014). In response to this
change, Finnish schools tend to construct structures that enable teachers to
share administrative tasks. Third, Finnish teachers are seen as a school’s most
valuable resource (Sahlberg, 2015). Building structures that effectively use
teachers’ expertise is one of the goals that the schools pursue.
Based on the need to ensure equity and collaboration, to share administrative workload, and to effectively use teachers’ expertise, the three Finnish
schools had built similar two-tier horizontal structures. In this structure, the
school leadership team, consisting of the school principal, assistant principals,
and the leaders of the teacher teams, was located in the first tier of the hierarchy.
In the second tier, the teachers were grouped in multiple teacher teams. Every
one to two years the teacher teams were shuffled and the responsibilities of the
team leaders were rotated among the teachers. Over the years, the rotation provided all the teachers an opportunity to lead the teacher teams and participate
in the school leadership team. The boundary between the two tiers was blurry.
The structure allowed the newly elected team leaders to enter the school leadership team in the first tier, and at the same time, let the ex-team leaders return to
the teacher teams in the second tier. In addition to the interactions between the
two tiers, the teachers within one teacher team interacted actively with each
other. The interactions both between and within the tiers flattened the hierarchy
and made the structure horizontal.
Using the resource–agency duality model to examine this structure, the
following findings emerged. From the agency perspective, rotating the leadership responsibilities among the teachers created more opportunities for the
teachers to exercise their agency. When acting as the team leaders, the teachers
could lead beyond their classroom teaching and have a more direct impact on
school-level decision-making. After being in both teachers’ and team leaders’
roles, the teachers were more likely to better understand the dynamics of school
leadership work.
Thus, when returning to their teachers’ position, they seemed to accept
school-level decisions more easily. Similar evidence was found by Lee, Hallinger, and Walker (2012) in a comparative study, according to which switching
teachers’ positions generated more resources and professional support at all
levels of the school. Having new teacher leaders in the school leadership team
also meant that the school principals had to intentionally recognise teachers’
different needs, nurture their leadership capacities, and provide corresponding
support. Because different teachers had divergent professional ambitions, personal dreams, and leadership styles, the principals sometimes encountered
competing values and goals that were not always in alignment with the school
vision.
From the resource perspective, one pragmatic reason for building the twotier horizontal structure as mentioned above was to share the administrative
tasks among the teachers. Extending leadership opportunities to more teachers
also enabled the schools to use teachers’ diverse expertise more effectively. In
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addition, rotating the leadership responsibilities among the teachers was a
strategy to ensure equity in the school.
However, this structure of distributed leadership also faced challenges. As
discussed in the previous section, the Finnish teachers were not always
equipped with sufficient resources to fully exercise their agency in the school
leadership work. In addition to that, leading with this structure was demanding.
It required highly motivated teachers, skillful principals, and a lot of trust
among the various members of the school. Also, shifting the roles between
leaders and teachers sometimes caused role and accountability ambiguity
among the teachers. For example, the new team leaders might be held accountable for decisions made by the former team leaders, which could lead to internal conflicts.
4.2.3.2

The four-tier vertical structure

In the qualitative study, four Shanghai schools had built similar four-tier vertical structures. One salient feature of this structure was the separation of the academic and student administration. According to the interview participants, the
separation had a socio-cultural background. Traditionally, providing academic
education was the main focus of schools. Since the 1980s, education authorities
decided to enhance the status of moral education in schools. The 1986 Compulsory Education Law clearly stated that moral education must be given a primary status. In practice, two parallel lines of administration were built to lead academic and moral education separately at the national, municipal, and district
levels. Corresponding to that, schools also built their structures by separating
the administration of academic and student affairs, of which the latter also included students’ moral education. Moreover, the structure contained a steep
hierarchy and many formal leadership positions. The reason for this was that
different units in the local education authorities required the schools to set corresponding units to enact the top-down tasks. Gradually, more and more units
were incorporated, creating the four-tier vertical structure.
From the agency point of view, the teachers’ agency was largely defined
by and confined to the positions they held in the hierarchy. Attached to each
position was a detailed job description elaborating the position holder’s authority, duties, and responsibilities. The teachers were expected to exercise their
agency within those boundaries. The four-tier vertical structure contained two
vertical chains of command. Connecting the formal leaders and teachers in the
four tiers, one chain of command led school academic affairs, while another
administrated student affairs. This division sometimes caused problems because a leader positioned in one chain had limited authority to lead a teacher
positioned in the other chain. The following example illustrates this. The Director of Student Affair wanted to organise a half-day student field trip but encountered resistance from the subject teachers. The teachers considered the academic studies more important and wanted to keep the students in their classrooms. In this situation, the Director of Academic Affair, as the direct superior
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to the subject teachers, used her authority to adjust the timetable so that the
field trip could be realised.
From the resource point of view, this structure seemed to bring clarity. Because everyone’s duties and responsibilities were clearly defined through the
job descriptions, it became easier to distribute the corresponding tasks and to
hold the person in charge accountable. Also, the structure contained a steep hierarchy. Thus, holding a higher position also meant gaining more subordinates
as resources. In this structure, principals could generate more resources from
the teachers by creating new positions or enriching teachers’ job descriptions.
For the teachers, the prerequisite for climbing the school hierarchy was obtaining enough merits in their current positions. The merits were mostly measured
by the teachers’ contribution to the attainment of school goals. In return, the
teachers were rewarded with higher positions in the hierarchy. Because the
number of leadership positions decreased as the tiers became higher, it was
common for the structure to also create more internal competition.
The shortcomings of this four-tier vertical structure were noteworthy, too.
One deficit was that the structure tended to confine teachers’ agency to their
immediate positions. Exercising one’s agency beyond one’s position might lead
to conflicts. Another limitation was that the structure seemed to create internal
competition. Measuring teachers’ performance with calculable merits and rewarding good performers with leadership positions was sometimes morally
questionable. The third inadequacy was that because most school leaders and
teachers were used to the four-tier vertical structure and relied on its stability, it
was extremely difficult to make fundamental changes in the structure. If structural changes only expanded the existing structure, then the teachers were more
likely to accept the changes. Nonetheless, abolishing some formal leadership
positions could create strong resistance from those holding these positions.
4.2.3.3

The two-tier vertical structure

One Shanghai school in the study had its own unique context. The school was
co-founded by the district government and another leading high-performing
school in Shanghai. The district government expected the school to attract highquality teachers, students, and their parents to work and live in the area. In return, the government gave the school more autonomy than usual to create its
own administrative structure and to provide individualised learning for all the
students.
Against this background, during its first two years, the school principal
and vice-principal recruited 13 teachers and, in order to better serve the goal of
individualised learning, built a two-tier vertical structure. In this structure, the
school principal and vice-principal were located in the first tier of the hierarchy,
and the 13 teachers were in the second tier. Between these two tiers, there was a
clear vertical line of authority.
From the agency perspective, the vice-principal believed that ensuring that
the teachers could lead students’ individualised learning required some barriers
in the traditional four-tier vertical structures to be removed to liberate teachers’
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agency. For instance, the new structure broke down the division between the
academic and student administration and removed the steep hierarchy among
the teachers. Also, the school administration, pedagogy, and student care work
were integrated into one coherent process. The 13 teachers were multipositioned in eight project teams to co-lead this process with the principal and
the vice-principal. This implied that all the teachers simultaneously played a
triple role of administrator, subject teacher, and student tutor. According to the
teachers, the new structure enabled them to see the connections between different types of school work, and more importantly, to participate in the whole
leadership process from work design, decision-making to implementation and
evaluation. During this process, the teachers constantly negotiated their roles in
the project team. Informal leaders often emerged from the negotiations.
From the resource perspective, this structure used the teachers for multiple
purposes. This arrangement was possible in this school because the number of
students was small during the first two years. Half of the teachers’ workload
was reserved for school administrative tasks and student care work in addition
to teaching. Because none of the teachers had previous leadership experience,
when they encountered challenges at work, the vice-principal was the main resource person providing advice and sometimes also ‘rescuing’ the teacher if
crises took place.
As a special case with its unique context, the establishment of this two-tier
vertical structure deviated from many of the norms underpinning the four-tier
vertical structure. Relating to Murphy et al.’s (2009) finding, restructuring
school administration alone was insufficient to facilitate distributed leadership;
a reculturing process was also needed and was, in fact, critical. In this Shanghai
school, reculturing was realised by seeing the relationship among the school
administration, pedagogy, and student care work in a new way and redefining
the principals’ and teachers’ roles accordingly. Like the two-tier horizontal
structure, one defect of this structure was that it sometimes caused accountability ambiguity. Without any formal leadership positions to underpin their authority, the emerging teacher leaders had to constantly negotiate their roles
with their peers. Even though the teachers’ agency was greatly liberated in the
leadership process, it was far from easy to articulate who was responsible for
what. While the school size remained small, it seemed feasible to have a flat
structure among the teachers. Once the school started to expand in size, the
vice-principal speculated that certain hierarchy should be built to bring more
clarity to the school leadership work.
4.2.4 Neglected but pervasive power issues
Flessa (2009) reviewed two bodies of literature on distributed leadership and
educational micro-politics, respectively. He found that even though these studies shared similar concerns, the two topics rarely converged. On the contrary, a
large number of distributed leadership studies tended to avoid discussing power or to smooth out power conflicts (Flessa, 2009; Lumby, 2013; Maxcy & Nguyen, 2006). According to Flessa (2009), the absence of micro-politics analysis,
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and in a broader sense, the exercise of various forms of power in distributed
leadership was based on three factors. First, most distributed leadership studies
framed their research inquiries to focus on the structural and human resource
dimensions of leadership. The political and the symbolic substance of leadership was underemphasised (Bolman & Deal, 2004; Flessa, 2009). Second, previous distributed leadership research comprised either large-scale surveys or case
studies. Compared to small-scale ethnographic investigations, these methodological approaches appeared less effective to probe into the complex and multifaceted phenomenon of power (Flessa, 2009). Third, some researchers targeted
their distributed leadership studies at educational administrators, school practitioners, and policy makers as both the research subjects and the readers. Avoiding the power issues in discussion might smooth out the power conflicts in reality (Datnow, 2001; Flessa, 2009).
The meta-analysis study in the present research project also discovered
that a growing body of research had adopted a prescriptive-normative research
paradigm to search for the best practices of distributed leadership (Tian et al.,
2016). In line with Flessa’s (2009) findings, endorsing distributed leadership as a
pragmatic tool for school improvement, these studies tended to neglect the
power dynamics behind schools’ internal conflicts. Moreover, the meta-analysis
study also found that the effectiveness of distributed leadership was mainly
measured by the attainment of organisational goals. The individual perspective
was largely understudied in the existing literature (Tian et al., 2016). Overlooking school members’ divergent personal goals and how members realised these
goals through the practice of agency resulted in silence on power issues.
The change of the research framework allowed the present study to account for both organisational and individual perspectives of distributed leadership. Through the lens of resource and agency, power issues were brought to
the front in several ways. First, the study showed that the local education authorities exercised their power on the schools through regulations. In Finland,
the Finnish education system was decentralised in the late 1980s to delegate
more power to local authorities. Correspondingly, school principals and teachers received more power to decide how schools were managed and how teaching and learning was led (Antikainen, 2006). Deregulation accompanied the decentralisation. For example, in the 1990s, the school inspection system was abolished. As a result, Finnish school principals and teachers received more power
to act as the main evaluators of their own performance. Competition among the
schools was discouraged. Education authorities did not publicly rank the
schools according to students’ academic performance (Sahlberg, 2015). Later,
additional legislation and policy documents were issued, guiding schools to
incorporate equality, collaboration, and in recent years, distributed leadership
in school leadership work. Under the influence of these political agendas, the
power distance between principals and teachers in Finnish schools has remained low.
A similar trend of education decentralisation can be found in Shanghai.
However, instead of deregulation, in the 1990s, the Shanghai government built
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a municipal-district two-level administrative system. More regulations were
created at both levels to supervise local schools (Chan, Mok, & Tang, 2004). The
increased hierarchical power over the schools led to increased accountability
demands. In addition to the increasing regulation, privatisation (e.g. private
schools) and marketization (e.g. school choice, merit pay for teachers) were introduced to give more power to students and parents. It was unsurprising that
the growing accountability demands from the education authorities and the
increasing expectations from the parents and students exerted a strong influence on how the schools distributed resources and leadership opportunities.
The second power issue mentioned by the interview participants was the
complex power relations within the schools. In the Finnish schools, the principal and teachers used the annual developmental discussions to provide feedback to each other through a dialogue. In the dialogue, they discussed how the
teachers’ agency could be better supported and, at the same time, how the
school could benefit from increased teacher agency. As the active agents, most
teachers wanted better resources to support their work and they also had various personal goals to pursue. Sometimes, when the school limited resources
failed to meet the teachers’ divergent goals, some teachers used the developmental discussion opportunities to lobby the principal for resources. In other
cases, some subject teachers mentioned that the special education teachers were
very skilful in their use of Finnish legislation and education policies to gain
more resources for their small-group teaching. This left the other subject teachers with fewer resources. From the principals’ viewpoint, because of these competing values, ambitions, and ideas about development, they had to be extremely careful in their decision-making. The ultimate goal for the principals was to
build up trust with the teachers and at the same time ensure equity in the
school.
Apparently, power in this sense was not unidirectional, flowing from the
principal to the teachers, but multi-directional. The principal could also be the
subject of teachers’ exercises of power. When power is diffused in discourses,
actions, and interactions and is directed by individuals’ agency, it is called discursive power as outlined by Foucault (1980, 1991). A lot of discursive power
and the exercise of it was found in both Finnish and Shanghai schools. In the
interviews with the Shanghai principals and teachers, evaluation was frequently mentioned as a power arena. On the one hand, the Shanghai principals had
the legitimate power to evaluate teachers’ performance, which heavily affected
teachers’ career development. On the other hand, the teachers were given the
power by the local authorities to evaluate their principals’ leadership work,
which could in turn influence the principals’ career prospects. This formed a
cycle of power and counter-power in the Shanghai schools. Under this cycle,
how leadership was distributed, to whom, and why could encompass a great
deal of micro-politics in the background. As one interview revealed, a Shanghai
principal intentionally distributed his teacher evaluation power to the five expert teachers so that he could avoid being personally targeted for revenge in the
annual principal evaluation.
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With the help of the resource and agency duality model, the present study
was able to identify manifestations of power in distributed leadership. The findings indicated that under the banner of distributed leadership, education authorities, school principals, teachers, parents, and students all exercised different forms of power on each other. The local authorities appeared to distribute
more leadership to the schools, but at the same time, through the increasing
regulations and accountability, they could mask their top-down power with
distributed leadership. The teachers, on the other hand, wished to be better
supported at work. In distributed leadership, they became even more active in
lobbying for limited school resources to ease their workload. Furthermore,
when principals distributed leadership to their teachers, they were also simultaneously realising their personal agendas. In one way or another, they all appeared to use distributed leadership to camouflage their use of power.
Foucault (1980) claims that power is everywhere and it operates within
human agents rather than above them (see also Kelly, 1994). Compared to the
unidirectional contract-oppression power (e.g. sovereign authority) and the bidirectional domination-repression power (e.g. war and social class struggle),
the multi-directional discursive power identified in the present research project
can be more powerful than the legitimate one, but less visible.
Hatcher (2005) warned that distributed leadership could be manipulated
to mask substantial imbalances in access to resources and sources of power. Indeed, the present research project discovered that compared to principalcentred leadership, in which principal’s legitimate authority formed the power
centre, distributed leadership seemed to allow multiple power centres to coexist. Power relations became more complicated and camouflaged when individuals’ agency was acknowledged as one key component of leadership.
Woods and Gronn (2009), on the other hand, debunked the myth of distributed
leadership equated with school democracy. They stated that distributed leadership contained a democratic deficit in terms of the use of arbitrary power. The
findings of the present study echo this statement. Distributed leadership does
not necessarily resolve power abuse and conflicts in schools. Rather, applying it
uncritically could even give rise to more power abuse and conflicts.

5 CONCLUSION
In the final chapter of the dissertation, it is sensible to review the whole research
process. This review includes a methodological discussion, focusing on the advantages and limitations of the study. This is followed by a discussion of theoretical and practical implications, in which concrete suggestions are proposed to
researchers, policy makers, educational administrators, and school practitioners.
Finally, this chapter also speculates on future research directions.

5.1 A review of the whole research process
As the research project reaches its final stage, looking back over the four-year
research process shows that some methodological choices and decisions have
proven successful while some practices could have been done differently.
In general, the mixed-methods approach combining the sequential transformative and the concurrent triangulation strategies brought satisfactory results (Creswell, 2009). Regarding the former, due to the lack of both a clear definition and an explicit research framework of distributed leadership, it was a
wise decision to start the research project with a theoretical study. The theoretical framework yielded by the meta-analysis sub-study provided a good guide
for the second-phase empirical studies. Another benefit of this strategy was that
it tracked the development of the researcher’s understanding of the topic. By
the end of the first-phase research, the researcher found that there was not a
universally accepted definition of distributed leadership. This research gap was
worth filling. After finishing the second-phase study, the researcher started to
see the conceptualisation differently. It became apparent that it might not be
realistic or necessary, and might even be harmful, to establish a definitive definition because distributed leadership appeared to be a highly context-bound
and practice-oriented phenomenon. Any attempts at creating a definitive definition would fail to capture the complexity and diversity of distributed leadership
in practice. In addition, a definitive definition might restrict researchers and, in
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particular, practitioners from constructing the meaning of distributed leadership in their specific socio-cultural contexts. Perhaps offering a theoretical
framework, such as the resource–agency duality model, would be a better solution. This research project adopted this approach and found it beneficial to let
school practitioners reconceptualise distributed leadership and incorporate the
socio-cultural context into their conceptions.
During the second phase of the research project, the concurrent triangulation strategy was applied to collect quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously. This strategy served the research aims well; by conducting the survey
and the interviews concurrently, the research participants were given two opportunities to express their views on the topic of distributed leadership. In the
Discussion, the quantitative and qualitative findings were put side by side to
highlight their convergences, differences, and combination (Creswell, 2009).
Another advantage of gathering the empirical data at the same time was that it
shortened the data collection time and enhanced the response rate. When the
researcher was physically present in the eight schools where the interviews
were conducted, the survey response rates in these schools was higher than the
response rate in the other schools that only participated in the survey.
With respect to the quantitative survey results, the original plan was to
compose one cross-cultural comparative sub-study comprising both the Finnish
and Shanghai data. However, because part of the Finnish quantitative data was
obtained much later, the researcher decided to compose two separate quantitative sub-studies, one on the Shanghai data and another on the Finnish data.
Therefore, in the Discussion, the researcher was cautious not to over-interpret
the results from the two separate sub-studies.
It is noteworthy that separating the analyses and reporting of the two
quantitative datasets did not comprise the overall research aims. The whole research project subscribed to the descriptive-analytical paradigm, trying to
deepen the understanding of distributed leadership by looking into its practices
in the Finnish and Shanghai contexts. The survey results provided relatively
more general pictures of distributed leadership. In order to comprehend these
results, the qualitative interview data provided more detailed descriptions of
different dynamics in distributed leadership. Therefore, the mixed-methods
approach served the research aims well.
As mentioned in the Methodology chapter, one limitation of the study is
that the two quantitative sub-studies employed different sampling strategies. In
Shanghai, the survey respondents were recruited by using a purposive sampling strategy. However, this strategy failed to gain enough respondents in
Jyväskylä, Finland, despite several attempts. To obtain a large enough sample,
the catchment area was expanded step-wise using various channels to recruit
respondents. For example, the invitation to the online questionnaire was distributed in the professional development training programmes, at the educational fairs, and through the professional networks of the Institute of Educational Leadership. As a result, the sampling strategy in Finland followed the
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random sampling method. This was also one of the main reasons the two quantitative sub-studies were analysed separately.
The second limitation worth mentioning is the absence of Finnish general
upper secondary schools in the qualitative study, albeit they were included in
the quantitative survey. The factors behind the researcher’s limited access to
these schools was explained in the Methodology chapter. Yet, it would have
been very interesting to conduct interviews in Finnish general upper secondary
schools in which the teaching and learning is organised on the basis of courses
rather than as year-specific classes. This feature was different from the eight
schools that were included in the qualitative sub-study. The manifestation of
distributed leadership in this context may have offered some valuable insights
to the topic.
Lastly, reviewing the whole research process, a few ethical issues must be
addressed. Investigating leadership, the focus naturally fell on human beings
and their interactions. As stated in the Methodology chapter, the school leaders
and teachers who participated in the research were not seen as passive research
subjects but as active research participants, with whom the researcher collaborated in conducting the research. When employing phenomenograhy as the research method for the qualitative sub-study, the researcher was oriented to
adopt a second-order perspective in the data collection and analysis process
(Marton & Booth, 1997). This second-order perspective guided the researcher to
investigate how distributed leadership was conceived and experienced by the
school leaders and teachers in their socio-cultural contexts, acknowledging the
inseparable relationship between human beings and their world (Yates et al.,
2012). From the researcher’s viewpoint, strictly adhering to the codes of research ethics is the foundation for building reciprocal researcher–participant
relationships. In doing so, the researcher carefully followed the ethical codes of
consent, confidentiality, and trust (Ryen, 2004; see also Collin, 2005).
Before answering the survey or interview questions, all the research participants were clearly informed about the research topic and purposes and of
their rights to withdraw from the research process whenever they decided to do
so (Creswell, 2009). It was also explicitly stated in the survey cover letter and at
the beginning of every interview that the participants’ names and their schools
would be kept anonymous or be replaced with pseudonyms in the reports.
With respect to trust building, especially in the interviews, the researcher succeeded in gaining the research participants’ support to share their real-life distributed leadership experience.
One key element that contributed to the trust building was that the researcher was genuinely interested in the research participants’ work. During
the interview data collection period, the researcher spent one week in each research school, not just conducting interviews but also spending time with the
teachers, observing their lessons and meetings, and participating in school activities. These informal communications appeared crucial for the researcher to
gain the trust of the research participants. Building upon the informed consent,
confidentiality, and trust, the researcher succeeded in creating a safe environ-
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ment for the interview participants to share their personal experiences of distributed leadership. These experiences included their success stories of distributed leadership as well as the conflicts, tensions, and struggles they encountered during the process. These valuable data provided excellent opportunities
to explore distributed leadership and to shed light on some understudied phenomena such as the socio-cultural context and power issues in relation to distributed leadership.

5.2 Theoretical and practical implications
The findings of the present research project bring to the foreground some theoretical and practical implications that the researcher regards as valuable and
necessary to present. With respect to the theoretical development of distributed
leadership, the resource–agency duality model created in the present project
turned out to be a useful theoretical tool and could thus be used in future research. After being applied, tested, and expanded in the empirical studies, this
model seemed to generate knowledge of distributed leadership that had been
earlier neglected, for instance, the impact of the socio-cultural context on the
formation of school structures, the interdependence of resources and agency,
and the multi-directional power relations.
Returning to the conceptualisation of distributed leadership, the present
research project was able to give voice to the school practitioners and let them
reconceptualise distributed leadership from their practices. The resource–
agency duality model was used as a lens to explicate the complex dynamics of
distributed leadership. During this process, it became evident that the meaning
of distributed leadership was and should be constructed through practices rather than through theorisation. It is suggested that future research should give
more consideration to the different socio-cultural contexts and to power issues
in their inquiries. Using the resource–agency duality model could be one way to
achieve this.
Regarding the implications of the model for educational leadership research, it is noteworthy that this model is descriptive-analytical in nature.
Therefore, it does not search for, nor present, the most desirable patterns of distributed leadership, because that would have required a normative-prescriptive
approach. In fact, according to the findings of the present research project as
well as those of several earlier studies, it is doubtful that universally applicable
best practices of distributed leadership could be found through research.
While distributed leadership may not be a silver bullet for all school leadership problems, the researcher still advocates its use to policy makers, educational administrators and school practitioners. According to the research project,
through the lens of the resource–agency duality model, some fundamental issues of school leadership work can be raised, thus offering opportunities to reexamine current practices and seek improvement.
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First, when setting a policy direction to facilitate distributed leadership,
policy makers should have a system-wide perspective. One criticism of many
existing distributed leadership policy documents is that they seem rhetorical
and fail to relate to daily school practices (Torrance, 2013). The present study
found that there were new policy documents endorsing distributed leadership
while at the same time, some old ones were impeding school leaders and teachers from enacting it. Lacking coherence in different educational policies is one
fundamental issue of which policy makers should be aware. Having a systemwide perspective implies that when transforming principal-centred leadership
to distributed leadership, school leaders’ and teachers’ roles and relationships
should also be re-defined. Additionally, new policies should be developed to
make the local and school administrations more compatible. Local authorities
should not tie school practitioners’ hands with excessive top-down control and
expect them to enact distributed leadership in schools at the same time.
The present research project also found that by influencing school administrative structures, allocation of resources, and the school priority work, the
local education authorities exercised strong power to shape the distributed
leadership practices in schools. Sometimes, the overwhelming top-down control
tended to confine the school leaders’ and teachers’ agency, which was fundamentally contradictory to distributed leadership. Also, the findings highlighted
that distributed leadership could be misused to mask managerialism. In both
the Finnish and Shanghai contexts, teachers were used as tools to fulfil school
administrative tasks and attain evaluation goals, while their agency in leading
school development was greatly restrained. School practitioners are calling for
the educational administrators in the local authorities to loosen their grip on
school-level administration. As distributed leadership emerges from practice, it
is necessary to give its ownership back to school practitioners. The role of educational administrators in local authorities should probably be transformed
from that of rule makers to resource providers.
Lastly, for school practitioners, the present study suggests that school
leaders should not perceive teachers merely as resources for the school but also
as active social agents with personal ambitions, values, and goals. Activating
teachers’ agency to serve shared goals requires the school principal to intentionally create resources that could support teachers’ agency.
Through the lens of the resource–agency duality model, the present research project also demonstrated that distributed leadership was not immune
from power conflicts. In fact, power relations became more complex when more
actors were involved in the leadership process. In addition to the legitimate
power of the formal leaders, various forms of discursive power were identified
in the study, complicating the process of distributing leadership even further.
For school practitioners, awareness should be raised that distributed leadership
does not necessarily equate with democracy, transparency, equity, or inclusion.
When enacting distributed leadership in schools, there is a definite need to examine various power relations and their impact on the leadership process.
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5.3 Future research focus
Looking to the future, the research also raised new questions worth further investigation. First, the resource–agency duality model has been applied and tested in Finnish and Shanghai school contexts. Further validating and refining this
model calls for more theoretical and empirical research. Second, distributed
leadership is a highly context-bound and practice-oriented phenomenon. How
distributed leadership manifests itself in various socio-cultural contexts is an
intriguing question worth further exploration. Especially, for revealing the
manifestations of distributed leadership, more school practitioners’ voices are
needed in the empirical research. Third, a missing piece in the present research
project was the manifestations of distributed leadership in Finnish general upper secondary schools. A future study on this topic would make a valuable
supplement to the present study. Fourth, earlier studies tended to neglect power issues, whereas the present research project discovered that power was pervasive in distributed leadership. How power is produced and used in distributed leadership is a key research area that could be usefully explored.
The first sub-study of this research project, the meta-analysis of distributed leadership 2002—2013, has aroused some interest from other researchers, for
example Harris and DeFlaminis (2016). According to them, the recent research
on distributed leadership has been able to provide further clarification on the
concept of distributed leadership and to present several valuable examples of
the practical applications of distributed leadership. All these dialogues on the
topic are welcomed with gratitude. The wish is that this doctoral study can, in
its own part, be of use in the further conceptualisation and application of distributed leadership.
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YHTEENVETO (FINNISH SUMMARY)
Jaettu johtajuus suomalaisissa ja shanghailaisissa kouluissa
1990-luvun alusta lähtien jaettu johtajuus on levinnyt yhä voimistuvana tutkimuksellisena ilmiönä maailmanlaajuisesti. Eräät tutkijat jopa väittävät jaetun
johtajuuden syrjäyttäneen perinteisen sankarijohtajuuden siinä määrin, että siitä
on tullut 2000-luvun oppilaitosjohtamisen ensisijainen vaihtoehto. Vaikka jaettua johtajuutta on tutkittu yhä enemmän, se on kuitenkin pysynyt käsitteenä
epämääräisenä ja sen vaikutukset näyttävät ristiriitaisilta. Lisäksi jaettua johtajuutta on tutkittu lähinnä virallisissa johtotehtävissä toimivien näkökulmasta.
Näyttää myös siltä, että jaettu johtajuus on ollut erityisesti tutkijoiden käyttämä
ja määrittelemä käsite, eikä niinkään oppilaitosjohtamisen erilaisten sosiokulttuuristen ympäristöjen käytännöistä syntynyt käsite.
Tämä tutkimus pyrki lisäämään ymmärrystä jaetun johtajuuden käsitteestä ja
käytännön toteutuksista. Tutkimus toteutettiin tutkimalla mixed-methods menetelmällä oppilaitosjohtamisen käytäntöjä suomalaisessa ja shanghailaisessa yleissivistävässä koulutuksessa ja aineenopettaja-koulutuksessa. Tutkimus
koostui neljästä alatutkimuksesta. Alatutkimus I oli meta-analyysi, jossa tarkasteltiin 85 keskeistä jaettuun johtajuuteen kohdistuvaa tieteellistä julkaisua vuosilta 2002—2013. Meta-analyysin avulla tunnistettiin kaksi jaetun johtajuuden
tutkimuksen pääparadigmaa: deskriptiivis-analyyttinen ja preskriptiivisnormatiivinen paradigma. Kummankin paradigman tutkimuksista löytyi puutteita. Ensinnäkin, kumpikaan paradigma ei ole pystynyt muodostamaan yleisesti hyväksyttyä jaetun johtajuuden määritelmää ja selkeää tutkimusmallia,
joiden pohjalta olisi voitu tutkia jaettua johtajuutta sekä organisaation että sen
yksittäisten jäsenien näkökulmasta. Toiseksi, valtaa ja valtasuhteita oli tutkittu
vain harvoin osana jaettua johtamista. Kolmanneksi, valtaosa jaetun johtajuuden tutkimuksista ei tarjonnut yksityiskohtaista tietoa siitä, miten erilaiset sosio-kulttuuriset ympäristöt vaikuttavat jaettuun johtajuuteen.
Meta-analyysin pohjalta jaettua johtajuutta mallinnettiin tavalla, jonka toivottiin poistavan meta-analyysin esille tuomia puutteita. Uusi malli pohjautuu
dualistiseen resurssi-toimijuus -näkemykseen. Näkemyksen mukaan jaettu johtajuus on prosessi, jota pitää tarkastella sekä organisaation että sen yksittäisten
jäsenten näkökulmasta. Organisaation näkökulmasta johtajuus on resurssia, jota
jaetaan koulun eri tasoille organisaation tavoitteiden saavuttamiseksi. Organisaation yksittäisten jäsenten näkökulmasta johtajuus puolestaan on toimijuutta,
jota jaetaan koulun erilaisissa johtotehtävissä toimivien ja opettajien tekojen ja
vuorovaikutuksen kautta yksilökohtaisten tavoitteiden saavuttamiseksi. Mallissa tarkastellaan, miten sosiaaliset normit, kulttuuriset odotukset ja poliittiset
tavoitteet määrittävät resurssien ja toimijuuden jakautumista koulun sosiokulttuurisessa kontekstissa. Lisäksi mallin avulla tutkitaan valtaa ja valtasuhteita jaetussa johtajuudessa analysoimalla koulujen jäsenten toimijuutta.
Dualistista resurssi-toimijuus -mallia käytettiin teoreettisena viitekehyksenä
kolmessa empiirisessä alatutkimuksessa. Alatutkimukset II ja III olivat määräl-
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lisiä kyselytutkimuksia, jotka tarkastelivat shanghailaisten ja suomalaisten
opettajien näkemyksiä resurssin ja toimijuuden jakautumisesta jaetussa johtajuudessa. Tulokset osoittivat johtamisrakenteiden vaikuttavan valtaetäisyyksiin.
Sekä shanghailaiset että suomalaiset opettajat pitivät itseään koulujensa yhtenä
vähiten hyödynnetyistä resursseista. Lisäksi, opettajien toimijuus kohdistui lähinnä oppilaiden oppimisen johtamiseen, eikä sillä ollut vahvaa roolia koulun
johtamisessa ja strategisessa kehittämisessä. Merkillepantavaa oli, että sekä
shanghailaiset että suomalaiset opettajat olivat halukkaita johtamaan, mikäli he
saisivat rehtoriensa tuen, luottamuksen sekä riittävästi aikaa. Sen sijaan johtajatittelit tai lisäpalkka ei tuntunut vahvistavan halukkuutta johtajuuden jakamiseen.
Alatutkimus IV oli fenomenografinen haastattelututkimus, jossa analysoitiin
55 shanghailaisen ja suomalaisen koulun johtotehtävässä toimivan henkilön ja
opettajan näkemyksiä jaetusta johtajuudesta. Analyysin perusteella pystyttiin
tunnistamaan kolme erilaista hallintorakennetta sekä yhteensä yhdeksän erilaista kullekin hallintorakenteelle tyypillistä mielikuvaa jaetusta johtajuudesta.
Neljän shanghailaisen koulun johtotehtävissä toimivat henkilöt ja opettajat kuvasivat koulujaan vertikaalisina ja nelitasoisina hallintorakenteina, joissa johtajuutta jaettiin aseman, voimauttamisen, kilpailun ja yhteistyön kautta. Vastaperustetussa shanghailaisessa koulussa, jolle oli annettu poikkeuksellisen paljon autonomiaa, koulun johtotehtävissä toimivat henkilöt ja opettajat olivat puolestaan
muodostaneet vertikaalisen kaksitasoisen hallintorakenteen. Tässä koulussa
johtajuuden jakamista kuvattiin asiantuntijuuden ja mentoroinnin mielikuvilla.
Kaikissa suomalaisissa kouluissa koulun johtotehtävissä toimivat henkilöt sekä
opettajat pitivät koulunsa hallintorakennetta horisontaalisena ja kaksitasoisena,
Johtajuuden jakamista kuvaavat mielikuvat liittyivät oikeudenmukaisuuteen, ammatilliseen autonomiaan ja luottamukseen. Haastattelututkimuksen mukaan vallankäytöllä oli niin shanghailaisissa kuin suomalaisissa kouluissa sekä legitiimejä (legitimate) että diskursiivisia (discursive) muotoja.
Tällä tutkimuksella on vaikutuksia sekä jaetun johtajuuden teorian että käytännön kehittämiseen. Tutkimuksessa muodostettiin dualistinen resurssitoimijuus -malli, jota voidaan käyttää teoreettisena viitekehyksenä jaetun johtajuuden tutkimuksissa. Tutkimuksessa mallia sovellettiin, kehitettiin ja arvioitiin
kolmessa empiirisessä alatutkimuksessa. Tutkimuksessa kerättyjen kokemusten perusteella dualistista resurssi-toimijuus-mallia voidaan suositella myös
muihin jaetun johtajuuden tutkimuksiin. Lisätutkimukset ovatkin tarpeen, jotta
mallin validoimista ja kehittämistä voidaan jatkaa. Mallin avulla pystyttiin täydentämään aiempien tutkimusten tuloksia. Malli toi muun muassa näkyviin
jaetun johtajuuden sisältämiä valtasuhteita ja ristiriitoja. On olettavaa, että ainakin joitain mallin avulla saatuja tuloksia voidaan soveltaa myös muissa kouluissa, joissa on vastaavanlainen sosio-kulttuurinen toimintaympäristö kuin tähän
tutkimukseen osallistuneissa kouluissa.
Avainsanat: jaettu johtajuus, dualistinen resurssi-toimijuus malli, shanghailaiset
koulut, suomalaiset koulut
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APPENDIXES
Appendix 1 Distributed Leadership in Finnish and Shanghai
Schools (Teacher questionnaire)
Dear Participant,
We warmly welcome you to fill in our questionnaire online. This questionnaire
investigates distributed leadership in your school. It takes approximately 10-15
minutes to complete all the questions.
Procedures:
In Part one, you are invited to provide some personal information about your
current work. From Part two to Part four, we ask for your personal opinions
about the leadership work in your current school.
Benefits:
Your answers are highly important for us to identify the key features of school
leadership work in general. This survey may also help you and your colleagues
to reflect on your own daily work. This questionnaire is distributed in both
Finnish and Chinese schools. Your participation will generate valuable data for
our Finland-China comparative study.
Confidentiality:
All your answers in this survey will be kept anonymous. The collected data will
be used by the researchers for academic purposes such as publications and
presentations. If your individual results are discussed, we will use pseudonyms
or unidentifiable codes in our reports.
Participant’s Rights:
Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You have the right to skip particular questions if they do not fit your situation. If you have any questions concerning the survey items, please contact us for clarification.

79
Contact Person:
Meng Tian, Doctoral student / M.A.
Institute of Educational Leadership
University of Jyväkylä, Finland

1. School name ______________________________________________
[]
[]
[]
[]

2. You work in...
unified comprehensive school (Grades 1-9)
lower secondary school (Grades 7–9) 1(Grades 6–9)2
upper secondary school (Grades 10–12)
combined secondary school (Grades 6–12)2

3. Gender
( ) Male
( ) Female
4. Current position(s) (Tick all responses that apply)
[ ] Vice principal
[ ] Assistant principal1 
[ ] Communist Party secretary
[ ] Homeroom teacher
[ ] Subject teacher
[ ]Special education teacher
[ ] Guidance counselor
[ ] Teaching assistant
[ ] Support staff
[ ] Other, please specify ______________________________________________
5. In your school, leadership mostly resemble...
[ ] a pyramid with one fixed power centre at the zenith of the hierarchy and a
high degree of stability
[ ] a fountain with multiple power centres at the bottom of the hierarchy and a
high degree of stability
[ ] a spider’s web with one power centre at the hub of the web and a high degree of flexibility
[ ] an organic community with multiple power centres and allowed the teams
to emerge and dissolve flexibly.
[ ] Other, please specify ______________________________________________

1
2

In the Finnish version.
In the Chinese version.
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6. The power distance between the principal and teachers is...
0 very low
10 very high
___________________________________

7. How much do the following people and artefacts influence the school leadership work?
Influence on school leadership work
none

little

Principal

some

a lot

decisive

()

()

()

()

()

Vice / Assistant principal

()

()

()

()

()

Team leaders

()

()

()

()

()

Teachers

()

()

()

()

()

Students

()

()

()

()

()

Parents

()

()

()

()

()

School board

()

()

()

()

()

Superintendent

()

()

()

()

()

Information
sharing platforms

()

()

()

()

()

School culture

()

()

()

()

()

School reputation

()

()

()

()

()

External network

()

()

()

()

()

Budget

()

()

()

()

()

Curriculum

()

()

()

()

()

Student test
scores

()

()

()

()

()

National education laws

()

()

()

()

()

Local education policies

()

()

()

()

()
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8. Should the following people and artefacts have more or less influence on the
school leadership work?
Increase, decrease or keep the same level of influence
decrease a lot

decrease some

keep the same

increase some

Principal

()

()

()

()

increase a lot

()

Vice / Assistant
principal

()

()

()

()

()

Team leaders

()

()

()

()

()

Teachers

()

()

()

()

()

Students

()

()

()

()

()

Parents

()

()

()

()

()

School board

()

()

()

()

()

Superintendent

()

()

()

()

()

Information sharing platforms

()

()

()

()

()

School culture

()

()

()

()

()

School reputation

()

()

()

()

()

External network

()

()

()

()

()

Budget

()

()

()

()

()

Curriculum

()

()

()

()

()

Student test
scores

()

()

()

()

()

National education laws

()

()

()

()

()

Local education
policies

()

()

()

()

()

9. How much does the school PRINCIPAL lead the following work?
none

very little

some

a lot

Not sure

Setting the school
vision

()

()

()

()

()

Making the strategic plans

()

()

()

()

()

Leading students'
learning

()

()

()

()

()

Developing school
culture

()

()

()

()

()
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Leading teacher
teams

()

()

()

()

()

Managing administrative work

()

()

()

()

()

Delegating tasks

()

()

()

()

()

Evaluating school
performance

()

()

()

()

()

Networking with
stakeholders

()

()

()

()

()

Providing resources

()

()

()

()

()

10. How much do the school MID-LEVEL TEAM LEADERS lead the following
work?
none

very little

some

a lot

Not sure

Setting the school
vision

()

()

()

()

()

Making the strategic plans

()

()

()

()

()

Leading students'
learning

()

()

()

()

()

Developing school
culture

()

()

()

()

()

Leading teacher
teams

()

()

()

()

()

Managing administrative work

()

()

()

()

()

Delegating tasks

()

()

()

()

()

Evaluating school
performance

()

()

()

()

()

Networking with
stakeholders

()

()

()

()

()

Providing resources

()

()

()

()

()

11. How much do the school TEACHERS lead the following work?
none

very little

some

a lot

Not sure

Setting the school
vision

()

()

()

()

()

Making the strategic plans

()

()

()

()

()

Leading students'

()

()

()

()

()
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learning
Developing school
culture

()

()

()

()

()

Leading teacher
teams

()

()

()

()

()

Managing administrative work

()

()

()

()

()

Delegating tasks

()

()

()

()

()

Evaluating school
performance

()

()

()

()

()

Networking with
stakeholders

()

()

()

()

()

Providing resources

()

()

()

()

()

12. I feel my workload is...
( ) too heavy
( ) just fine
( ) too light

13. How strongly do the following things MOTIVATE you to participate in leadership work?
not at all

very little

some degree

quite a bit

a great deal

Not sure

extra pay

()

()

()

()

()

()

official leadership
title

()

()

()

()

()

()

support from the
principal

()

()

()

()

()

()

recognition from
colleagues

()

()

()

()

()

()

democratic culture

()

()

()

()

()

()

enough financial
resources

()

()

()

()

()

()

enough time

()

()

()

()

()

()

career development

()

()

()

()

()

()

decision making
power

()

()

()

()

()

()

task matching my
expertise

()

()

()

()

()

()
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risk-bearing environment

()

()

()

()

()

()

trust from others

()

()

()

()

()

()

14. How strongly do the following things DISCOURAGE you from participating
in leadership work?
not at all

very little

some degree

quite a bit

a great deal

Not sure

no extra pay

()

()

()

()

()

()

no official leadership title

()

()

()

()

()

()

no decisionmaking autonomy

()

()

()

()

()

()

no support from
the principal

()

()

()

()

()

()

no career opportunities

()

()

()

()

()

()

insufficient financial resources

()

()

()

()

()

()

distraction from
my own work

()

()

()

()

()

()

too much administrative work

()

()

()

()

()

()

competition with
colleagues

()

()

()

()

()

()

task mismatching
expertise

()

()

()

()

()

()

punishment for
failure

()

()

()

()

()

()

mistrust from
others

()

()

()

()

()

()

Thank you for answering the survey!
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Appendix 2 Semi-structured interview questions
1. Can you please briefly describe the administrative structure of your
school? Where do you locate yourself in this structure? How do you perceive the power distance in your school? Why did the school build this
structure?
2. Whom do you think are the most influential leaders in your school and
why? Who have the strongest influence on your daily work and why?
3. Can you describe a few situations in which leadership was distributed to
you and/or by you? What kinds of resources did you receive/provide?
What resources you wanted to get/give but you did not receive/give?
4. How did you use the leadership that was distributed to you? Whom did
you collaborate with the most? How did the school benefit from this?
How did you personally benefit from this?
5. Have you experienced any challenges or conflicts after distributing/receiving leadership, and what did you do about them?
6. In your opinion, what are the key factors that decided who received the
leadership in your school? Can you provide a few examples?
7. In your opinion, what are the main purposes for distributing leadership
to more members in your school? Have these purposes been achieved in
practice, why or why not?
8. If you can change anything in the current school leadership work, what
would you change and why?

In addition to the above questions, other follow-up questions were asked to encourage the interview participants to elaborate their answers.
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Abstract
This article provides a meta-analysis of research conducted on distributed leadership from 2002 to
2013. It continues the review of distributed leadership commissioned by the English National College
for School Leadership (NCSL) (Distributed Leadership: A Desk Study, Bennett et al., 2003), which identified two gaps in the research during the 1996–2002 period. The review found that the studies had been
unable to conceptualise distributed leadership or empirically outline its application. The two research
gaps identified by Bennett et al. (2003) constitute the focus of the present review, which attempts
to determine whether recent research has been able to fill these gaps. Based on the findings of the
present meta-analysis, the authors recommend directions for future studies on distributed leadership.
Keywords
Distributed leadership, leadership as resource, leadership as agency, meta-analysis

Introduction
Since the mid-1990s, one of the most significant discussions concerning educational leadership has
involved distributed leadership (Bolden, 2011; Bush, 2013; Elmore, 2003; Gronn, 2000; Harris,
2007; Hartley, 2007, 2009). Distributed leadership first emerged as a pragmatic tool that allowed
leaders to share their increasing workload. The concept was later applied to the leadership influence
of other actors (Gronn, 2002; Robinson, 2008; Spillane, 2006; Storey, 2004). At the beginning of the
millennium, Bennett et al. (2003), commissioned by the English National College for School Leadership (NCSL), conducted a meta-analysis of distributed leadership studies published from January
1996 to July 2002. Its findings indicated two major gaps in the research: the failure to both clarify
the concept of distributed leadership and empirically define its application.
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The present article attempts to determine how the research after 2002 until 2013 has tried to fill
the two gaps identified by Bennett et al. (2003) and to propose how distributed leadership could be
studied in the future.

Methodology
Because the starting point of the present meta-analysis was Bennett et al.’s (2003) review, our preliminary intention was to follow the same methodology. However, over the past decade, the concept
of distributed leadership in education had gained a lot of unprecedented independence and popularity (Bolden, 2011). Consequently, an increased number of studies on distributed leadership were
conducted between 2002 and 2013, compared to the period between 1996 and 2002. Because of this
fundamental change in context, the methodology was designed quite differently. Although Bennett
et al. (2003) included most studies that were published at that time, we were compelled to select the
most representative ones for our review.
In the methodology used in Bennett et al.’s (2003) review, the first step consisted of an extensive
literature search, using four keywords connected with distributed leadership. The search was later
confined to studies published from 1996 to 2002. Publications with fewer than five pages were also
excluded from the selection. Furthermore, only one publication by each author was included in the
review. Finally, the selected publications were filtered using the keywords: delegated leadership,
democratic leadership, dispersed leadership and distributed leadership. Ultimately, 80 publications
were selected for the review.
The methodology of the present article comprised five steps. First, preliminary investigations
determined the range of the number of publications on distributed leadership. The initial search
revealed that over 720,000 articles had been published between 2002 and 2013. The second step
consisted of finding the most representative publications. For this purpose, the focus was switched
from articles to journals; both the Elton Bryson Stephens Company (EBSCO) and Education
Resources Information Centre (ERIC) search engines in education were used to identify peerreviewed journals that frequently published studies in English on distributed leadership. Eight
peer-reviewed educational journals were identified.
Third, an examination was conducted to determine the number of articles on distributed leadership that were published in these eight journals between July 2002 and October 2013. Consequently,
823 articles were obtained from the following journals: Educational Management, Administration &
Leadership (174), Education Administration Quarterly (72), Journal of Research on Leadership
Education (28), Journal of Cases in Educational Leadership (18), Management in Education
(76), School Leadership and Management (229), Journal of Educational Administration (188) and
British Journal of Sociology of Education (38).
Fourth, the titles, keywords and abstracts of the 823 articles were examined to identify those that
dealt with the two gaps in distributed leadership research found in Bennett et al.’s (2003) review.
Consequently, 379 articles dealing with either the conceptualisation and/or the application of distributed leadership were identified.
The fifth and final step consisted of two phases. First, articles that did not deal with primary or
secondary education were excluded from the review. Thus, the perspective of the present metaanalysis was somewhat more confined than that of Bennett et al.’s (2003) review. On one hand,
a much larger number of studies were available; on the other hand, our goal was to provide a
meta-analysis that better served further studies focusing on distributed leadership in primary and
secondary education. Second, criteria were established to select the most representative articles.

It was decided that only articles that had been cited at least 50 times would be selected for the
review. During the examination of the selected articles, it was noted that some articles and book
chapters that were published in other channels had been extensively cited by the selected articles.
Thus, these articles and book chapters were also considered representative of the examined period
and were included in the final selection.
The selection process yielded 85 articles and book chapters, of which 53 dealt with the conceptualisation of distributed leadership and 32 focused on the application of distributed leadership.
Each of these articles is marked with an asterisk (*) in the reference list.
In order to avoid personal biases, a review protocol was established, which comprised a structured table for collecting and categorising the key information from each article. The table included
items such as the research subject, context, methodology and key findings. Regular meetings were
held to discuss individual findings and confirm similar interpretations of the readings.

Two focus areas and two paradigms in distributed leadership research
Bennett et al.’s (2003) review focused on two areas in the research on distributed leadership: conceptualisation and application. This review pointed out that the primary challenge in the research
was the absence of an explicit and commonly accepted definition of the concept. In its initial stage,
distributed leadership was mainly perceived as an analytical lens to observe the interactions among
people when they enacted leadership work (Bennett et al., 2003: 8). In addition to the absence of a
solid theoretical foundation, the lack of empirical evidence on the practices and effects of distributed
leadership was identified as another research gap, which thus constituted the second focus of future
research.
The search methodology used in the present review identified 85 publications that concentrated
on the two focus areas identified by Bennett et al. (2003). Concerning the operationalisation and
dimensions of distributed leadership, the lack of clear agreement notably persisted. However, two
examples found during the analysis provided interesting perspectives for future studies on distributed leadership. The first example was a study by Woods et al. (2004), the same group of researchers
who carried out Bennett et al.’s (2003) review. They applied Archer’s (1995) structure–agency analytical dualism to categorise the 32 publications they had examined in Bennett et al.’s (2003) review.
According to them, studies adopting a structural view tended to examine ‘the distribution of
resources and responsibilities, cultural ideas and values, as well as social relations’ (Woods et al.,
2004: 450). On the other hand, studies from the point of view of agency examined the actions and
interactions of people in taking initiatives, making choices and participating in leadership work.
Although Bennett et al. (2003) and Woods et al. (2004) examined the same pool of literature, their
foci differed. Due to their study design, Woods et al. (2004: 450) explicitly pointed out that distributed leadership had both structural and agential dimensions and that in practice, these two dimensions would often interact. Bennett et al. (2003), on the other hand, focused on the structural
dimension of distributed leadership in their recommendation for future research.
The second example was the study of Hartley (2010), who adopted Burrell and Morgan’s (1979)
sociological typology to evaluate a series of pragmatic studies, finding that the majority of distributed leadership research fell under the social regulation dimension, not radical change. Hence,
according to Hartley (2010), most of these studies had tried to understand and interpret distributed
leadership instead of seeking change through it.
Neither the structure–agency dualism nor the sociological typology or any other research categorisation we recognised in the 85 articles directly examined distributed leadership from the angle

of the two gaps identified by Bennett et al. (2003). However, as earlier stated, both the structure–
agency dualism and the sociological typology proved to offer interesting perspectives for future
studies as the analysis proceeded.
Although the individual articles examined in the present meta-analysis did not specifically aim at
filling the two research gaps identified by Bennett et al.’s (2003) review, overall they shed much
light on both of them. In fact, two corresponding research paradigms could be inferred from the articles. The first paradigm emerged from the 53 articles that mainly dealt with the conceptualisation of
distributed leadership. It was labelled as a descriptive-analytical paradigm because it seemed to aim
at providing an understanding and interpretations of the concept of distributed leadership. The second paradigm arose from the 32 publications attempting to present prescriptions for and best practices of distributed leadership in daily school operations. It was named a prescriptive-normative
paradigm since it focused on the practical application of distributed leadership.
Studies in the descriptive-analytical paradigm tended to assume that leadership was already distributed, not reflecting on whether it should be distributed (Gronn, 2002, 2003; MacBeath, 2005;
Mayrowetz, 2005, 2008; Spillane, 2006). By presupposing that distributed leadership was a phenomenon that naturally existed in schools, these studies aimed at dissecting the components and processes of leadership practice in order to expand and deepen the understanding of leadership work
(Gronn, 2002, 2003, 2008a; Mayrowetz, 2005; Spillane, 2006; Spillane et al., 2004; Timperley,
2005; Woods et al., 2004).
Research in the descriptive-analytical paradigm focused on examining various kinds of
social interactions in schools. It perceived leadership as an emergent characteristic created
by social interactions. Traditional leadership theories that narrowly examined the causal relationships between officially designated leaders and organisational effectiveness were openly
challenged. Not just official leaders but any school member and even artefacts were considered
as having the ability to exert leadership influence on activities (Gronn, 2003; Spillane, 2006;
Spillane et al., 2004).
In the descriptive-analytical paradigm, common research questions included: What does leadership mean to you (Gronn, 2009a: 25)? Who are the formal and informal leaders? What constitutes a
leadership task (Spillane et al., 2004: 13)? The answers to these questions involved capturing key
tasks, actors, actions and interactions of distributed leadership.
Studies under the prescriptive-normative paradigm seemed to have won a lot of popularity over
the past decade. Harris’ (2009b: 265) statement that schools in the 21st century needed to proactively design ‘fluid, organic structures premised on widely distributed forms of leadership’ illustrated the belief in the pragmatic value of distributed leadership. Hargreaves and Fink (2008)
continued in the same line of thinking, arguing that distributed leadership was a more sustainable
approach in the contemporary complex and fast-changing world, but they also advised that distributed leadership should be tightly connected to schools’ core work: learning. In the reviewed articles,
studies in this paradigm mainly focused on identifying those distributed leadership patterns that
seemed to exert positive impacts on school improvement and on trying to provide norms and prescriptions to guide practice (Harris, 2004, 2008, 2009b, 2012; Leithwood et al., 2009a).
Research in the prescriptive-normative paradigm explored the practices and effects of distributed
leadership from the utilitarian viewpoint. Articles in this paradigm did not necessarily claim that
distributed leadership was intrinsically an effective model by default (Day et al., 2009; Harris,
2012); however, they were inclined to find out those distributed leadership patterns that might effectively contribute to school improvement (Camburn et al., 2003; Copland, 2003; Hargreaves and
Fink, 2008; Harris, 2005, 2012; Mayrowetz et al., 2009; Timperley, 2005, 2009).

Research questions that prescriptive-normative researchers raised include: How can leadership
be distributed in order to maximally benefit the school practice (Bolden, 2011)? How does distributed leadership develop leaders who serve the knowledge creation (Harris, 2009b)?
As the next two sections show, over the past decade, research employing either the descriptiveanalytical or the prescriptive-normative paradigm has failed to completely fill the two research gaps
identified by Bennett et al.’s (2003) review. These studies remained unable to define distributed
leadership in a universally accepted way or to offer enough knowledge about its effects and ideal
forms.

Filling the gap of conceptualising distributed leadership
Based on the 53 articles representing studies on the conceptualisation of distributed leadership, three
main approaches were identified: modelling distributed leadership practice, comparing distributed
leadership with similar concepts and questioning the concept of distributed leadership.
Concerning modelling distributed leadership practice, two models were considered to have
exerted profound influence on the conceptualisation of distributed leadership. The first one was
Spillane’s (2006: 3) practice-centred model, consisting of leaders, followers and situation as the key
components and indicating that ‘collective interactions among leaders, followers and their situation
are paramount’ for distributed leadership practice (2006: 4). Notably, Spillane’s practice-centred
model highlighted distributed leadership as going beyond shared leadership, because it not only
comprised the leader-plus aspect (i.e. multiple individuals function as leaders) but also the practice
aspect (i.e. leadership generated from interactions).
Spillane’s (2006) model seemed to have fundamentally changed the unit of analysis from people
to practice. He also tested his model empirically and identified four distributed leadership patterns:
collaborative, collective, coordinated and parallel. From an analytical-descriptive angle, these patterns offered a logical categorisation of how leadership was distributed in practice.
Gronn (2002, 2003) built the second highly influential model on the conceptualisation of distributed leadership. At the beginning of the millennium, he had established the numerical–concertive
model, which resembled Spillane’s (2006) leader-plus and practice-centred aspects. After reviewing
a number of empirical studies, he later proposed the hybrid model as a more appropriate descriptor
for distributed leadership because it fused ‘hierarchical and heterarchical elements’ (Gronn, 2009a:
155). One major contribution of Gronn’s hybrid model was that it detached distributed leadership
from the individual–collective and formal–informal leadership continuums. The model admitted
that individual leaders were equally significant and simultaneously co-existed with collective forms
of leadership. Additionally, because distributed leadership would evolve over time and differed from
one context to the other, it had no fixed pattern.
Compared to Spillane (2006), who examined distributed leadership as the conjoint agency of
multiple actors, Gronn (2008, 2009b) to some extent acknowledged leadership also as individual
agency in his hybrid model. However, Gronn’s main interest was to delineate how different sources
of agency would constitute the holistic leadership pattern. Neither Spillane’s nor Gronn’s model
examined how individuals would feel, participate and develop in the leadership process.
Modelling distributed leadership practice seemed to have provided theoretical foundations for
empirical studies. The models asserted that an organisation’s sustainable development relied on
multiple sources of leadership and regarded the formal leaders’ role not as that of an absolute authority, but more of a coordinator who utilised others’ expertise (Gronn, 2008; Spillane, 2006). The
scope of distributed leadership had gradually been expanded from task sharing to collective

interactions and then to a hybridity of individual and collective, hierarchical and heterarchical leadership forms, which could be utilised as frameworks for empirical studies.
Concerning the comparison of concepts, no systematic analysis was found to solely concentrate
on delineating the conceptual boundaries between distributed leadership and other related concepts.
There even seemed to be some concerns that distributed leadership would be used interchangeably
with similar concepts. For example, Harris (2007) argued that using distributed leadership as a
catch-all concept for any form of devolved, shared or dispersed leadership might lead to misunderstandings in research, policymaking and practice. By quoting Spillane’s (2006) practice-centred
model, Harris asserted that in contrast to shared leadership, which perceived leadership as an aggregated agency created by multiple individuals, distributed leadership was essentially about practice,
not people. Later, Heikka et al. (2012: 34) explicitly pointed out that shared leadership focuses on
micro-level teams, while ‘distributed leadership adopts a more macroscopic view of organisation’.
A similar comparison among teacher leadership, team leadership and distributed leadership surfaced from the review. The first two, as their names would suggest, might be expected to adopt a
people-centred perspective by studying teachers’ or teams’ roles and functions. However, although
quite a few of the reviewed studies investigated distributed leadership from the perspective of teachers (e.g. Camburn et al., 2003; Chang, 2011; Law et al., 2010) and teams (e.g. Hulpia et al., 2009a;
Pedersen et al., 2012; Scribner et al., 2007; Sentočnik and Rupar, 2009; Timperley, 2009; Wallace,
2002), they generally did not focus on studying the role of teachers or teams but were confined to the
interactions among different levels in the school hierarchy through people and teams. In other
words, the studies focused more on the resources which emerged from teacher and team leadership
than on the agency which teacher or team leadership allowed.
The third example of comparisons concerns the one between distributed and democratic leadership. Spillane (2006) and Woods (2004) claim that distributed leadership could be both democratic
and autocratic. As earlier described, Spillane’s (2006) distributed leadership model focused on interaction and how it manifested itself in school work. His longitudinal studies revealed that formal
leaders played a dominant role in boosting informal leadership (Spillane and Healey, 2010; Spillane
et al., 2003, 2007) but did not question the power relationship as such. Particularly, Spillane and
Healey’s (2010) perspective was organisational and regarded leadership as a resource. They closely
examined the formal and informal dimensions of the school organisation, but how the power relationship affected individuals’ agency gained little attention.
On the other hand, research on democratic leadership by Woods (2004, 2011, 2013), as well as by
Woods and Woods (2013), did not simply identify the democratic nature of leadership but also
aimed at using human potentials to serve people’s holistic well-being. Thus, how leadership would
manifest itself as individuals’ agency was one of the foci. Democratic leadership incorporated meaningful participation in decision-making as well as personal growth; thus, it had a more normative
perspective than distributed leadership.
The third identified approach to fill the gap of conceptualisation involved researchers’ critical
voices on distributed leadership. For example, Johnson (2004) warned that distributed leadership
might be camouflaged as a micropolitical strategy to rationalise top-down management. Thus, how
leadership would be distributed might be manipulated, and distributions might serve some people’s
interests only. Most studies on the subject seemed to examine the effectiveness of distributed leadership from the organisational perspective, neglecting the scope of how individuals could exert
agency during the process. This pitfall was further deepened by Woods (2004, 2005, 2011) in his
holistic democracy model. He claimed that distributed leadership was grounded in a narrow understanding of the human being, which primarily focused on developing people’s intellectual and

psychological dimensions. Thus, it was often measured with calculable outcomes such as test scores
and financial performance and did not necessarily consider the ethical foundation of leadership
(Woods and Woods, 2013). Furthermore, Lumby (2013: 583) criticised the literature on the subject
for tending to avoid ‘problematizing power and its relationship to distributed leadership’. She
argued that ignoring politics in education actually made distributed leadership a political
phenomenon ‘replete with the uses and abuses of power’ (Lumby, 2013: 592).
It can be concluded that over the past decade, research seems to have enriched the discussion of
how to fill the gap of conceptualising distributed leadership, but has not yet reached a consensus on
what distributed leadership is. Moreover, research tends to have focused on examining leadership
more as a resource from an organisational point of view than as an agency that allowed individuals
to have an active role in the organisation.

Filling the gap on the application of distributed leadership
As a result of the search process, 32 articles were reviewed concerning the research gap on the application of distributed leadership. The articles represented 23 studies in five continents and 19 countries, thus providing a broader geographical and cultural spectrum than the ones on the
conceptualisation of distributed leadership. Those studies almost solely represented research
conducted in the Anglo-American world.
At the beginning of the millennium, distributed leadership seemed to have been a novel phenomenon, with limited studies on the topic. For this reason, Bennett et al.’s (2003) review included studies from education, social community, public service and business settings. As mentioned in the
methodology section, because of the abundant relevant literature over the last 10 years and with the
parallel aim of forming a research background for a distributed leadership study in primary and secondary education, this meta-analysis reviewed studies conducted solely in those two educational
levels.
Similar to the research quantity, the scale and methodology of distributed leadership studies
also seemed to have evolved over the last decade. Bennett et al.’s (2003: 6) review mostly
comprised ‘small-scale qualitative case studies’. The present meta-analysis found more variation. Of the 23 studies, 21 were empirical and two were meta-analyses. Of the 21 empirical
studies, six used a qualitative approach, featuring interviews, observations, and case studies;
seven adopted a quantitative method based on surveys; five employed mixed methods and
three were comparative.
As earlier described, studies on distributed leadership have become more global, making the
research findings more versatile and complicated. In fact, the versatile results may indicate that there
are few universal answers and that how distributed leadership is interpreted and subscribed to in
practice is heavily shaped by the social-cultural contexts. Thus, the findings of the following studies
cannot be regarded as universal truths but should be examined in various contexts to obtain broader
verification.
Three main approaches to tackling the gap in the application of distributed leadership were identified: examining the favourable conditions for distributed leadership, evaluating the effects of distributed leadership applications and recognising the potential risks of applying distributed
leadership.
Concerning favourable conditions, several studies found four key elements that seemed to nurture distributed leadership in schools: formal leaders’ support, climate of trust, strategic staff policy
and utilisation of artefacts in leadership. Research in this area often seemed to examine leadership

both as a resource from the organisational standpoint and as an agency from the individual one, as
the following review shows.
Regarding formal leaders’ support, research seemed to indicate that informal leadership was
tightly linked to and significantly shaped by formal leadership (Angelle, 2010; Dinham et al.,
2008; Hulpia et al., 2009b; Jing, 2010; Law et al., 2010; Leithwood et al., 2007; Spillane and Healey, 2010; Wright, 2008). Moreover, empirical evidence tended to reaffirm that schools with only
one power centre and a steep hierarchy led to poor performance and low morale (Oswald and Engelbrecht, 2013; Williams, 2011).
In a distributed leadership setting, formal leaders should also be regarded as important ‘gate keepers’ who either encourage or discourage others from leading and participating in organisational
changes. For example, a Canadian study (Bush and Glover, 2012) showed that the effectiveness
of distributed leadership strongly depended on the principal’s intentional support. In a successful
distributed leadership setting, school staff also tended to acknowledge informal leaders who shared
similar traits and dispositions with formal leaders (Leithwood et al., 2007). Studies such as these can
be deemed to examine leadership not only as an organisational resource but also as an individual
agency. This agency often seems to be created by the principals, who first demonstrate it themselves
by intentionally creating leadership opportunities for others. In return, teachers practise their agency
by acting as informal leaders and acknowledging other informal leaders.
In line with the sociological typology emphasising distributed leadership as a tool for change,
prescriptive-normative research urges principals to allow fundamental changes in school leadership
so that formal and informal leadership are not oppositional but compatible (Harris, 2013a). In such a
setting, it seems that principals’ power and authority should be determined in relation to the overall
leadership resources in schools, as Hong Kong, Australia and South Africa already seem to be doing
(Lee et al., 2012; Leithwood et al., 2007; Williams, 2011). Additionally, prescriptive-normative
research challenges principals to acknowledge alternative sources of leadership in their organisations (Lee et al., 2012; Murphy et al., 2009; Wright, 2008). The application of distributed leadership
tends to encourage principals to consciously facilitate and support leadership from others. Finally, to
succeed in the distribution of leadership, it seems that schools’ daily routines should be redesigned
so that both formal and informal leadership can flourish and be sustained (Ban Al-Ani and Bligh,
2011; Gunter et al., 2013; Harris, 2013b; Spillane et al., 2007). As a case in point, a Belgian study
implied that leaving teacher teams to work alone without the principal’s regular supervision may
lead to low effectiveness (Hulpia et al., 2012).
The studies on the application of distributed leadership suggested the essential aspect of the
climate of trust for distributed leadership, yet how trust would be established seemed to vary
among different cultural settings. Oduro’s (2004) data from 11 primary and secondary schools
in England showed trust as the most frequently and commonly mentioned factor for promoting
distributed leadership. He found out that trust enabled principals to distribute leadership, not only
through formal task delegation but also through informal empowerment. The prerequisite
appeared to be teachers’ ability to demonstrate their trustworthiness in enacting leadership work.
Jing’s (2010) comparative study indicated that in Chinese schools, trust would first be built upon
an interpersonal relationship, then on pedagogical competence and finally, on leadership experience. Distributing leadership in Chinese schools might encounter cultural barriers if it would disturb the harmonious interpersonal relationships. In contrast, in American schools, trust mostly
tended to come from leadership competencies, which appeared tightly connected to a specific
expertise. American teachers thus seemed to accept expertise-based distributed leadership fairly
easily (Jing, 2010).

Strategic staff policies seemed to provide fluidity and flexibility in organisational structures.
Findings debunked the myth that distributed leadership aimed to abolish organisational hierarchy
and reaffirmed the perception that distributed leadership allowed practitioners to utilise human
resources more innovatively. For example, in a Hong Kong case study, leaders’ roles were intentionally rotated from official leaders to committed teachers (Law et al., 2010). The leadership role rotation seemed to boost teachers’ confidence in using their professional knowledge in curriculum work.
Teachers also became more engaged when they were invited into the decision-making process. As
another example, in a comparison of five International Baccalaureate (IB) schools in mainland
China, Hong Kong, Thailand and Vietnam (Lee et al., 2012), three staff strategies emerged from
the data: recruiting teachers who shared similar professional backgrounds, putting key persons in
several programmes and regularly switching teachers’ positions. Lee et al. (2012) claimed that purposeful recruitment, multiple positioning and position switching ensured the availability of the
instructional resource and professional support at all levels of the school. They also pointed out
international schools as ideal research contexts for distributed leadership studies due to their greater
degree of freedom than ordinary schools to try new structures.
The utilisation of artefacts seemed to expand the operational sphere of leadership. Spillane (2006:
84) brought artefacts from the background to the centre of the stage, claiming that ‘tools and routines are the vehicles through which leaders interact with each other or with followers’. A four-year
consecutive research (Timperley, 2009) conducted in seven New Zealand schools indicated that
school teachers accelerated students’ outcomes by purposefully using artefacts (e.g. achievement
data). The influence of artefacts appeared to expand the operational sphere of leadership in two
ways. First, leadership would no longer follow a one-way direction from superiors to subordinates
but proceed both ways, enabling subordinates to have agency and also exert influence on their
superiors. Second, leadership does not limit itself to human–human interactions; it can also be displayed in human–artefact and human–artefact–human formats. Both Spillane (2006) and Timperley
(2009) noted that in schools, artefacts had not yet been effectively used for leadership purposes or
had even been misused to ‘distort teaching practice’ (Spillane, 2006: 80).
The second identified approach to filling the gap was to evaluate the effects of distributed leadership applications. Besides observing the effects, research in this area seemed to have obtained
interesting information concerning leadership both as organisational resource and individual
agency. As a starting point, the approach examined distributed leadership not only to understand
it better, but also as a tool for change.
Over the past decade, one of the most heated debates involved whether or not distributed leadership could enhance students’ learning outcomes. Despite the keen interest from academia, providing robust evidence to validate distributed leadership in relation to students’ learning improvement
appeared extremely difficult. A representative example is the study by Anderson et al. (2009),
whose two limitations were also experienced by other small-scale, distributed leadership case studies (e.g. Angelle, 2010; Timperley, 2009) – the difficulty of modelling the causal relationship
between distributed leadership and student learning outcomes, and the problem of generalising the
identified applications of distributed leadership at the macro-level.
Anderson et al.’s study (2009) attempted to investigate normative links between distributed leadership and students’ three-year, standardised test scores in five British schools. Similar to many
other small-scale case studies, the research failed to find direct correlations between distributed leadership and students’ longitudinal test scores in all subjects. What it discovered was that students’ test
scores fluctuated over the years, which was attributed more to student and personnel mobility than to
distributed leadership. The correlations with various subjects also varied. For example, in one of the

studied schools, the improved test scores could be indirectly attributed to distributed leadership in
reading and mathematics but not in science. Anderson et al. (2009: 132) concluded that seeking
direct, measurable correlations between distributed leadership and students’ learning outcomes
might be less productive than exploring how distributed leadership would affect teachers’ professional communities. Earlier studies had already proven that teachers contributed the most to students’ learning outcomes, and the correlation between distributed leadership and teachers’
effectiveness seemed to be more easily examined.
Only one large-scale research (Heck and Hallinger, 2010) on the correlation between distributed
leadership and students’ learning outcomes was found in the present meta-analysis. This four-year
longitudinal study in 197 American primary schools seemed to have overcome the above-mentioned
two limitations concerning small-scale studies on distributed leadership. Methodologically, the
study had adopted the structural equation model (SEM) to investigate the impact of ‘the changes
in distributed leadership on changes in school improvement capacity and growth in student learning’
(Heck and Hallinger, 2010: 868). The study provided distinct indicators for distributed leadership,
school improvement capacity and student learning outcomes. Moreover, with the SEM technique,
the researchers were able to incorporate missing data and student mobility into the analysis, thus
reducing parameter bias. Based on their results, Heck and Hallinger (2010: 881) claimed that distributed leadership indirectly but significantly enhanced students’ mathematics and reading
performance.
As Anderson et al. (2009) recommended, most empirical studies looked for the effects of distributed leadership on teachers, rather than the direct relationship between distributed leadership and
students’ learning outcomes (e.g. Scribner et al., 2007; Watson and Scribner, 2005, 2007). A quantitative study of 46 secondary schools in Belgium (Hulpia and Devos, 2009b; Hulpia et al., 2009a)
contended that distributed leadership might significantly enhance teachers’ organisational commitment and job satisfaction when there was cohesion in the leadership team. School staff appeared to
welcome support from both formal and informal leaders. However, teachers’ commitment seemed
to drop if multiple leaders supervised them. In a Finnish case, vocational school teachers broke the
system-level boundaries to collaborate with other stakeholders such as social workers and employers in the labour market. Building a distributed leadership network within the educational system
appeared to pave a smoother learning path and to prevent dropouts (Jäppinen and MaunonenEskelinen, 2012; Jäppinen and Sarja, 2012).
Moreover, as Leithwood et al. (2007) stated, the emergence of distributed leadership would not
necessarily flatten the hierarchical structure or share undifferentiated leadership functions across different roles. On the contrary, distributed leadership would admit the co-existence of hierarchical and
fluid structures. Furthermore, as Locke (2003) mentioned, the agency created by distributed leadership would not have the same impact for all actors because leadership functions were bound to position and legitimacy.
Although research suggested that distributed leadership might bring positive impacts on students’ learning, teachers’ morale and students’ transition, some critics argued that such improvement may be rhetoric. These critics tried to fill the research gap by identifying the potential risks
of applying distributed leadership. This constitutes the third research approach on the application
of distributed leadership. It can be claimed that the approach strongly focuses on perceiving leadership as an individual agency.
Lumby (2013: 582) warned that distributed leadership ‘reconciles staff to growing workloads
and accountability’ but in terms of the use of power, teachers’ ‘autonomy is offered with a leading
rein’. On the other hand, Fitzgerald and Gunter (2006) questioned the ethical foundation of

distributed leadership, arguing that luring teachers into doing more work was a new form of managerialism. Woods and Woods (2013) also claimed that distributed leadership did not ontologically
embed social justice and equity. Normative studies that evaluated distributed leadership via calculable indicators such as test scores might blind research from recognising the deeper value of school
leadership work. These criticisms argued that the majority of distributed leadership studies merely
examined leadership as an organisational resource that can be cultivated and utilised to serve school
improvement. What they demanded was that individuals, especially teachers, who genuinely exercised their professional agency in decision-making, should also be at the core of distributed leadership and its research.
It can be concluded that research on the application of distributed leadership, in the same
way as that on the conceptualisation, has provided new information on distributed leadership
but has not been able to fully fill the gap identified by Bennett et al.’s (2003) review. The lack
of a universally accepted definition of distributed leadership seems to complicate the task. The
reviewed articles also indicate that different sociocultural contexts subscribe to distributed leadership in different ways; thus, using the same approaches in various contexts may provide
diverse results (Feng, 2012). Additionally, students’ learning outcomes depend on so many
variables that it is challenging to underpin the correlation between them and distributed
leadership.
Research on the application of distributed leadership has raised the issue of regarding leadership
both as organisational resource and individual agency, though from a utilitarian perspective. It can
also be argued that research in this area considers distributed leadership as a tool for change and does
not merely examine it to gain a better understanding of its nature. The ethical foundation of distributed leadership has been heavily questioned as well. There seems to be an absence of research that
tries to illuminate the use and misuse of power.

Suggestions for future research
This section comprises suggestions for future studies in distributed leadership. The recommendations are based on a definition of distributed leadership, which is designed according to the present
meta-analysis and which we hope provides a starting point for a more general framework.
This article proposes that distributed leadership be defined and studied in terms of leadership as a
process that comprises both organisational and individual scopes; the former regards leadership as a
resource and the latter as an agency. Both resource and agency are considered to emerge and exist at
all organisational levels.

Leadership as resource
In the context of the foregoing definition of distributed leadership, from an organisational perspective, the resource is vital for both its operations and development. The resource does not stay stagnant at the top of the organisational hierarchy but emerges and flows vertically and horizontally as
the processes do. It is essential to try both to identify the resource and how it emerges.
Based on existing research, the resource can refer to leadership created in the processes among
people, artefacts and situations. In practice, people and artefacts are distributed at various levels of
the school organisation, creating leadership in both formal and informal structures. Once meaningful
interactions among different levels are built within and outside the organisation, new resources can
emerge. As Harris (2009b) stated, organisations today rely increasingly on external networks. It is

crucial to attempt to identify and describe the various manifestations of the resource more
exclusively.
The examined research indicates that the relationship between the situation and the actors determines both the emergence and the nature of the resource. Earlier studies also listed some favourable
conditions and ways of successfully establishing the resource. Nonetheless, much information
remains unknown or unclear about the various situations and actors, their relationships and the processes in which the resource emerges. These should be the central foci of future research.
Besides being able to establish the leadership resource in an organisation, it is essential to cultivate it, on which future studies should also concentrate. The existing research has been able to provide some information to proceed with the studies. For instance, as Leithwood et al. (2009b) stated,
distributed leadership is not just a tool to collect dispersed expertise, but also a means of further
cultivating both people’s and organisations’ potentials. Leadership can be expanded and extended
when more members of the organisation contribute their know-how.
It is also noteworthy that perceiving distributed leadership solely from the standpoint of organisations may allow them to slip into a new type of managerialism (Johnson, 2004; Lumby, 2013) and
decrease efficiency. Examining leadership from the perspective of individuals (as agency) is also
needed to cultivate and use the organisational leadership resource efficiently.

Leadership as agency
In the context of the proposed definition of distributed leadership, for an individual, agency is a vital
presupposition for the ability to have ownership, empowerment, self-efficacy and well-being in the
organisation, both as an individual and through collective bodies. As Eteläpelto et al. (2013: 61)
argued, professional agency would allow ‘professional subjects and/or communities [to] exert influence, make [a] choice and take stances in ways that affect their work and/or their professional
identity’.
For example, Woods et al. (2004) recognised agency in connection with distributed leadership,
but generally the results of the present meta-analysis indicate that the individual scope has not constituted the core of distributed leadership research. The focus has dominantly been on the organisational scope. However, future research should also underline the individual scope and include
agency. For instance, this claim is consistent with Leithwood and Mascall’s (2008: 529) statement
that the state-of-the-art strategy in leadership conversation is now moving towards ‘distributed
sources of influence and agency’.
It is already known that in schools, distributed leadership entails a deliberate organisational redesign by the principal and purposeful engagement by the other school staff. Nonetheless, so far,
researchers have been unable to clearly describe how different agents use their initiatives to influence leadership work. For example, research (Duif et al., 2013: 31) indicates that school leaders perceive teachers as not demonstrating enough initiative and responsibility in leadership. For their part,
teachers attribute this issue to the lack of guidance and direction in the school.
Distributed leadership research has not yet elaborated on what kind of agency school leaders can
exert to create a supportive environment in which teachers can practise their agency to co-lead their
school’s daily operations. The research gap calls for a closer examination of the reciprocal relationship between professional agency and organisational improvement.
After a decade of evolution, distributed leadership is no longer a simple pragmatic solution
to reduce official leaders’ workload. It shows a greater potential to enhance school members’
self-efficacy when their expertise is applied in particular leadership work (Day et al., 2009).

Distributed leadership implies ‘actively brokering, facilitating and supporting the leadership of
others’ (Harris, 2013b: 547). All these factors require professional agency from both the formal
and informal leaders of a school. Therefore, we propose that future research on distributed
leadership closely examines the social interaction process in which agency is exercised by various school members.
The conceptualisation of agency presented in this article is based on a sociocultural approach that
emphasises subjectivity at both individual and collective levels (see e.g. Eteläpelto et al., 2013).
Leadership is considered to comprise multiple sources, including individual leaders, leadership
teams and artefacts. Indeed, both the distributed leadership and professional agency theories admit
that human beings are active and self-creating, despite their entanglement with the sociocultural
practices, power relations and discourses in which they have to function (Davies, 2000; Fenwick,
2006). Therefore, professional agency is always practised in the sociocultural conditions of the
workplace, such as in the practices, power relations, discourses and subject and role positions of
a school (Clegg, 2006; Pyhältö et al., 2012). This fact may provide meaningful insights to
explain why and how micro-politics manipulate distributed leadership (Fitzgerald and Gunter,
2006; Johnson, 2004).
The concept of professional agency includes two aspects: the individual, which is determined by
the will to act, and the social, which includes an opportunity to act (Ci, 2011). When both aspects are
present, professional agency is possible (Caldwell, 2007). Individuals act in structures and organisations; at the same time, they build and change their surroundings (Battilana, 2006; Berger and
Luckmann, 1991). Although a few existing studies have to some extent adopted the agency scope,
their main focus has been on the individual instead of the social aspect. These studies have been
primarily interested in measuring the end results of school members’ agency, such as task fulfilment
and goal attainment. The social aspect of professional agency, which concerns its emergence and
process, has not yet gained enough attention in distributed leadership research. As Woods and
Woods (2013) pointed out, the fuller conceptualisation of the human being would transcend the cognitive, emotional and aesthetic capacities. Leadership shall also serve the human being’s social
needs, including the sense of connectedness, spiritual awareness and relational consciousness. This
individual–social dualism from the professional agency theory may provide an analytical framework to deepen the concept of distributed leadership. Particularly, the combination of distributed
leadership and professional agency theories may help researchers explore how to build a reciprocal
relationship and a supportive environment in which school members are willing to contribute their
professional expertise to leadership work while enhancing their self-efficacy and professional
capacity.
Professional agency is needed for employees to build a shared understanding of the creation of
new work practices, development of work contents, transformation of organisations and introduction of creativity and innovations at work (Collin et al., 2010, 2012). As Woods and Woods
(2013) criticised, one pitfall of distributed leadership involved its narrow focus on the development
of the performative self via measuring goal attainment, intellectual growth and emotional maturity.
If the aim is using distributed leadership to develop organisational members as whole human beings
with both psychological and social needs, agency is needed. Agency may help create ideal circumstances for distributed leadership to be realised in schools. Consequently, future research on distributional leadership should focus on how it is exercised in everyday school work and on practices
among all groups of agents (e.g. officially designated leaders, teachers and students). Therefore,
it is also imperative to investigate how agency, both at individual and collective levels, manifests
in distributed leadership.

Conclusion
This meta-analysis set out to enhance the understanding of distributed leadership and provide a
research framework for future studies. It intended to continue Bennett et al.’s (2003) review on distributed leadership research from 1996 to 2002. The scope of the present review spanned the 2002–
2013 period. It turned out that the research in the field of distributed leadership had become both
more independent and broader. Because of such changes, the methodology of this meta-analysis was
developed to prudently select a set of contemporary articles on distributed leadership. There was
also a need to narrow the focus to primary and secondary education as the meta-analysis had a parallel aim of assisting in the design of a distributed leadership study confined to these two levels of
education.
Bennett et al. (2003) had identified two research gaps, which became the criteria for the selection
and analysis of the articles. The results of the present review indicate new information obtained concerning both research gaps, but neither of them has been filled satisfactorily. Further studies on the
conceptualisation and application of distributed leadership are needed.
One of the main drawbacks for all research on the topic was the lack of a universal definition of
distributed leadership. Its absence seemed to impede studies on both the conceptualisation and
application of distributed leadership. Based on the meta-analysis, we proposed a definition of distributed leadership as an attempt to offer a general framework for future studies.
In the context of the proposed definition of distributed leadership, two main scopes for future
studies are suggested. The first one comprises perceiving leadership as a resource from the organisational perspective. This approach seems to have dominated studies on distributed leadership. The
second one aims to examine leadership from the viewpoint of the individual as an agency. To date,
this approach has not been the focus of distributed leadership research in the same way as the organisational approach has been and could possibly provide novel insights.
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VFKRROV PD\ UHYHDO WKH OHDGHUVKLS PHFKDQLVP EHKLQG WKLV KLJKSHUIRUPLQJ V\VWHP
/HLWKZRRG0DVFDOO6WUDXVV6DFNV0HPRQ <DVKNLQD5RELQVRQ/OR\G 
5RZH7LPSHUOH\ 5HFHQWO\WKH&KLQHVH0LQLVWU\RI(GXFDWLRQ  
KDV VWDUWHG WR VHSDUDWH HGXFDWLRQDO DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ SURYLVLRQ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ &KLQHVH
VFKRROV DUH H[SHFWHG WR WUDQVIRUP LQWR PRUH DXWRQRPRXV SRZHUGHFHQWUDOLVHG DQG
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GHPRFUDWLF RUJDQLVDWLRQV 5HVHDUFKLQJ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS LQ 6KDQJKDL VFKRROV PD\
DOVRVKHGOLJKWRQWKLVQDWLRQDOOHYHOUHIRUP
$GPLWWHGO\ 6KDQJKDL PD\ QRW UHSUHVHQW WKH LPPHQVH GLYHUVLW\ RI &KLQD $V WKH
FRPPHUFLDODQGILQDQFLDOFHQWUHRI&KLQD6KDQJKDLSURYLGHVULFKHUHGXFDWLRQDOUHVRXUFHV
WRLWVORFDOVFKRROVWKDQPDQ\RWKHUUHJLRQV,QWKH&KLQHVHJRYHUQPHQWLQYHVWHG
 ELOOLRQ 86' LQ HGXFDWLRQ ILUVW WLPH UHDFKLQJ  RI WKH QDWLRQDO *'3 1DWLRQDO
%XUHDX RI 6WDWLVWLFV RI &KLQD   %\ FRQWUDVW 6KDQJKDL PXQLFLSDOLW\ LQYHVWHG 
ELOOLRQ86'LQHGXFDWLRQZKLFKDPRXQWHGIRUDERXWRIWKHQDWLRQDOHGXFDWLRQIXQG
6KDQJKDL0XQLFLSDO(GXFDWLRQ&RPPLVVLRQ *HWWLQJPRUHUHVRXUFHVDOVRPHDQV
EHDULQJ PRUH UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV %\  6KDQJKDL FRPSXOVRU\ HGXFDWLRQ OHYHO SXEOLF
VFKRROVKDYHDGPLWWHGRYHUPLJUDQWZRUNHUV¶FKLOGUHQIURPDOORYHU&KLQD 0LQJ
  6FKRRO SULQFLSDOV DQG WHDFKHUV IDFH WKH FKDOOHQJH RI LQWHJUDWLQJ VWXGHQWV ZLWK
GLYHUVH VRFLRHFRQRPLF EDFNJURXQGV DQG DFDGHPLF OHYHOV LQWR D OHDUQLQJ FRPPXQLW\
&XOWXUDOO\WKHFRQFHSWRIOHDGHUVKLSLQ&KLQDLVGHHSO\URRWHGLQWKHVRFLDOLGHRORJ\RI
&RQIXFLDQLVPZLWKSDWULDUFK\DQGKLHUDUFK\RQWKHRQHVLGHDQGVRFLDOKDUPRQ\RQWKH
RWKHUVLGH 6KDK7XQJ ,QWKHFRQWH[WRIVFKRROOHDGHUVKLSUHVHDUFKKDV
IRXQG WKDW LQWHUSHUVRQDO UHODWLRQVKLS RIWHQ SUHYDLOV RYHU SURIHVVLRQDO UHODWLRQVKLS LQ
&KLQHVHVFKRROVFRPSDULQJWRWKHLUFRXQWHUSDUWVLQWKH86$ -LQJ 
&RPELQJ WKH DERYH HFRQRPLF VRFLDO DQG FXOWXUDO IDFWRUV 6KDQJKDL SURYLGHV D
YDOXDEOHUHVHDUFKFRQWH[WWRH[SORUHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS7KHSUHVHQWDUWLFOHFRPSULVHV
ILYH VHFWLRQV ,W VWDUWV ZLWK WKH WKHRUHWLFDO IUDPHZRUN RI GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS 7KH
UHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVDQGPHWKRGDUHLQWURGXFHGLQWKHVHFRQGVHFWLRQ7KHDQDO\VHVRIWKH
VXUYH\ GDWD DUH UHSRUWHG LQ WKH UHVXOWV VHFWLRQ ZKLFK LV IROORZHG E\ WKH GLVFXVVLRQ
DQVZHULQJWKHWZRUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQV/DVWO\WKHLPSOLFDWLRQVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVRIWKHVWXG\
DUHUHIOHFWHGRQ

Theoretical framework
7KLV VWXG\ DSSOLHV WKH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO DV WKH
WKHRUHWLFDO IUDPHZRUN 7KLV PRGHO ZDV SURSRVHG LQ 7LDQ 5LVNX DQG &ROOLQ¶V  
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS PHWDDQDO\VLV ± ,Q WKH PHWDDQDO\VLV GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLSLVGHILQHGDQGVWXGLHGLQWHUPVRIVHHLQJOHDGHUVKLSDVDSURFHVVWKDWFRPSULVHV
ERWKRUJDQLVDWLRQDODQGLQGLYLGXDOVFRSHVWKHIRUPHUUHJDUGVOHDGHUVKLSDVDUHVRXUFHDQG
WKHODWWHUDVDQDJHQF\%RWKUHVRXUFHDQGDJHQF\DUHFRQVLGHUHGWRHPHUJHDQGWRH[LVW
DWDOORUJDQLVDWLRQDOOHYHOV 7LDQHWDO 
&RPSDUHGWR6SLOODQHHWDO¶V  PRGHOZKLFKGHILQHVGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDV
WKH LQWHUDFWLRQV DPRQJ OHDGHUV IROORZHUV DQG VLWXDWLRQV WKH UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\ GXDOLW\
PRGHO DOVR UHJDUGV OHDGHUVKLS DV HPHUJLQJ IURP PXOWLSOH VRXUFHV $GGLWLRQDOO\ WKH
UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\GXDOLW\PRGHOSXWVWKHUHFLSURFDOUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHRUJDQLVDWLRQ
DQGLQGLYLGXDODWLWVFRUH
)URPWKHRUJDQLVDWLRQDOVFRSHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSSHUFHLYHVDFWRUVDUWHIDFWVDQG
QHWZRUNVWKDWLQIOXHQFHWKHVFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLYHDQGSHGDJRJLFDOZRUNDVWKHOHDGHUVKLS
UHVRXUFHV7KXVLQDGGLWLRQWRWKHIRUPDOVFKRROOHDGHUVWHDFKHUVSDUHQWVDQGVWXGHQWV
DUH DOVR GHHPHG SURYLGHUV RI OHDGHUVKLS 6LPLODUO\ DUWHIDFWV VXFK DV WKH FXUULFXOXP
EXGJHW DQG WHVW VFRUHV WKDW JXLGH OLEHUDWH RU UHVWUDLQ VFKRRO PHPEHUV¶ FKRLFHV DQG
EHKDYLRXUVDUHFRQVLGHUHGOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHVWRR7RGD\VFKRROVGRQRWRSHUDWHDORQH
EXWFRQWLQXRXVO\LQWHUDFWZLWKH[WHUQDOQHWZRUNVVXFKDVHGXFDWLRQDODXWKRULW\DQGORFDO
FRPPXQLW\IRUUHVRXUFHV +DUULV-lSSLQHQ 6DUMD 3HUFHLYLQJOHDGHUVKLS
DVDUHVRXUFHGUDPDWLFDOO\H[SDQGVWKHVFRSHIURPLQGLYLGXDOOHDGHUVWRDK\EULGLW\RI
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YDULRXVLQWHUDFWLRQV *URQQ 7KHSUHVHQWVWXG\LQWHQGVWRIXUWKHUPDSWKHOHYHOVRI
LQIOXHQFHH[HUWHGE\YDULRXVOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHV
8QGHU WKH UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO SHUFHLYLQJ OHDGHUVKLS DV DQ DJHQF\ LV
DQRWKHU VLGH RI WKH VDPH FRLQ 1RWDEO\ 7LDQ HW DO¶V   PHWDDQDO\VLV DUJXHV WKDW
FRPSDUHGWRWKHUHVRXUFHGLPHQVLRQWKHDJHQF\GLPHQVLRQLVFRQVLGHUDEO\XQGHUVWXGLHG
+DOO*XQWHUDQG%UDJJ S FODLPWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLV³OLPLWHGWRWKH
DFFRPSOLVKPHQW RI LQVWUXPHQWDO WDVNV DQG WDUJHWV VHW E\ JRYHUQPHQW RIILFLDOV´
'LVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLVDWULVNRIEHLQJPDQLSXODWHGDVWKHQHZPDQDJHULDOLVPLILWRQO\
VHUYHVRUJDQLVDWLRQDOSXUSRVHV )LW]JHUDOG *XQWHU-RKQVRQ/XPE\ 
)URPWKHLQGLYLGXDOVFRSHSHUFHLYLQJOHDGHUVKLSDVDQDJHQF\UHIHUVWRSURIHVVLRQDOV
DV HLWKHU LQGLYLGXDOV RU FRPPXQLWLHV PDNLQJ SURIHVVLRQDO MXGJHPHQWV DQG H[HUWLQJ
LQIOXHQFHRQWKHLUZRUNDQGSURIHVVLRQDOLGHQWLWLHV (WHOlSHOWR9lKlVDQWDQHQ+|NNl 
3DORQLHPLS (PEHGGLQJWKHDJHQF\GLPHQVLRQLQWRGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSFDQ
EHWUDFHGEDFNWR)XOODQ  ZKRDUJXHVWKDWHGXFDWLRQDOUHIRUPVVKRXOGVKLIWIURP
UHVWUXFWXULQJ WR UHFXOWXULQJ ,Q KLV GHVFULSWLRQ UHFXOWXULQJ FRPSULVHV UHVKDSLQJ
UHODWLRQVKLSVUHGHILQLQJWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJDQGUHFRPELQLQJSURIHVVLRQDOH[SHUWLVH
5HDOFKDQJHRFFXUVRQO\ZKHQSHRSOH¶VDJHQF\LVLQYROYHG$GHFDGHODWHU0D\URZHW]
  IXUWKHU HODERUDWHV WKH FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS DQG KXPDQ
FDSDFLW\EXLOGLQJ6LPSO\SXWE\SDUWLFLSDWLQJLQWKHOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVVSHRSOHVHHPWR
KDYHDEHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHPVHOYHVDQGWKHWDVNV0XUSK\6P\OLH0D\URZHW]
DQG/RXLV S GHVFULEHWKHFROOHJLDOH[FKDQJHDQGUHODWLRQDOLQWHUDFWLRQVDVWKH
³OLIHEORRGRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS´:KHQLQGLYLGXDODQGRUJDQLVDWLRQDOVFRSHVPDWFK
D UHFLSURFDO UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ DJHQF\ DQG UHVRXUFH FDQ EH EXLOW 7R HODERUDWH WKLV
DJHQF\GLPHQVLRQWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\DOVRLQWHQGVWRLGHQWLI\WKH IDYRXUDEOH FRQGLWLRQV
WKDWHQJDJHWHDFKHUVLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS
1RWDEO\WKHUHVRXUFHDQGDJHQF\GLPHQVLRQVDUHDQDO\WLFDOO\VHSDUDWHG\HWSUDFWLFDOO\
LQWHJUDWHG+DUULV S DUJXHVWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS³EXLOG>V@DKLJKGHJUHH
RIUHFLSURFDOWUXVW´EHWZHHQIRUPDODQGLQIRUPDOOHDGHUVWRQHJRWLDWHUHVRXUFHGLVWULEXWLRQ
&RUUHVSRQGLQJO\ WKH DYDLODELOLW\ RI DQG DFFHVV WR WKH UHVRXUFHV PD\ FUHDWH GLIIHUHQW
OHDGHUVKLSRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUVFKRROPHPEHUVWRXVHWKHLUDJHQF\ 6SLOODQHHWDO 

Research questions and method
7KHSUHVHQWVWXG\DLPVDWDQVZHULQJWZRUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVWhat are the manifestations
of distributed leadership in Shanghai schools?What are the favourable conditions for
promoting distributed leadership to Shanghai teachers? 
Instrument

)URP-DQXDU\WR0DUFKDQRQOLQHVXUYH\FDOOHGDistributed Leadership in Finnish
and Shanghai Schools (teacher questionnaire) ZDVFRQGXFWHGLQQLQH6KDQJKDLSXEOLF
VFKRROV$VSDUWRIDODUJHUFRPSDUDWLYHVWXG\RIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQ)LQQLVKDQG
6KDQJKDLVFKRROVWKLVVXUYH\ZDVILUVWFRQVWUXFWHGLQ(QJOLVKDQGWKHQWUDQVODWHGLQWR
)LQQLVKDQG&KLQHVHIRUWKHUHVSRQGHQWV¶FRQYHQLHQFH7KH(QJOLVK²&KLQHVHWUDQVODWLRQ
ZDVFRQGXFWHGE\WKHILUVWDXWKRUZKRLVDQDWLYH&KLQHVHVSHDNHUDQGDQHGXFDWLRQDO
UHVHDUFKHU
&RPSDUHGWRWKH)LQQLVKYHUVLRQWZRPRGLILFDWLRQVZHUHPDGHLQWKHGHPRJUDSKLFV
SDUW RI WKH 6KDQJKDL VXUYH\ )LUVW WKH school levels ZHUH VSHFLILHG DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH
&KLQHVHHGXFDWLRQDOV\VWHPFRPSUHKHQVLYHVFKRRO *UDGHV± ORZHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRRO
*UDGHV± DQGXSSHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRRO *UDGHV± 6HFRQGWZRUROHVZHUHDGGHG
WRWKHOLVWRIcurrent positions±&RPPXQLVW3DUW\VHFUHWDU\DQGKRPHURRPWHDFKHU7KH
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&RPPXQLVW 3DUW\ VHFUHWDU\ VXSHUYLVHV WKH VFKRRO¶V FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK WKH HGXFDWLRQDO
SROLFLHV DQG LQWHJUDWHV VRFLDOLVW YDOXHV LQWR VFKRRO¶V PRUDO HGXFDWLRQ %XVK  4LDQJ
S 7KHKRPHURRPWHDFKHULVDVXEMHFWWHDFKHUZKRKDVWKHFORVHVWFRQWDFWZLWK
WKH VWXGHQWV DQG DVVXPHV PXOWLSOH UROHV LQFOXGLQJ ³LQVWUXFWRU OHDGHU FRXQVHOORU DQG
VRPHWLPHV VXUURJDWH SDUHQW´ /LX  %DUQKDUW  S   %RWK UROHV EHDU D VWURQJ
&KLQHVHFKDUDFWHULVWLFDQGH[LVWLQDOPRVWDOOWKHSXEOLFVFKRROV$VIRURWKHUSRVLWLRQV
WKDWZHUHH[FOXGHGIURPWKHcurrent positionsOLVWDQRSHQHQGHGWH[WER[ZDVRIIHUHG
IRU WKH WHDFKHUV WR ILOO 1RWDEO\ WKH PRGLILFDWLRQV ZHUH RQO\ PDGH LQ 3DUW , WKH
GHPRJUDSKLFV3DUW,,ZKLFKH[DPLQHGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSUHPDLQHGLGHQWLFDOLQERWK
)LQQLVK DQG &KLQHVH YHUVLRQV 3DUW ,, FRPSULVHG IRXU VHFWLRQV $Q RYHUYLHZ RI HDFK
VHFWLRQLVSUHVHQWHGDVIROORZV

Leadership structures and power distance
7HDFKHUVZHUHDVNHGWRILUVWFKRRVHRQHRUVHYHUDOPHWDSKRUVWRUHSUHVHQWWKHLUVFKRRO
OHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHDQGWKHQWRHYDOXDWHWKHSRZHUGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQWKHSULQFLSDODQGWKH
WHDFKHUV7KHIRXUPHWDSKRUVZHUHFRQVWUXFWHGRQWKHEDVLVRIWZROHDGHUVKLSIHDWXUHV
WKHSRZHUVRXUFH RQHYVPXOWLSOHSRZHUFHQWUHV DQGWKHVWUXFWXUH¶VVWDELOLW\ IL[HGYV
IOH[LEOH 7KHVHWZRIHDWXUHVFUHDWHGIRXUGLVWLQFWOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHVpyramid DIL[HG
KLHUDUFKLFDOVWUXFWXUHZLWKRQHSRZHUFHQWUHDWWKH]HQLWK  fountain DIL[HGVWUXFWXUHZLWK
PXOWLSOHSRZHUFHQWUHVDWWKHERWWRP spider’s web DIOH[LEOHVWUXFWXUHZLWKRQHSRZHU
FHQWUH DW WKH FRUH DQG PXOWLSOH IXQFWLRQDO WHDPV  DQG organic community D IOH[LEOH
VWUXFWXUHZLWKPXOWLSOHSRZHUFHQWUHVIRFXVLQJRQWDVNV 
(DUOLHUVWXGLHVKDYHSURYHQWKHH[LVWHQFHRIWKHVHIRXUOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHV<DQ 
SS± FODLPVWKDWWKHpyramid VHHPVSRSXODUDPRQJVPDOO&KLQHVHVFKRROVZKLOH
WKH spider’s web DSSHDUVPRUHGRPLQDQWDPRQJPHGLXPWRODUJHVFKRROV7KHERWWRPXS
fountain UHIHUV WR VFKRRO IRUPDO OHDGHUV DGDSWLQJ OHDGHUVKLS SUDFWLFHV WR PHHW WKHLU
WHDFKHUV¶ LQLWLDWLYHV :RRGV %HQQHWW +DUYH\  :LVH   7KH PHWDSKRU RI WKH
organic community FDQEHFRPSDUHGWR6SLOODQH¶V  GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPRGHO
ZKLFKKDVEHHQWKHRULVHGDQGHPSLULFDOO\WHVWHGLQWKH86$VLQFHWKHPLGV 6SLOODQH
'LDPRQG -LWD6SLOODQH6SLOODQH +HDOH\ 6SLOODQH  FODLPV
WKDW OHDGHUVKLS SUDFWLFH GHWHUPLQHV WKH UROHV RI OHDGHUV DQG IROORZHUV WKXV FUHDWLQJ
PXOWLSOHSRZHUFHQWUHVLQDVFKRRO7HDPVPD\IOH[LEO\HPHUJHGHYHORSDQGGLVVROYH
WKURXJKRXW WKH ZRUN SURFHVV OLNH DQ RUJDQLF V\VWHP 1H[W WKH WHDFKHUV HYDOXDWHG WKH
SRZHUGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQWKHPDQGWKHSULQFLSDORQDFRQWLQXRXVVFDOHIURP QRQH WR
YHU\KLJK 7KHVFDOHZDVHYHQO\GLYLGHGLQWRWKUHHFDWHJRULHVIRUDQDO\VLVORZ ± 
PHGLXP ± DQGKLJK ± SRZHUGLVWDQFH

Leadership as a resource
7KH VHFRQG VHFWLRQ PDSSHG WKH UHVRXUFH GLVWULEXWLRQ DQG WHDFKHUV¶ SUHIHUHQFHV IRU
UHVRXUFH UHGLVWULEXWLRQ $OWRJHWKHU  OHDGHUVKLS UHVRXUFHV HPHUJHG IURP HDUOLHU
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVWXGLHVZHUHH[DPLQHG5HVHDUFKFRQILUPVWKDWWKHschool principal
SOD\V D FULWLFDO UROH LQ HLWKHU QXUWXULQJ RU VDERWDJLQJ WHDFKHUV¶ OHDGHUVKLS LQLWLDWLYHV
+HOOHU )LUHVWRQH/HLWKZRRGHWDO0XUSK\HWDO6P\OLH 
'LVWULFWOHYHOsuperintendentsRIWHQOHDGVFKRROVZLWKWKHLUHGXFDWLRQDOSROLFLHVDQGJRDOV
+DOOHWDO 6FKRROvice principalsDQGmid-level team leadersWHQGWRSOD\DSLYRWDO
UROHFRQQHFWLQJWKHSULQFLSDODQGWHDFKHUV 6FULEQHU6DZ\HU:DWVRQ 0\HUV 
Teachers¶ SDUWLFLSDWLRQ LQ OHDGHUVKLS ZRUN ODUJHO\ GHSHQGV RQ WKH OHDGHUVKLS
RSSRUWXQLWLHVSURYLGHGE\WKHVFKRROVWUXFWXUH &URZ 3RXQGHU)URVW 'XUDQW
 /LHEHUPDQ  0LOOHU  6SLOODQH   $OWKRXJK YHU\ IHZ VWXGLHV KDYH
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H[DPLQHG students¶ RU parents¶ UROHV LQ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS 3HGHUVHQ <DJHU DQG
<DJHU¶V   VWXG\ FRQILUPV WKDW LQYROYLQJ VWXGHQWV LQ WKH OHDGHUVKLS SURFHVV PD\
SRVLWLYHO\ HQKDQFH WKH VFKRRO FOLPDWH FXOWXUH DQG ZRUNIRUFH SUHSDUDWLRQ *HWWLQJ
UHVRXUFHVIURPexternal stakeholdersOLNHORFDOFRPPXQLW\ZDVSURYHQWRVPRRWKHGWKH
VWXGHQWWUDQVLWLRQIURPORZHUWRXSSHUOHYHORIHGXFDWLRQ -lSSLQHQ 6DUMD 
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHVHDFWRUVDQXPEHURIVWXGLHVUHSRUWWKDWDUWHIDFWVVXFKDVstudent
test scorescurriculumschool culturebudget,timetable, information-sharing platform,
school reputation, national educational laws DQGlocal educational policies DOVRVKDSH
WKHVFKRRO¶VGDLO\RSHUDWLRQ +DOOHWDO0HOYLOOHHWDO0XUSK\HWDO
6SLOODQH&DPEXUQ 3DUHMD6SLOODQHHWDO6SLOODQH 7HDFKHUVZHUH
ILUVWDVNHGWRPHDVXUHWKHGHJUHHVRILQIOXHQFHRIWKHOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHVDQGWKHQWR
H[SUHVVWKHLUSUHIHUHQFHVIRULQFUHDVLQJGHFUHDVLQJRUPDLQWDLQLQJWKHLQIOXHQFHRIHDFK
UHVRXUFH

Leadership as an agency
(DUOLHUVWXGLHVFRQVLGHUWKDWDJHQF\LVPDQLIHVWHGLQOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKLQLWLDWLQJLGHDV
WUDQVIRUPLQJLGHDVLQWRDFWLRQVTXHVWLRQLQJWKHVWDWXVTXRDQGLQWHUSUHWLQJRWKHUSHRSOH¶V
DFWLYLWLHV (QJHVWU|P  /LSSRQHQ  .XPSXODLQHQ  5DLQLR  5DMDOD
+LOSL|/LSSRQHQ .XPSXODLQHQ9LUNNXQHQ 7KHWKLUGVHFWLRQVFUXWLQLVHG
WKH DPRXQW RI DJHQF\ ZLHOGHG E\ SULQFLSDO PLGOHYHO WHDP OHDGHUV DQG WHDFKHUV
UHVSHFWLYHO\LQFRQFUHWHOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVVHVH[WUDFWHGIURPVHYHUDOHDUOLHUVWXGLHV
setting school vision, making strategic plans, leading students’ learning, developing
school culture, leading teacher teams, managing administrative work, delegating tasks,
evaluating school performance, networking with stakeholders DQG providing resources
$ODYD +DOWWXQHQ  5LVNX  +XOSLD HW DO  2(&' E . (FKRLQJ WKH
SUHYLRXVVHFWLRQVWKLVVHFWLRQH[SORUHGWKHPDQLIHVWDWLRQVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSIURP
WKHDJHQF\GLPHQVLRQ

Motivators and demotivators
7KH ODVW VHFWLRQ VXUYH\HG WKH WHDFKHUV¶ ZRUNORDG DV ZHOO DV WKH PRWLYDWRUV DQG
GHPRWLYDWRUVEHKLQGWKHLUSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS$FFRUGLQJWR+HU]EHUJ
 WKHSUHVHQFHRIK\JLHQHIDFWRUVGRHVQRWHQKDQFHPRWLYDWLRQEXWWKHLUDEVHQFH
FDXVHVGLVVDWLVIDFWLRQ7KHVHK\JLHQHIDFWRUVFRPSULVHGextrapay, official leadership title,
financial resources, time DQG work environment. ,Q FRQWUDVW WKH VDWLVILHUV LQFOXGLQJ
recognition, trust, healthy culture DQG tasks matching expertise FDQ ERRVW LQWULQVLF
PRWLYDWLRQ 0RUHRYHU principal’s support colleagues’ trust career opportunities DQG
participatory decision making ZHUH LGHQWLILHG DV LQFHQWLYHV IRU GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
/HLWKZRRG0XUSK\HWDO6P\OLH0D\URZHW]0XUSK\ /RXLV 
1RQHWKHOHVV overwhelming administrative tasks distraction from teaching mistrust,
competition with colleaguesDQGlack of principal’s supportWHQGWRGLVFRXUDJHWHDFKHUV
IURPDVVXPLQJOHDGHUVKLSUHVSRQVLELOLWLHV +DOOHWDO+DUULV+XOSLDHWDO
0XUSK\HWDO $OWRJHWKHUPRWLYDWRUVDQGGHPRWLYDWRUVWKDWHPHUJHG
IURP +HU]EHUJ¶V WZRIDFWRU WKHRU\   DQG VHYHUDO HDUOLHU GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
VWXGLHVIRUPHGWKHYDULDEOHVRIWKLVVHFWLRQ
Reliability and validity

7KHZKROHVXUYH\GDWDVHWZDVWHVWHGWRILQGWKHQRQUDQGRPSDWWHUQVRIPLVVLQJQHVVLQ
LWHPYDOXHV7KH/LWWOH¶V  WHVWLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHPLVVLQJGDWDRIWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\
ZHUHFRPSOHWHO\UDQGRPO\GLVWULEXWHGȤ   S 7KHUHOLDELOLW\
WHVWH[DPLQHGKRZFRQVLVWHQWWKHVXUYH\SURGXFHGWKHUHVXOWV,QWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\WKH
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&URQEDFK¶V DOSKD YDOXH LQ HDFK VHFWLRQ ZDV DERYH  VXJJHVWLQJ D KLJK LQWHUQDO
FRQVLVWHQF\ :HOOV :ROODFN 7KHYDOLGLW\LQGLFDWHVKRZDFFXUDWHO\WKHVXUYH\
PHDVXUHVZKDWLWZDVVXSSRVHGWRPHDVXUH7KHIDFHYDOLGLW\DQGWKHFRQWHQWYDOLGLW\RI
WKH SUHVHQW VWXG\ ZHUH H[DPLQHG )LUVW DSSO\LQJ WKH UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO
JHQHUDWHGIURPWKHPHWDDQDO\VLVDVWKHWKHRUHWLFDOIUDPHZRUNDOOWKHVXUYH\YDULDEOHV
ZHUH JHQHUDWHG IURP HDUOLHU GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS VWXGLHV HJ +XOSLD HW DO 
0XUSK\HWDO6SLOODQHHWDO 7KLVHQVXUHGWKDWWKHPHDVXUHVZHUHUHOHYDQW
WRGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDQGUHIOHFWHGLWVGLIIHUHQWGLPHQVLRQV6HFRQGWKUHHGLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS UHVHDUFKHUV IURP )LQODQG DQG (QJODQG SURYLGHG WKHLU H[SHUW MXGJHPHQW WR
DVVHVV WKH IDFH YDOLGLW\ RI WKH VXUYH\ FRQWHQW EHIRUH LWV SUHWHVW /DWHU WZR VFKRRO
SULQFLSDOV DQG ILYH WHDFKHUV IURP 6KDQJKDL ZHUH LQYLWHG WR SUHWHVW WKH RQOLQH
TXHVWLRQQDLUH7KHIROORZXSLQWHUYLHZVZLWKWKHVHVHYHQ6KDQJKDLSUHWHVWHHVVKRZHG
WKDWWKHFRQWHQWDQGWUDQVODWLRQRIWKHVXUYH\ILWZHOOLQWKH6KDQJKDLVFKRROFRQWH[W
Participants

6XSSRUWHG E\ WKH 6KDQJKDL 0XQLFLSDO (GXFDWLRQ &RPPLVVLRQ 60(&  WKH VFKRRO
VDPSOLQJ DSSOLHG WKH FULWHULRQ RI VHOHFWLQJ PHGLXPVL]HG PHGLXPOHYHO SHUIRUPLQJ
VFKRROVIURPGLIIHUHQWGLVWULFWVRI6KDQJKDL$OWRJHWKHUVFKRROVZHUHLQYLWHGRXWRI
ZKLFK QLQH DFFHSWHG WKH UHVHDUFK UHTXHVW 7KHVH QLQH VFKRROV FDPH IURP ILYH RXWVNLUW
GLVWULFWVDQGIRXUFHQWUDOGLVWULFWV1RWDEO\GXULQJWKHVDPSOLQJSURFHVVRQHVPDOOVL]HG
KLJKSHUIRUPLQJXSSHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRROZLWKDOWRJHWKHUWHDFKHUVDQGVWXGHQWVZDV
UHFRPPHQGHGE\WKH60(&RIILFLDOVIRULWVGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFH7KXVWHDFKHUV
IURPWKLVVFKRROZHUHLQYLWHGWRSDUWLFLSDWHLQWKHTXDQWLWDWLYHVXUYH\+RZHYHUGXHWR
LWVVPDOOVL]HWKLVVFKRRORQO\SURYLGHGVL[UHVSRQGHQWVZKLFKDPRXQWHGIRURIWKH
ZKROH VXUYH\ SRSXODWLRQ 7KH UHVW HLJKW VFKRROV ZKLFK FRQWULEXWHG  UHVSRQGHQWV
  ZHUH PHGLXPVL]HG PHGLXPOHYHO SHUIRUPLQJ VFKRROV & RPSDULQJ WKH
GHPRJUDSKLFV RI WKHVH HLJKW VFKRROV WR WKH 6KDQJKDL  HGXFDWLRQDO VWDWLVWLFV WKHLU
FODVVVL]HV DERXWVWXGHQWVFODVV WKHSURSRUWLRQVRIPLJUDQWVWXGHQWV DERXWLQ
FRPSUHKHQVLYH DQG ORZHU VHFRQGDU\ VFKRROV  DQG VWXGHQWV¶ DFDGHPLF SHUIRUPDQFH
UHSUHVHQWHG WKH PXQLFLSDO DYHUDJH 6KDQJKDL 0XQLFLSDO 'HYHORSPHQW DQG 5HIRUP
&RPPLVVLRQ 
5HJDUGLQJ WKH RQOLQH VXUYH\ LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ HDFK VFKRRO DVVLJQHG RQH WHDFKHU WR
DVVLVWWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQ7KHVXUYH\ZHEOLQNDQGLWV4XLFN5HVSRQVHFRGHZHUHSRVWHG
RQWKHVFKRROZHEVLWHVDQGLQWKHWHDFKHU¶VRIILFHV7HDFKHUVXVHGWKHLUZRUNFRPSXWHUV
RUPRELOHSKRQHVWRDQVZHUWKHVXUYH\GXULQJWKHEUHDNV
$OWRJHWKHU6KDQJKDLWHDFKHUVSDUWLFLSDWHGLQWKHVXUYH\ZLWKDUHVSRQVH
UDWH$PRQJWKHPZRUNHGIRUIRXUFRPSUHKHQVLYHVFKRROV *UDGHV± 
IRU WZR ORZHU VHFRQGDU\ VFKRROV *UDGHV ±  DQG  IRU WKUHH XSSHU VHFRQGDU\
VFKRROV *UDGHV± 7KHJHQGHUGLVWULEXWLRQZDVPDOHVDQGIHPDOHV
5HJDUGLQJWKHFXUUHQWSRVLWLRQVWKHWHDFKHUVZHUHDOORZHGWRSURYLGHPXOWLSOHDQVZHUV
7KH ODUJHVW SRSXODWLRQ FRPSULVHG VXEMHFW WHDFKHUV  n    $PRQJ DOO WKH
VXEMHFW WHDFKHUV  n    DOVR DVVXPHG UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV DV KRPHURRP WHDFKHUV
$SSUR[LPDWHO\ n  RIWKHWHDFKHUVKHOGVHYHQPLGOHYHOWHDPOHDGHUV¶SRVLWLRQV
KHDGWHDFKHURIWKHJUDGH n  FKDLUSHUVRQRIWKHWHDFKHUV¶XQLRQ n  GLUHFWRURI
VWXGHQWDIIDLUV n  GLUHFWRURIDFDGHPLFDIIDLUV n  GLUHFWRURIJHQHUDOVHUYLFH n
 VXEMHFWOHDGHUV n  DQG<RXQJ3LRQHHUOHDGHUV n  2QO\ n  RIWKH
UHVSRQGHQWV ZHUH VFKRRO WRSOHYHO OHDGHUV LQFOXGLQJ IRXU YLFH SULQFLSDOV DQG WKUHH
&RPPXQLVW3DUW\VHFUHWDULHV7KRVHWRSOHYHOOHDGHUVZKRGHFOLQHGWKHUHVHDUFKUHTXHVW
H[SODLQHGWKDWVFKRROSULQFLSDOVYLFHSULQFLSDOVDQG&RPPXQLVW3DUW\VHFUHWDULHVZHUH
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IXOOWLPHDGPLQLVWUDWRUVDQGWKXVGLGQRWEHORQJWRWKHWHDFKHUFDWHJRU\7KHVXUYH\GDWD
ZHUHSURFHVVHGE\XVLQJ,%063666WDWLVWLFV

Results
Leadership structure and power distance

7KLVVHFWLRQH[DPLQHGWKHSRSXODULW\RIWKHIRXUOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHVDQGWKHLUUHODWLRQV
WRWKHSRZHUGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQWKHSULQFLSDODQGWKHWHDFKHUV$FFRUGLQJWR n 
 RIWKHWHDFKHUVZKRFKRVHRQO\RQHPHWDSKRUWRGHVFULEHWKHLUVFKRROVWUXFWXUHVWKH
PRVWSRSXODUVWUXFWXUHVZHUHWKH pyramid RIWKHWHDFKHUV DQGWKH spider’s
web  %RWKVLJQLILHGRQHVWURQJSRZHUFHQWUHDWWKH]HQLWKRIWKHKLHUDUFK\RUDW
WKHKXERIWKHQHWZRUN,QFRQWUDVW6SLOODQH¶VGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPRGHOWKHorganic
community, ZDV LGHQWLILHG E\  RI WKH WHDFKHUV 7KH ERWWRPXS fountain  
ZKHUHSRZHUUHVLGHGLQWKHKDQGVRIWHDFKHUVZDVWKHOHDVWFRPPRQW\SHLQWKHWHDFKHUV¶
YLHZ
$OWRJHWKHURIWKHWHDFKHUVGHSLFWHGDPHGLXPRUKLJKSRZHUGLVWDQFHLQWKHLU
UHVSHFWLYH VFKRROV 7KH 3HDUVRQ FKLVTXDUH WHVW RI LQGHSHQGHQFH H[DPLQHG WKH
FRUUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHDQGSRZHUGLVWDQFH 7DEOH 

,QVHUW7DEOHKHUH!
7KHLQGHSHQGHQFHWHVWUHVXOWVUHYHDOHGWKDWOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHDQGSRZHUGLVWDQFHKDG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW DVVRFLDWLRQV Ȥ     p   3DUWLFXODUO\ WKLV
GHSHQGHQFHZDVFDXVHGE\WKH pyramid DQGorganic community VWUXFWXUHV$WĮ 
OHYHO WKH WHDFKHUV ZKR OLQNHG WKH pyramid ZLWK D low power distance DQG WKRVH ZKR
DVVRFLDWHGWKH organic community ZLWKDhigh power distanceZHUHVLJQLILFDQWO\XQGHU
UHSUHVHQWHG%\FRQWUDVWWKHWHDFKHUVZKRFRQVLGHUHGWKH pyramid DVKDYLQJDhigh power
distanceDQGWKRVHZKRFRQQHFWHGWKH organic community ZLWKDlowRUmediumpower
distanceZHUHFRQVLGHUDEO\RYHUUHSUHVHQWHG,QFRQFOXVLRQWKHPRVWSRSXODU pyramid
ZDVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDhigh power distance7KH organic community ZDVOLQNHGZLWKDlow
RU medium power distance7KHWHDFKHUVZKRFKRVHWKH fountain DQGWKH spider’s web GLG
QRWVHHPWRFRUUHODWHWKHPZLWKDQ\VSHFLILFUDQJHRIWKHSRZHUGLVWDQFH
7KH UHVW  n    RI WKH WHDFKHUV FRQVLGHUHG WKHLU VFKRROV DV KDYLQJ VHYHUDO
OHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHV7KHPRVWFRPPRQFRPELQDWLRQWKH\LGHQWLILHGFRPSULVHGERWKWKH
pyramid DQGWKH spider’s web RIWHDFKHUV IROORZHGE\WKH spider’s web DQG
organic community FRPELQDWLRQ   %RWK FRPELQDWLRQV ZHUH VHOHFWHG E\ DOO WKH
FRPSUHKHQVLYHDQGORZHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRROWHDFKHUV+RZHYHUWKHILYHXSSHUVHFRQGDU\
VFKRRO WHDFKHUV KHOG YDULRXV RSLQLRQV WZR VHOHFWHG D PL[WXUH RI DOO IRXU PHWDSKRUV
DQRWKHU WZR FKRVH QRQH DQG WKH ILIWK SLFNHG WKH pyramid DQG fountain FRPELQDWLRQ
&RQFHUQLQJ WKH UHODWLRQV EHWZHHQ OHDGHUVKLS VWUXFWXUH DQG SRZHU GLVWDQFH ZKHQ WKH
FRPELQDWLRQVLQFOXGHGWKHorganic communityWKHWHDFKHUVWHQGHGWRFKRRVHDlow power
distanceWRR+RZHYHULIWKHFRPELQDWLRQVHYHQSDUWO\LQYROYHGWKH pyramidWKHSRZHU
GLVWDQFH DSSHDUHG WR EH medium RU high 7KHVH UHVXOWV FRUURERUDWHG WKH PDMRULW\¶V
REVHUYDWLRQV
Leadership as a resource

2QDILYHSRLQW/LNHUWVFDOH  QRQH OLWWOH VRPH DORW GHFLVLYH WKH
VHFRQGVHFWLRQILUVWPHDVXUHGWKHLQIOXHQFHRIWKHOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHV&URQEDFK¶V
UHOLDELOLW\WHVWVKRZHGDQH[FHOOHQWLQWHUQDOFRQVLVWHQF\DPRQJWKHVHLWHPVĮ p
 *HRUJH 0DOOHU\ 7KHFDOFXODWLRQRIWKHPRVWIUHTXHQWO\DSSHDULQJYDOXH
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LQWKHGDWDVHW LHPRGH VKRZHGWKDWDOOWKHUHVRXUFHVH[HUWHGDWOHDVWVRPHLQIOXHQFH
PRGH RQVFKRROOHDGHUVKLSZRUN7KHLQIOXHQFHRIprincipals DQGsuperintendents
ZHUHXQVXUSULVLQJO\GHFLVLYH PRGH  )ROORZLQJWKHVFKRROKLHUDUFK\vice principals
DQG mid-level team leadersZHUHSHUFHLYHGDVWKHVHFRQGPRVWLQIOXHQWLDODFWRUV PRGH 
  /LNHZLVH DUWHIDFWV LQFOXGLQJ school reputation, student test scores, national-level
educational laws DQG local-level educational policies DOVR H[HUWHG D ORW RI LQIOXHQFH
PRGH  7RVRPHH[WHQW PRGH  teachers, students,parentsexternal stakeholders
DQGschool board DORQJZLWKWKHDUWHIDFWVLQFOXGLQJbudget, curriculum, school culture
DQG information-sharing platform, DIIHFWHG WKH VFKRRO GD\WRGD\ ZRUN EXW WKHLU
LQIOXHQFHGLGQRWVHHPWREHWKDWYLWDO
7KH VHFRQG SDUW RI WKLV VHFWLRQ DVNHG WKH WHDFKHUV ZKHWKHU WKH LQIOXHQFH RI HDFK
UHVRXUFHVKRXOGLQFUHDVH LQFUHDVHWRVRPHH[WHQW LQFUHDVHDORW  UHPDLQWKH
VDPH   RU GHFUHDVH GHFUHDVH WR VRPH H[WHQW   GHFUHDVH D ORW    ,Q JHQHUDO
WHDFKHUVIHOWGLVVDWLVILHGZLWKWKHFXUUHQWVLWXDWLRQDQGFDOOHGIRUFKDQJHV7KHLUVWURQJHVW
SUHIHUHQFH ZDV WR LQFUHDVH teachers¶ LQIOXHQFH  RI WKH WHDFKHUV  IROORZHG E\ D
GHVLUH WR OHW WKH school budget   school culture   DQG school reputation
 SOD\VWURQJHUUROHVStudenttest scoresFRQVWLWXWHGWKHILUVWDQGIRUHPRVW  
IDFWRUZKRVHLQIOXHQFHWKHWHDFKHUVZDQWHGWRGHFUHDVH6LPLODUO\DOPRVWRQHWKLUGRIWKH
WHDFKHUV ZDQWHG WR ZHDNHQ WKH LPSDFWV RI superintendents   DQG principals
 6SHDUPDQ¶VFRUUHODWLRQWHVWUHVXOWVIXUWKHUFRQILUPHGWKHDVVRFLDWLRQVDPRQJWKH
WHDFKHUV¶SUHIHUHQFHV7KHPRUHWKHWHDFKHUVZDQWHGWRLQFUHDVHWKHLULPSDFWRQVFKRRO
OHDGHUVKLS ZRUN WKH OHVV WKH\ ZDQWHG WKH student test scores ȡ    p   
superintendents ȡ p DQGprincipals ȡ p WRLQIOXHQFH
Leadership as an agency

2QDIRXUSRLQW/LNHUWVFDOH  QRQH YHU\OLWWOH VRPH DORW WKHWHDFKHUV
HYDOXDWHG WKH DPRXQW RI DJHQF\ H[HUFLVHG E\ SULQFLSDOV PLGOHYHO WHDP OHDGHUV DQG
WHDFKHUVLQOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVVHV&URQEDFK¶VUHOLDELOLW\WHVWVSURYHGWKDWWKHVXEVFDOHV
KDG JRRG LQWHUQDO FRQVLVWHQFLHV SULQFLSDOV¶ DJHQF\ Į    PLGOHYHO WHDP OHDGHUV¶
DJHQF\ Į    DQG WHDFKHUV¶ DJHQF\ Į    *HRUJH  0DOOHU\   7KH
QRQSDUDPHWULF)ULHGPDQ¶VWHVWZDVXVHGWRGHWHFWWKHGLVFUHSDQFLHVDQGWRUDQNWKHYDOXHV
RI HDFK GDWDVHW 7KH UHVXOWV GLVFORVHG WKDW DW Į   OHYHO WKHUH ZDV D VLJQLILFDQW
GLIIHUHQFH LQ WKH DJHQF\ RI SULQFLSDOV PLGOHYHO WHDP OHDGHUV DQG WHDFKHUV 7DEOH 
SUHVHQWVWKHPHDQUDQNVRI)ULHGPDQ¶VWHVWDQGWKHDFFXPXODWHGYDOLGSHUFHQWRISRLQW
DQG

,QVHUW7DEOHKHUH!

$WWKHEHWZHHQJURXSVOHYHOIRUPDOVFKRROOHDGHUVLQFOXGLQJSULQFLSDOVDQGPLGOHYHO
WHDP OHDGHUV VHHPHG PRUH DJHQWLF WKDQ WHDFKHUV LQ PRVW RI WKH OHDGHUVKLS SURFHVVHV
H[FHSWIRUleading students’ learning7KHJHQHUDOWHQGHQF\DSSHDUHGWRPDWFKWKHVFKRRO
KLHUDUFK\7KHKLJKHUSRVLWLRQRQHKHOGWKHPRUHDJHQF\RQHH[HUFLVHG
$W WKH ZLWKLQJURXS OHYHO DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH DFFXPXODWHG YDOLG SHUFHQW WKH WHDFKHUV
UHSRUWHGWKDWWKHSULQFLSDOV¶DJHQF\ZDVVWURQJO\SUHVHQWHGLQdelegating tasksmanaging
administrative work DQG evaluating school performance 7KH PLGOHYHO WHDP OHDGHUV¶
DJHQF\ ZDV PRVWO\ REVHUYHG LQ delegating tasks, managing administrative work DQG
leading teacher teams 7KH WHDFKHUV¶ DJHQF\ ZDV PRVW YLVLEOH LQ leading students’
learning DQG developing school culture EXW ZHDNO\ SUHVHQWHG LQ RWKHU OHDGHUVKLS
SURFHVVHV
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Motivators and demotivators

7KHODVWVHFWLRQHYDOXDWHGWHDFKHUV¶ZRUNORDGDQGWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIPRWLYDWRUVDQG
GHPRWLYDWRUVEHKLQGWKHLUSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSRQDILYHSRLQW/LNHUW
VFDOH  QRWDWDOO YHU\OLWWOH VRPHGHJUHH TXLWHDELW DJUHDWGHDO 7KH
UHOLDELOLW\WHVWVVKRZHGWKDW&URQEDFK¶VDOSKDZDVIRUWKHPRWLYDWRUVDQGIRU
WKHGHPRWLYDWRUVERWKVXJJHVWLQJDQH[FHOOHQWLQWHUQDOFRQVLVWHQF\ *HRUJH 0DOOHU\
 
%HLQJDVNHGWRDVVHVVWKHLUZRUNORDG n = RIWKHWHDFKHUVUHSRUWHGWKHLU
ZRUNORDGDVtoo heavy n = PDQDJHGLWjust fineDQGOHVVWKDQ n = 
FODLPHGWKDWLWZDVtoo light7KHODWWHUWZRJURXSVZHUHFRPELQHGLQWRWHDFKHUVZLWKD
PDQDJHDEOHZRUNORDGJURXSWREHFRPSDUHGZLWKWKHRYHUORDGHGWHDFKHUVJURXS,WZDV
K\SRWKHVLVHGWKDWWKHRYHUORDGHGWHDFKHUVZHUHPRWLYDWHGDQGGHPRWLYDWHGE\GLIIHUHQW
IDFWRUVFRPSDUHGWRWKHRQHVZKRUHSRUWHGDPDQDJHDEOHZRUNORDG7DEOHVKRZVWKH
FKLVTXDUH WHVW UHVXOWV DQG WKH DFFXPXODWHG YDOLG SHUFHQW RI SRLQWV  WR  IRU HDFK
PRWLYDWRU

,QVHUW7DEOHKHUH!

7KH FKLVTXDUH WHVW UHVXOWV UHMHFWHG WKH K\SRWKHVLV $W WKH EHWZHHQJURXS OHYHO WKH
RYHUORDGHGWHDFKHUVDQGWKHRQHVZLWKDPDQDJHDEOHZRUNORDGKHOGYHU\VLPLODURSLQLRQV
RQWKHPRVWHIIHFWLYHPRWLYDWRUV$WWKHZLWKLQJURXSOHYHOERWKJURXSVLGHQWLILHGWKH
VDPH WRS VL[ PRWLYDWRUV DOWKRXJK WKH UDQNLQJV GLIIHUHG VOLJKWO\ 3DUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSZDVVWURQJO\GULYHQE\career opportunities7KHPRWLYDWRUVUHODWHG
WR RWKHU PHPEHUV¶ DJHQF\ LQFOXGLQJ principal’s support, colleagues’ recognition DQG
trust ZHUH UDQNHG KLJK E\ ERWK JURXSV /LNHZLVH LI WKH WHDFKHUV IRXQG WKDW WKH tasks
matched their expertiseWKH\ZHUHPRUHZLOOLQJWRDVVXPHH[WUDUHVSRQVLELOLWLHV+DYLQJ
enough time DSSHDUHG YLWDO WRR ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ FRPSDUHG WR WKH UHPDLQLQJ  IDFWRUV
FRQVLGHUDEO\ IHZHU WHDFKHUV LQ ERWK JURXSV ZHUH PRWLYDWHG E\ extra pay RU official
leadership title
$VLPLODUDQDO\VLVZDVFDUULHGRXWIRUWKHGHPRWLYDWRUV7DEOHSUHVHQWVWKHFKL
VTXDUHUHVXOWVDQGWKHDFFXPXODWHGYDOLGSHUFHQWRISRLQWVWR

,QVHUW7DEOHKHUH!

5HVHPEOLQJWKHPRWLYDWRUVWKHUHZDVDOPRVWQRGLIIHUHQFHFRQFHUQLQJWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVV
RIGHPRWLYDWRUVIRUERWKWHDFKHUJURXSV7KHRQO\VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWEHWZHHQJURXS
GLVFUHSDQF\ZDVno extra payȤ    p 7KHUHVXOWVXJJHVWHGWKDWLIWKH
WHDFKHUV ZHUH DVNHG WR OHDG ZLWK no extra pay WKH RYHUORDGHG RQHV IHOW VOLJKWO\ PRUH
GLVFRXUDJHG WKDQ WKRVH ZLWK D PDQDJHDEOH ZRUNORDG $QRWKHU KLJKO\ LQWHUHVWLQJ
REVHUYDWLRQ ZDV WKDW ERWK ZLWKLQJURXS UDQNLQJV VKRZHG no extra pay DQG no official
leadership titleDVDPRQJWKHOHDVWHIIHFWLYHGHPRWLYDWRUVVXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKHDEVHQFHRI
WKH RWKHU  IDFWRUV ZDV FRQVLGHUHG PRUH GLVFRXUDJLQJ WKDQ WKH ODFN RI PRQH\ DQG
OHDGHUVKLSWLWOH
7KHabsence of the principal’s support ZDVWKHVWURQJHVWGHPRWLYDWRUIRUERWKJURXSV
6LPLODUO\WKHWHDFKHUVWHQGHGWRZLWKGUDZIURPGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLIWKH\IDFHGno
career opportunities, insufficient financial resources DQG distraction from teaching
$PRQJWKHWRSVL[GHPRWLYDWRUVWKHRYHUORDGHGWHDFKHUVDOVRKLJKOLJKWHGno decisionmaking autonomy DQG excessive administrative work WREHGLVFRXUDJLQJ)RUWKHWHDFKHUV
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ZLWKDPDQDJHDEOHZRUNORDGWKHWKLUGDQGIRXUWKVWURQJHVWGHPRWLYDWRUVZHUHmistrust
from othersDQGtask mismatching expertiseUHVSHFWLYHO\

'LVFXVVLRQ
7KURXJK WKH OHQV RI WKH UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO WKLV VWXG\ DQVZHUHG WKH WZR
UHVHDUFK TXHVWLRQV :KDW DUH WKH PDQLIHVWDWLRQV RI GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS LQ 6KDQJKDL
VFKRROV" :KDW DUH WKH IDYRXUDEOH FRQGLWLRQV WR SURPRWH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS WR
6KDQJKDL WHDFKHUV" ,Q FRQWUDVW WR .HQQHG\ DQG /HH¶V  S   FRQFOXVLRQ WKDW
³WUDQVIRUPDWLRQDODQGGLVWULEXWLYHOHDGHUVKLSPRGHOVZHUHSUREOHPDWLF´LQ$VLDQVFKRROV
ZLWKDKLJKSRZHUGLVWDQFHWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\GLVFRYHUHGWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSZDV
PRVWIUHTXHQWO\PDQLIHVWHGLQWKHWRS±GRZQpyramid VWUXFWXUHZLWKDhigh power distance
7KHUHVXOWVUHYHDOHGWKDWWKHKLJKHUSRVLWLRQRQHKDGLQWKHKLHUDUFK\WKHPRUHUHVRXUFHV
RQHSRVVHVVHGDQGWKHPRUHDJHQF\RQHSUDFWLVHG7KLVFRQFOXVLRQHFKRHV:DONHU¶V 
S REVHUYDWLRQWKDW³WKHYDOXHVRIKDUPRQ\DQGKLHUDUFK\LQ&KLQHVHVRFLHWLHVUHODWH
WRWKHPDLQWHQDQFHRIUHODWLRQVKLSVDQGSRZHUVWUXFWXUHV´
7KHVHFRQGPRVWSRSXODUGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPDQLIHVWDWLRQZDVWKH spider’s web
VWUXFWXUH$OWKRXJKWKHFKLVTXDUHWHVWIDLOHGWRSURYHLWVFRUUHODWLRQZLWKDVSHFLILFUDQJH
RISRZHUGLVWDQFHWKLVVWUXFWXUHVKDUHGRQHFRPPRQIHDWXUHZLWKWKH pyramid,LQYROYLQJ
WKHFHQWUDOUROHRIWKHVFKRROSULQFLSDO7KLVFRQFOXVLRQZDVUHSHDWHGO\FRQILUPHGLQRWKHU
VHFWLRQVRIWKHVXUYH\)URPWKHUHVRXUFHSHUVSHFWLYHWKHWHDFKHUVUDQNHGWKHLUSULQFLSDOV
DVWKHPRVWLQIOXHQWLDOSHUVRQVZLWKDGHFLVLYHLPSDFWRQVFKRROOHDGHUVKLSZRUN)URP
WKHDJHQF\SHUVSHFWLYHDOWKRXJKWKHSULQFLSDOVGLGQRWGLUHFWO\OHDGVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJ
SURFHVV WKHLU DJHQF\ ZDV VLJQLILFDQWO\ VWURQJHU WKDQ WKDW RI WKH WHDP OHDGHUV DQG WKH
WHDFKHUVLQWKHRWKHUQLQHOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVVHV0RUHLPSRUWDQWO\WKHWHDFKHUVIHOWJUHDWO\
PRWLYDWHGWRSDUWLFLSDWHLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLIWKH\UHFHLYHGWKHSULQFLSDO¶VVXSSRUW
ZKLOH LWV DEVHQFH PLJKW FRQVLGHUDEO\ GLVFRXUDJH WHDFKHUV IURP DVVXPLQJ H[WUD
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV +HQFH LQ OLQH ZLWK VHYHUDO UHOHYDQW VWXGLHV FRQGXFWHG LQ WKH ZHVWHUQ
FRQWH[W WKH SUHVHQW VWXG\ FRQILUPHG WKH VFKRRO SULQFLSDO¶V HVVHQWLDO UROH LQ HQDFWLQJ
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDOVRLQ6KDQJKDLVFKRROV HJ+HOOHU )LUHVWRQH+XOSLDHW
DO  /HLWKZRRG HW DO  0XUSK\  0XUSK\ HW DO  6P\OLH 
6SLOODQHHWDO 
$OWRJHWKHUQHDUO\RIWKHWHDFKHUVLGHQWLILHGWKHpyramid DQGspider’s web DVWKH
WZRGRPLQDQWPDQLIHVWDWLRQVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS,QFRQWUDVWOHVVWKDQREVHUYHG
WKHERWWRP±XSfountain LQWKHLUVFKRROV7KLVUHVXOWLPSOLHGWKHJUDVVURRWWHDFKHUV¶ZHDN
LPSDFW RQ WKHLU VXSHULRUV 7KH WHDFKHUV¶ GHVLUHV WR DGMXVW WKH UHVRXUFH GLVWULEXWLRQ
DSSHDUHGFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKLVREVHUYDWLRQ7HDFKHUVZLVKHGWRVHHPRUHOHDGHUVKLSFRPH
IURPWHDFKHUVVWXGHQWVDQGSDUHQWVZKLOHOHVVFRQWUROIURPVWXGHQWWHVWVFRUHV
2QHILIWK RI WKH WHDFKHUV GHWHFWHG WKH organic community VWUXFWXUH ZKLFK LV
FRPPRQO\ VHHQ DV WKH IOH[LEOH HPHUJHQW DQG SUDFWLFHFHQWUHG GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
PRGHO,WVH[LVWHQFHPD\EHH[SODLQHGE\WKHV\VWHPOHYHOSRZHUGHFHQWUDOLVDWLRQUHIRUP
LQ &KLQD VLQFH WKH PLGV $FFRUGLQJ WR <DQJ DQG +X   WKH YHUWLFDO OLQH RI
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQEHJDQWRGLPLQLVKZKLOHWKHWHDFKLQJUHODWHGXQLWVVWDUWHGWRH[SDQG7KLV
PD\KDYHWUDQVIRUPHGWKHOHDGHUVKLSVWUXFWXUHVLQVRPH6KDQJKDLVFKRROV'XULQJWKH
SDVWWZRGHFDGHVVFKRROEDVHGFXUULFXOXPGHYHORSPHQWDQGLQGLYLGXDOLVHGWHDFKLQJKDYH
EHFRPH WZR SRSXODU WDVNV WKDW LQYLWH DJHQF\ DQG UHVRXUFHV IURP WHDFKHUV VWXGHQWV
SDUHQWVDQGRWKHUVWDNHKROGHUV /L0HQJ 7LDQ=KXDQJ 7KXVWKH
organic community LVQRWDFRPSOHWHO\ZHVWHUQLQIOXHQFHRQ&KLQDLWDOVRPDWFKHVWKH
DJHQGDRIFRQWHPSRUDU\&KLQHVHHGXFDWLRQDOUHIRUPVWRR/DZ S GHVFULEHV
WKLV SKHQRPHQRQ DV &KLQHVH VFKRRO OHDGHUV FUHDWLYHO\ HPEHGGLQJ ERWK &KLQHVH DQG
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$QJOR$PHULFDQOHDGHUVKLSYDOXHVLQWKHVFKRROVWUXFWXUHZKHUHSRZHUFHQWUDOLVDWLRQDQG
GHFHQWUDOLVDWLRQFRH[LVW
$%DQJODGHVKGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSFDVHVWXG\GLVFRYHUHGWKDWFRPSDUHGWRIRUPDO
OHDGHUVWHDFKHUVZLHOGHGPRUHLQIOXHQFHRQLQVWUXFWLRQDOSUDFWLFHVDQGVFKRROFXUULFXODU
ZRUN 0XOOLFN6KDUPD 'HSSHOHU $OWKRXJKDVLPLODUFRQFOXVLRQZDVGUDZQLQ
WKH SUHVHQW VWXG\ UHJDUGLQJ 6KDQJKDL WHDFKHUV¶ VWURQJ DJHQF\ LQ OHDGLQJ VWXGHQWV¶
OHDUQLQJWKHLUZHDNDJHQF\SUHVHQWHGLQRWKHUVFKRROOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVVHVVKRXOGQRWEH
RYHUORRNHG0XUSK\HWDO¶V S HPSLULFDOVWXG\DOHUWVXVWKDWVWUXFWXUDOFKDQJH
E\ LWVHOI LV LQVXIILFLHQW WR EULQJ SRVLWLYH RXWFRPHV 0DNLQJ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS DQ
DXWKHQWLFDQGVXVWDLQDEOHDSSURDFKHQDEOLQJWHDFKHUV¶DJHQF\LVLQGLVSHQVDEOH
5HJDUGLQJ PRWLYDWRUV DQG GHPRWLYDWRUV LW LV QRWHZRUWK\ WKDW WKH PRVW HIIHFWLYH
PRWLYDWRUVGLGQRWVHHPWRLQFUHDVHWKHILQDQFLDOEXUGHQRUDGGH[WUDOD\HUVWRWKHVFKRRO
KLHUDUFK\,QVWHDGHQJDJLQJWHDFKHUVLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVHHPHGWRUHTXLUHVWURQJ
DJHQF\IURPERWKSULQFLSDODQGFROOHDJXHVLQWKHIRUPVRIVKRZLQJVXSSRUWUHFRJQLWLRQ
DQGWUXVW)URPWKHDJHQF\DVSHFWWKHOHDGHUVKLSRSSRUWXQLWLHVSURYLGHGE\VXSHULRUVDQG
FROOHDJXHV KHDYLO\ GHWHUPLQH LQGLYLGXDOV¶ SURSRVLWLRQV DQG DFWLRQV VHH DOVR &DOGZHOO
 &L    )URP WKH UHVRXUFH DVSHFW RIIHULQJ FDUHHU RSSRUWXQLWLHV WLPH DQG
SXUSRVHIXOO\GHVLJQHGWDVNVDSSHDUHGYLWDOWRR +XOSLDHWDO S GLVFRYHUHG
WHDFKHUV¶RUJDQLVDWLRQDOFRPPLWPHQWSRVLWLYHO\FRUUHODWHGZLWKWKHTXDOLW\VXSSRUWIURP
WKH OHDGHUVKLS WHDP EXW DVVRFLDWHG RQO\ WR D OHVVHU H[WHQW ZLWK SDUWLFLSDWLYH VFKRRO
GHFLVLRQPDNLQJ/LNHZLVHWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\IRXQGRIIHULQJdecision-making autonomy
OHVV HIIHFWLYH WKDQ FUHDWLQJ D VXSSRUWLYH DQG WUXVWLQJ ZRUN HQYLURQPHQW $QRWKHU NH\
PRWLYDWRU LQGLFDWHG WKDW 6KDQJKDL WHDFKHUV ZRXOG DVVXPH OHDGHUVKLS RQO\ LI WKH WDVNV
PDWFKHGWKHLUH[SHUWLVH,WFDQEHLQWHUSUHWHGWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSGRHVQRWVLPSO\
HTXDWHWRVKDULQJWKHZRUNORDGZLWKDVPDQ\SHRSOHDVSRVVLEOH,WUHTXLUHVDSXUSRVHIXO
GHVLJQ
7KHVXUYH\UHVXOWVFRQFHUQLQJWKHGHPRWLYDWRUVVKHGOLJKWRQKRZWRDYRLGLPSDLULQJ
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLacks of principal’s support and career opportunities wereOLVWHG
DPRQJWKHWRS2QFHDJDLQDJHQF\DQGUHVRXUFHZRUNVKDQGLQKDQG$OWKRXJK+HU]EHUJ
 FDWHJRULVHVVDODU\DQGVWDWXVDVK\JLHQHIDFWRUVWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\IRXQGWKDWno
extra payDQGno official leadership title PLJKWGHPRWLYDWHWHDFKHUVWRVRPHH[WHQWEXW
WKHLU LPSDFW ZDV OHVV IDWDO WKDQ WKDW RI WKH RWKHU IDFWRUV )URP WKH UHVRXUFH DVSHFW
insufficient financial resourcesDQGdistraction from teachingZHUHUDQNHGKLJKLPSO\LQJ
WKDWHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVKRXOGDYRLGEXUGHQLQJWHDFKHUVZLWKPLVFHOODQHRXV
HUUDQGV WKDW FRQIOLFWHG ZLWK WKHLU WHDFKLQJ 7KRXJK 6KDQJKDL WHDFKHUV VHHPHG OHVV
FRQFHUQHGDERXWQRH[WUDSD\WRLQGLYLGXDOVWKH\UHTXLUHGVXIILFLHQWILQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHV
WRVXSSRUWWKHZRUNHQDFWPHQW

,PSOLFDWLRQDQGOLPLWDWLRQV
7KLVSDSHUDVVHVVHG6KDQJKDLWHDFKHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQVRQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSXQGHUWKH
UHVRXUFH±DJHQF\GXDOLW\PRGHO6HYHUDOQRWHZRUWK\LPSOLFDWLRQVQHHGWREHKLJKOLJKWHG
7KHRUHWLFDOO\ WKH HPSLULFDO GDWD IXUWKHU FRQILUPHG WKH VLJQLILFDQFH RI DJHQF\ DV DQ
LQVHSDUDEOHSDUWRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPRGHO(PSKDVLVLQJDJHQF\IURPVXSHULRUVDQG
FROOHDJXHVVHHPHGWREHPRUHHIIHFWLYHWKDQPHUHO\SURYLGLQJRUJDQLVDWLRQDOUHVRXUFHV
VXFKDVILQDQFLDOLQFHQWLYHVRUSRVLWLRQDOSRZHU
3UDFWLFDOO\WKLVVWXG\PD\VHUYHDVDEDVHIRUWKHRQJRLQJHGXFDWLRQDOUHIRUPZKLFK
DLPVDWVWUHDPOLQLQJWKHHGXFDWLRQDODGPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGGHOHJDWLQJPRUHSRZHUWRORFDO
VFKRROV LQ &KLQD 7KH UHIRUP LQLWLDWLYHV LQFOXGH UHSODFLQJ H[FHVVLYH WRS±GRZQ
LQVSHFWLRQVDQGWHVWVFRUHEDVHGHYDOXDWLRQVZLWKPXOWLIDFHWHGSURIHVVLRQDOHYDOXDWLRQ
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DQGHPSRZHULQJVFKRROVWROHDGSHGDJRJ\SHUVRQQHOILQDQFHHGXFDWLRQDOUHVHDUFKDQG
LQWHUQDWLRQDO FROODERUDWLRQ PRUH LQGHSHQGHQWO\ &KLQHVH 0LQLVWU\ RI (GXFDWLRQ 
 8QGHUWKHSULQFLSDODFFRXQWDELOLW\V\VWHP&KLQHVHWHDFKHUVVWXGHQWVDQGSDUHQWV
DUHH[SHFWHGWRSOD\DVWURQJHUUROHLQSURPRWLQJVFKRROGHPRFUDF\ &KLQHVH0LQLVWU\RI
(GXFDWLRQ 7DNHQWRJHWKHUWKHVHLQLWLDWLYHVDSSHDUWRPDWFKWKHNH\UHVXOWVRIWKH
SUHVHQW VWXG\ 3UDFWLFDO VXJJHVWLRQV ZHUH SURYLGHG WR ERWK SROLF\ PDNHUV DQG VFKRRO
SUDFWLWLRQHUV ZKR LQWHQG WR PRWLYDWH 6KDQJKDL WHDFKHUV WR SDUWLFLSDWH LQ GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS
)LQDOO\DIHZOLPLWDWLRQVRIWKLVVWXG\QHHGWREHDGGUHVVHG)LUVWVLQFHWKHVWXG\RQO\
LQYHVWLJDWHGWHDFKHUVIURPQLQH6KDQJKDLVFKRROVLWPLJKWSRVHWKHULVNRIJHQHUDOLVLQJ
WKHUHVXOWVWRWKHHQWLUH6KDQJKDLPXQLFLSDOLW\RUWKHRWKHUUHJLRQVRI&KLQD6HFRQGDV
SDUWRIDODUJHUFRPSDUDWLYHVWXG\WKHVWXG\PDLQO\FRQGXFWHGDGHVFULSWLYHDQDO\VLVRI
TXDQWLWDWLYHGDWDDQGGLGQRWH[DPLQHWKHLQWHUQDOFDXVDOUHODWLRQVDPRQJWKHGLIIHUHQW
IDFWRUV7KLVOLPLWDWLRQFDOOVIRUIXUWKHUTXDOLWDWLYHVWXGLHVWRH[SORUHWKHFRPSOH[LW\RI
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQWKH&KLQHVHFRQWH[W
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Finnish teachers’ perceptions on distributed leadership: resource and agency

Abstract
Applying the resource–agency duality model, this paper examines Finnish teachers’
perceptions on distributed leadership. A total of 203 comprehensive and secondary
school teachers responded to an online survey that investigated the following aspects
within the Finnish school context: leadership structures and power distance, leadership
as a resource, leadership as an agency, and motivators and demotivators underlying
teachers’ participation in leadership tasks. The survey results showed that Finnish
schools did not have a one common leadership structure. The resource and agency
distributions showed both alignment and misalignment. In particular, the misalignment
was manifested in the tight school budgets, local educational policies, and national
educational laws whose impact the Finnish teachers wanted to decrease. Meanwhile, the
teachers wanted to exercise stronger agency together with mid-level team leaders and
students. Time, financial resources, and trust were identified as the most powerful
driving force behind distributed leadership. Teachers were motivated to lead if the tasks
matched their expertise and did not disturb their teaching. In contrast, leadership titles
or assigning administrative tasks were less effective in promoting distributed leadership
among Finnish teachers.
Keywords: distributed leadership, resource–agency duality model, Finnish schools
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Introduction
The over-attribution of organizational success to an individual leader’s performance has
given rise to the notion the “romance of leadership,” which has intrigued scholars for
centuries (Meindl 1995; Meindl, Ehrlich, Dukerich, 1985). However, over the past two
decades, this notion has been challenged by a growing body of literature on the theme of
distributed leadership. These findings reveal that there are other factors, besides
individual leaders, that play an equal, if not more, significant role in organizations. The
concept of distributed leadership has gained considerable popularity in the school
context because leadership in the teaching and learning domain has become more
dynamic and interactive. Individual principals can no longer handle all the
administrative and pedagogical tasks alone (Kangas, Venninen, Ojala, 2015; O’Connor,
Day, 2007). Recent development in distributed leadership suggests that achieving
organizational goals should not be the only criterion for measuring the value of
distributed leadership (Fitzgerald, Gunter, 2006; Lumby, 2013). The ethical foundations
of distributed leadership should be also examined from the individual perspective,
especially in terms of how organizations provide and support agency from individuals
and communities (Tian, Risku, Collin, 2015; Woods, Bennett, Harvey, Wise, 2004;
Woods, Woods, 2013).
The present study examines the landscape of distributed leadership in Finnish
comprehensive and secondary schools from the viewpoint of teachers. Applying the
resource–agency duality model, this study aims to answer what kind of leadership has
been distributed to whom and how (Tian, et al., 2015). Finland has been chosen as the
research context for three reasons. First, Finland has been one of the most consistent top
performers on the OECD Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) tests
since 2000. Investigating distributed leadership in a high-performing education system
is likely to shed light on its successes. Second, according to Sahlberg (2015),
Hargreaves and Shirley (2012), Finnish education follows a different path of
development, which steers away from standardized testing, student streaming, and
competition. Most of the existing literature on distributed leadership investigates
competition-driven educational systems such as those in the U.S. and the U.K. Very few
studies examined how distributed leadership functions in an equity-driven system like
Finland. Third, since the 1960s, Finnish education has been driven by the basic values
of promoting equity, local autonomy, and flexibility (Aho, Pitkänen, Sahlberg, 2006).
In fact, since the 1980s, educational administration has been gradually decentralized to
local municipalities and schools. With increasing teacher autonomy, distributed
leadership has emerged an inevitable trend in the Finnish schooling context (Kangas, et
al., 2015; Sahlberg, 2015).
1. Theoretical framework
The theoretical framework underpinning this study is the resource–agency duality
model proposed in Tian, Risku and Collin’s (2015) meta-analysis of distributed
leadership in 2002–2013. According to Tian et al., distributed leadership has two
distinct and yet intertwined aspects. From the organizational aspect, leadership as a
resource is distributed at various hierarchical levels to serve organizational purposes.
From the individual aspect, leadership as an agency is exercised by various actors and
artefacts to influence work processes as individuals or communities. Mapping the
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distribution of leadership resources and agency reveals the manifestations of distributed
leadership in practice.
Tian et al. (2015) also reported that to date very few distributed leadership studies have
taken both organizational and individual aspects into account. Scholars who hold a
prescriptive–normative view on distributed leadership tend to focus mainly on the
organizational aspect. As a result, most empirical studies investigate causal relations
between distributed leadership and students’ test performance, school effectiveness,
financial achievement, and other measurable outcomes stipulated in the government
agenda (Gunter, Hall, Bragg, 2013; Hartley, 2010; Woods, Woods, 2013). Following
that line of thinking, many educational systems tend to set educational priorities
according to competitive values (Hartley, 2010; Sahlberg, 2015), which advocate
distributing resources through rigorous competitions such as standardized tests, league
tables, labor market-oriented curricula, and cost effective pedagogical approaches. In
contrast, individual agency in distributed leadership has been largely understudied (Tian
et al, 2015). Lumby (2013) criticizes many distributed leadership studies for being
silent about the power issues and taking the micro-politics for granted. One recent
research which closely examines the use and abuse of power reveals that some
distributed leadership approaches which serve the short-term school goals seem to
restrain leaders’, teachers’, and students’ agency and eventually hinder sustainable
development in the long run (Tian, Collin, forthcoming). Since organizational goals
may be at odds with individual agency, it is vital to examine both aspects of distributed
leadership simultaneously. In the present study, the resource–agency duality model has
been applied to acquire a more comprehensive understanding of distributed leadership
in Finnish schools.
2. Research question and design
A quantitative approach has been used to answer two research questions. What are the
manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resource and agency in Finnish
schools? What are the key motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish teachers’
participation in distributed leadership?
Instrument
The present article utilized data from 203 Finnish teachers collected via an online
survey titled Distributed leadership in Finnish and Shanghai Schools (Teacher
questionnaire) for a larger comparative study of distributed leadership in Finnish and
Shanghai schools. The questionnaire sought demographic information such as the
respondents’ gender, school type, and current teaching and leadership positions. Two
modifications were made to the Chinese version to ensure that the list of current
positions was suited to the Finnish context.
First, the roles of vice-principals and assistant principals were separated. In Finland,
municipalities are the main providers of primary and secondary level education.
Municipal education bureaus autonomously decide whether to appoint a vice-principal
(Vararehtori in Finnish) or an assistant principal (Apulaisrehtori) in local public schools.
A vice-principal usually refers to a temporary leadership position that allows a teacher
to exercise the authority of a principal when he/she is away for a long period of time.
The assistant principal, on the other hand, is a formal leadership position with regulated
working hours for school administration and a school-based job description. Assistant
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principals usually co-lead with the principals on a daily basis in addition to executing
their teaching duties (Mäkelä, 2007).
Second, a special education teacher was added to the list of current positions. In 2011,
the Finnish special education amendment stipulated that schools should provide threetier (i.e., general, intensified, and special) support to students (Finnish National Board
of Education, 2011). Finnish schools are obliged to recruit special education teachers
who provide part- or full-time support to students. Because a special education teacher
is not present in most Shanghai public schools, it was excluded from the Chinese
version of the questionnaire, to avoid confusion.
The second part of the questionnaire applied the distributed leadership resource–agency
duality model to answer the two research questions. It comprised four sections:
leadership structures and power distance, leadership as a resource, leadership as an
agency, and motivators and demotivators. The first three sections identify the
manifestations of distributed leadership in Finnish schools in terms of resource and
agency. The fourth section identifies the strongest drivers of Finnish teachers’
motivation to lead. Table 1 summarizes the key variables of each section.
[Insert Table 1 here]
The leadership structures and power distance section required the respondents to choose
one or several metaphors to describe their school administrative structures, and then to
rate the power distance between the school principal and teachers on a 0–10 continuous
scale. The purpose of this section was to examine the correlation between administrative
structures and power distance. Gronn (2000) depicted distributed leadership as a fluid
and emergent phenomenon, contrary to fixed and stagnant leadership. Other scholars
reported that distributed leadership can be manifested in one or multiple power centers
which exercise micro politics, formal and informal leadership, and rhetorical partnership
(Björk, Blase, 2009; Bolden, 2011; Lumby, 2009; Spillane, 2006; Storey, 2004). By
combining the ideas of the power source (one vs. multiple power centers) and structure
stability (fixed vs. flexible), four metaphors of leadership structures were created. The
pyramid had one fixed power center at the zenith of the hierarchy, distributing leadership
from top to down; the fountain was built on multiple power centers at the bottom,
exercising bottom-up leadership with a stable nature; the spider’s web structure contained
one power center at the center but instilled flexibility in team building; and organic
community comprised multiple power centers and flexibly formed teams in response to
the external task environment. The power distance scale (0–10) was divided into three
categories for statistical analysis: low (0–3.33), medium (3.34–6.67), and high (6.68–10).
In the leadership as a resource section, respondents were asked to evaluate the strength
of influence of 17 actors and artefacts on a 1–5 scale (1 = none, 2 = little, 3 = some, 4 =
a lot, 5 = decisive) and express their wishes to increase (2 = increase a lot, 1 = increase
some), decrease (-2 = decrease a lot, -1 = decrease some), or maintain (0= maintain the
same) the influence of each item. The purpose of this section was to identify the
dominant actors and artefacts serving as key leadership resources in Finnish schools.
The selection of 17 items was based on previous findings on distributed leadership.
Formal leaders, such as principal, vice-/assistant principal, team leaders, and
superintendents, have been widely recognized as the gatekeepers who nurture or
undermine the leadership from others (Gunter, et al., 2013; Harris, 2012; Mayrowetz,
Murphy, Louis, Smylie,2009; Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, Myers, 2007). Informal
leaders, which mainly refers to non-leading teachers, students, parents, and external
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stakeholders, exert their impact on leadership in a less visible way, which can either
align or misalign with the agendas of the formal leaders (Hulpia, Devos, 2009; Jäppinen,
Sarja, 2012; Leithwood, Mascall, Strauss, Sacks, Memon, Yashkina, 2007; Leithwood,
Jantzi, 2000; Menon, 2005; Pederson, Yager, Yager, 2012; Spillane, Camburn, Pareja,
2007). Artefacts, including student test scores, curriculum, school culture, budget,
timetable, information-sharing platform, school reputation, national educational laws,
and local educational policies have served as powerful tools that constitute the
interactions between leaders, followers, and the situations in distributed leadership
(Gunter, et al., 2013; Hartley, 2010; Murphy, Smylie, Louis., 2009; Spillane, Halverson,
Diamond, 2004; Spillane, 2006; Timperley, 2005).
The leadership as an agency section examined another aspect of the resource–agency
duality model. The respondents rated the agency exercised by the school principal,
mid-level team leaders, and teachers on 10 concrete work processes on a 0–4 scale (0 =
not sure, 1 = none, 2 = very little, 3 = some, 4 = a lot). These 10 processes, which
covered administrative, pedagogical, strategic development, and relationship building
dimensions of school leadership work, were synthesized from several significant
distributed leadership studies (e.g., Anderson, Moore, Sun, 2009; Mayrowetz, et al.,
2009; Spillane, et al., 2007; Timperley, 2005). The administrative processes covered
managing administrative work, delegating tasks and leading teacher teams; the
pedagogical processes comprised leading students’ learning and evaluating school
performance; the strategic development processes consisted of setting school vision,
making strategic plans, and providing resources; and the relationship-building
processes referred to developing school culture and networking with stakeholders.
The motivators and demotivators section first surveyed Finnish teachers’ perceptions of
their workload (1 = too heavy, 2 = just fine, 3 = too little) and then asked the teachers to
evaluate the effectiveness of 12 motivators and 12 demotivators on a six-point Likert
scale (0 = not sure, 1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = some degree, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a
great deal). The items in this section served two purposes: first, they examined the
relationships between workload and teachers’ motivation to lead, and second, they
helped rank the effectiveness of motivators and demotivators in the Finnish context. The
12 motivators and 12 demotivators were derived from Herzberg’s (1964) two-factor
theory along with several other distributed leadership studies (e.g. Fairman, Mackenzie,
2015; Gunter, et al., 2013; Hulpia, Devos, Rosseel, Vlerick., 2012; Smylie, Mayrowetz,
Murphy, Louis, 2007).
Motivators, which can be associated with Herzberg’s satisfiers, are factors that enhance
people’s extrinsic and intrinsic motivation to carry out certain work. In the early twentyfirst century, researchers identified two types of motivation to lead (MTL): affective
MTL and social normative MTL (Brockner, Higgins, 2001; Kark, Van Dijk, 2007; Van
Dijk, Kluger, 2004). The MTL theory suggests that promotion-focused people are
motivated to lead because they recognize their desire to influence, enjoy the leadership
process, and seek personal development (affective MTL). On the other hand,
prevention-focused people are motivated to lead when they have to carry out duties,
prevent negative outcomes, and seek security (social normative MTL) (Kark, Van Dijk,
2007). The 12 motivators considered in the survey were roughly divided into the two
categories under the affective–social normative MTL framework. The affective MTL
included task matching expertise, career opportunities, decision-making power, official
leadership title, colleagues’ recognition, and principal’s support. The social normative
MTL comprised enough time, democratic culture, trust from others, enough financial
resources, extra pay, and risk-bearing environment.
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Demotivators, which can be linked to Herzberg’s hygiene factors, are factors whose
absence would trigger dissatisfaction or disappointment, preventing people from
carrying out certain tasks (Herzberg, 1964). The 12 demotivators included in the survey
were no extra pay, no official leadership title, no decision-making autonomy, no support
from the principal, no career opportunities, insufficient financial resources, distraction
from teaching, excessive administrative work, competition with colleagues, task
mismatching expertise, punishment for failure, and mistrust from others.
Participants
From December 2013 to September 2015, a total of 203 randomly selected Finnish
teachers participated in the online survey. Of these, 28.6% were males and 71.4% were
female. In terms of the schools they worked at, 36.2% served in comprehensive schools
(Grades 1–9), 48.0% in lower secondary schools (Grades 7–9), and 22.5% in general
upper secondary schools (Grades 10–12). Some teachers worked in more than one type
of school simultaneously and were included in both. When indicating their current
position(s), the respondents chose all the positions that they occupied at that time. The
majority were subject teachers (73.9%), followed by class teachers (10.3%), special
education teachers (7.9%), guidance counsellors (6.4%), assistant principals (3.9%) and
vice-principals (2.5%). Notably, since the present study solely focused on Finnish
teachers’ perceptions on distributed leadership, Finnish principals did not participate in
this survey. Because assistant and vice-principals dedicate only 5-10% of their working
hours to administration and the rest 90-95% to teaching (Mäkelä, 2007), they were
regarded as teachers and invited to participate in the survey.
Reliability and validity
The reliability of the study was first examined by evaluating the missing data. Little’s
(1988) MCAR test showed that the missing data were completely randomly distributed:
Ȥ2 (7401) = 6806.525, p = .977. The absence of a systematic pattern in the missing item
values indicated that the results of the statistical analysis would be trustworthy. Second,
Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated to estimate the internal consistency of the
measure in each section. Results revealed that all the Cronbach’s alpha values were
above .80, suggesting optimal internal consistency (Wells, Wollack, 2003). More
specifically, the 17 items in the leadership as a resource section measured the same
construct: Į = .802, p < .001. In the leadership as an agency section, the Cronbach
alpha value for each subgroup showed excellent internal consistency: principal’s agency
(Į = .825, p < .001), mid-level team leaders’ agency (Į = .962, p < .001), and teachers’
agency (Į = .831, p < .001). In the motivator and demotivator section, the Cronbach’s
alpha values for the 12 motivators and 12 demotivators were .895 and .853 (p< .001)
respectively, which also confirmed high reliability of the results.
Validity indicates how a survey instrument measures what it intends to measure.
According to Kimberlin and Winterstein (2008, p. 2278), validity is not a property of
the test itself but “the extent to which the interpretations of the results of a test are
warranted.” To comprehend a complex phenomenon like distributed leadership, it is
vital to use survey constructs backed by robust theoretical foundations and existing
empirical evidence. In this study, to ensure construct validity, all the survey items were
generated from an extensive meta-analysis of 85 published studies on distributed
leadership released between 2002 and 2013 (Tian et al., 2015). Further, content validity
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was evaluated by four distributed leadership experts from Finland, the U.K., and China
before the pre-test. As mentioned earlier, two modifications were made to the current
positions list in the demographics section. The English–Finnish translation of the survey
was performed by a Finnish educational expert with a background in English linguistics.
Before administering the survey to a wider audience, six Finnish teachers from
comprehensive, lower, and upper secondary schools were invited to pre-test it online.
Follow-up interviews with these pre-testees confirmed the appropriateness of the survey
content and its translation.
3. Results
Leadership structure and power distance
With regard to the four metaphors of leadership structure, although Finnish teachers
were given the opportunity to choose multiple answers, all the respondents (n = 198)
chose only one metaphor to describe their school leadership. The most popular
leadership structure was the spider’s web (42.42%), which was followed by the pyramid
(28.28%) and the organic community (27.27%). Only 2% of the teachers chose the
bottom-up fountain structure. Both the spider’s web and pyramid structures signified
one power center, while both the spider’s web and organic community structures
underlined the flexibility feature.
The continuous 0–10 power distance scale was evenly divided into three categories: low
(0–3.33), medium (3.34–6.66) and high (6.67–10). More than half of the Finnish
teachers (55.56%) observed a low power distance between them and their principals.
Another quarter (26.26%) reported a medium power distance, and only a minority
(18.18%) perceived a high power distance. Pearson’s chi square test of independence
showed strong evidence of a relationship between leadership structures and power
distance (Table 2): Ȥ2 (6) = 37.599, p < .001.
[Insert table 2 here]
The residual analysis identified that the pyramid, spider’s web, and organic community
in particular contributed to the relationships between leadership structure and power
distance. Two cells had positive adjusted residual values that exceeded 2. This
indicated that at Į = .05 level, more teachers who worked under the pyramid structure
experienced a high power distance and more teachers who worked under the spider’s
web structure experienced a low power distance than what would be expected by chance
(Agresti, 2007). Conversely, three adjusted residual values were greater than -2. This
meant at Į = .05 level, fewer teachers who worked under spider’s web and organic
community structures detected a high power distance than what would be expected by
chance (Agresti, 2007). Likewise, teachers who linked the pyramid structure with a low
power distance were significantly under represented at Į = .05 level.
To summarize, a low power distance was experienced by 69.69% of the Finnish
teachers who worked in spider’s web and organic community structures. The other
28.28% teachers who worked in the pyramid structure, however, detected a high power
distance. Only 2% teachers worked in fountain, and this structure was not statistically
associated with any specific range of power distance.
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Leadership as a resource
On the basis of the mode value, the most frequently occurring value in the dataset, the
influence of the 17 resources was categorized into four tiers. According to the Finnish
teachers (n = 203), the principal was the only decisive leader for daily school operations
(mode = 5). Vice-/assistant principals, school culture, budget, curriculum, local
educational policies and national educational laws were grouped in the second tier,
exerting a lot of influence on school leadership operations (mode = 4). Team leaders,
teachers, school board, superintendent, school reputation, and students’ test scores
served as resources in Finnish schools only to some extent (mode = 3). Alarmingly,
students, parents, and external stakeholders, along with information sharing platform,
exerted little impact on school leadership, according to the Finnish teachers (mode = 2).
On being asked to decrease, maintain, or increase the influence of each item, over onethird of the respondents wanted to decrease the influence of budget (71.8%, n = 203),
national educational laws (37.8%), and local educational policies (45%). Spearman’s
correlation test revealed positive relationships among these three variables. These
results seemed to suggest two things. First, artefacts such as budget, laws and policies
were powerful tools to influence school leadership work. Second, national (ȡ = 0.248, p
< .001) and local (ȡ = 0.356, p < .001) educational laws and policies might negatively
influence school administration through budget cuts.
Over one-third of the respondents wanted to increase the influence of team leaders
(35.9%, n = 203), teachers (45.3%), and students (45.8%). Likewise, positive
correlations were found among these three variables. This result indicated that the
teachers’ believed that these three actors are largely underappreciated in Finnish schools.
The Finnish teachers wished to assume more leadership responsibilities. Meanwhile,
they expected more leadership would be granted to team leaders (ȡ = 0.428, p < .001)
and students (ȡ = 0.191, p < .001). Interestingly, Spearman’s correlation test failed to
detect any statistically significant correlations between the three artefacts whose
influence had to be decreased (i.e., budget, national educational laws, and local
educational policies) and the three actors whose influence had to be increased (i.e., team
leaders, teachers and students). This result possibly suggests that despite national and
local level austerity measures, leadership resources could be cultivated within the school
by empowering team leaders, teachers, and students.
Leadership as an agency
Viewing leadership as an agency helped identify who led what work processes in
Finnish schools. As mentioned in the instrument section, the present study examined the
agency of the principal, mid-level team leaders, and teachers in 10 concrete work
processes related to administration, pedagogy, strategic development, and relationship
building. The respondents were asked to repeatedly evaluate the amount of agency
exercised by the three subgroups on a five-point Likert scale (0 = not sure, 1 = none, 2 =
very little, 3 = some, 4 = a lot). At the within-group level, the valid percent of point 3
(some) and 4 (a lot) was summed up and ranked. At the between-group level, the
nonparametric Friedman’s test was used to examine the discrepancies and rank the
amount of agency exercised by the three subgroups. Table 3 presents the results of the
between- and within-group ranks of agency.
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[Insert table 3 here]
At the within-group level, principals seemed to be more agentic in leading school
administration and strategic development than pedagogy or relationship building. The
principal’s leadership was most evident in the processes of managing administrative
work, delegating tasks, and making strategic plans. On the other hand, teachers’ agency
was the strongest in domains of pedagogy and relationship building, such as leading
students’ learning, developing school culture, and evaluating school performance. In
addition to building internal relationship with students and peers through teaching and
school culture, the Finnish teachers were also actively networking with stakeholders.
Team leaders appeared to play a pivotal role in the relationship building and school
administration domains. Their agency was most visible in developing school culture,
leading teacher teams, and setting school vision. Only few teachers acknowledged team
leaders’ and teachers’ agency in providing resources or managing administrative work.
At the between-group level, nonparametric Friedman’s tests revealed that at Į = .05
level, statistically significant differences were observed among principals’, team
leaders’, and teachers’ agency in all the 10 work processes. This confirmed that in
Finnish schools, leadership was not distributed in an undifferentiated manner. Principals
were unsurprisingly the most prominent leaders in almost all the work processes with
the exception of leading students’ learning. Notably, according to the between-group
mean ranks, the amount of agency did not directly correspond to the organizational
hierarchy in the school. Although mid-level team leaders possessed a higher
administrative position than teachers, their agency was not always ranked higher than
teachers’ agency.
Motivators and demotivators
With regard to workload, a majority of the Finnish teachers found the workloads to be
just fine (79.12%, n =144) or too light (1.65%, n = 3). The rest 19.23% (n= 35)
considered it too heavy. In the analysis, the first two subgroups were combined into
non-overloaded teachers (80.77%, n = 147), who were then compared with the
overloaded teachers (19.23%, n = 35).
For evaluating the effectiveness of the motivators and demotivators, the six-point Likert
scale (0 = not sure, 1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = some degree, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a
great deal) was re-coded into two categories: 0–2 = low effectiveness, 3–5 = high
effectiveness. Table 4 shows the chi-square test results of the relationships between
teachers’ workload and the 12 motivators.
[Insert table 4 here]
At Į = .05 level, the chi-square test results showed strong evidence of a relationship
between teachers’ workload and two motivators: principal’s support and extra pay.
Particularly, for most of the teachers who were non-overloaded (n = 147), receiving
principal’s support was the third strongest motivator behind their participation in
distributed leadership. By comparison, for the remaining 35 teachers, who were already
overloaded, principal’s support seemed to exert a relatively weaker impact on their
participation. A similar interpretation can be drawn with regard to extra pay. Rewarding
extra leadership work with extra pay seemed to motivate the non-overloaded teachers
more effectively than the overworked ones.
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The chi-square test results failed to detect any association between the effectiveness of
the remaining 10 motivators and workload. This indicated that similar approaches could
be utilized to enhance teachers’ willingness to lead. Over 90% of the teachers in both
groups chose the same top five motivators, although in a slightly different order. Among
them, both resource (i.e., enough time, enough financial resources, and task matching
expertise) and agency (i.e., democratic culture and trust from others) aspects were
critical. Table 5 illustrates the positive correlations among these top five motivators.
[Insert table 5 here]
The results of the correlational analysis confirmed that to encourage teachers to assume
additional leadership responsibilities, providing leadership resources and supporting
teachers’ agency are the optimal strategies. Interestingly, compared to the other
motivators, considerably fewer Finnish teachers in both groups were effectively
motivated by an official leadership title. Therefore, simply creating and distributing
leadership titles to a wider community do not seem to be an effective approach.
A similar statistical analysis was carried out to assess the demotivators that prevented
Finnish teachers from assuming additional responsibilities. However, the chi-square test
results failed to detect statistically significant between-group differences at Į = .05 level
in relation to the ranks of the 12 demotivators (Table 6).
[Insert table 6 here]
Both teacher groups shared similar views on the effectiveness of the 12 demotivators.
The top six demotivators comprised four resource-related items and two agency-related
items. From the resource perspective, taking away financial resources and extra pay,
distracting teachers from teaching and loading them with excessive administrative work
seemed to create an insecure and unpleasant work environment that considerably
restrained teachers from leading. From the agency perspective, the absence of
principal’s support and decision-making autonomy exerted a strong negative impact on
teachers’ motivation to lead. Moreover, significant positive correlations were found
among these top six demotivators (Table 7).
[Insert table 7 here]
These results highlight the interdependence of factors within the resource–agency
duality model. For instance, no support from the principal was associated with
providing insufficient financial resources or restraining teachers’ decision-making
autonomy. Last but not least, less than half of the Finnish teachers in both groups ranked
punishment for failure, no official leadership title, and competition with colleagues as
the least effective demotivators. One interpretation could be that Finnish schools seldom
use market-like competition and test-based accountability to punish or reward teachers
(Sahlberg, 2015). The low effectiveness of these three demotivators can probably be
attributed to the fact that punishment and competition are rarely experienced by the
teachers in their daily practice.
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4. Discussion
Using the resource–agency duality model (Tian et al., 2015) as a lens, this study set out
to examine the relationships between leadership structures and power distance, map the
resource and agency distribution, and identify the key motivators and demotivators
underlying Finnish teachers’ participation in distributed leadership.
No one structure fits all
The first research question posed at the beginning of this paper was What are the
manifestations of distributed leadership in terms of resource and agency in Finnish
schools? The results of the survey indicate that there is no one leadership structure that
fits all the Finnish schools. Teachers who worked in less hierarchical structures, such as
the spider’s web and organic community, perceived a low power distance, while others
who served in the pyramid structure perceived a high power distance. The bottom-up
leadership structure, the fountain, was rare but not absent. No correlation was found
between the fountain structure and power distance.
The diversity of school leadership structures in Finland can be explained by the
educational transformation in the late 1980s (Antikainen, 2005). From 1972 to 1977,
Finland carried out comprehensive school reforms by restructuring the elite-oriented
parallel system (i.e., grammar school and civic school) into an equity-driven nine-year
comprehensive school system with a strong centralized administration (Aho, Pitkänen,
Sahlberg, 2006). However, a significant change took place in the late 1980s: the
provision of primary and secondary education was decentralized to municipalities.
Local schools, with their increasing autonomy, began to establish various types of
leadership structures to serve administrative and pedagogical purposes. Along with the
decentralization process, the central government issued national-level guidelines, such
as the Basic Education Act, national core curricula, and national evaluation plan, to
safeguard the sustainability and consistency of the local education provision. The 1990s
marked the era of networking and self-regulated school leadership (Sahlberg, 2011).
Schools began to network more extensively with external stakeholders, including local
communities, other schools, parents, the labor market, and international institutions like
OECD and the European Union. The collaboration with stakeholders enabled schools to
obtain extra resources for developing their school profiles (Antikainen, 2006). To
summarize, according to Hargreaves and Shirley (2012), Finland illustrates the fourth
way of educational reform. The Finnish education system has a strong national vision,
with the direction coming from the top, local authorities, and professional teachers
building the process from the bottom, and key stakeholders providing support from the
side. Equity, autonomy, and sustainability are the key values underpinning the whole
system. Hence, school leadership structures and the process of leading do not follow an
established blueprint. Instead, self-directed school leadership is strongly encouraged.
The alignment and misalignment between resource and agency
The second key result of the study, which also addresses the first research question,
highlights that viewing leadership as a resource and as an agency varies according to
roles, situations and purposes. The results showed that the school principal was the
most prominent resource person whose agency was strongly manifested in leading
school administration and strategic development. Teachers, in contrast, were highly
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agentic in leading pedagogy and relationship building. Mid-level team leaders seemed
to play a pivotal role by leading school administration and relationship building. Only
in three administration-related work processes that the mid-level teachers’ agency was
ranked higher than that of the teachers: leading teacher teams, managing administrative
work, and delegating tasks. Two interpretations were proposed to explain this
phenomenon. First, it was likely that in Finnish schools, team leaders’ authority was not
robustly underpinned by positional power. Owing to the lack of legitimacy and the low
power distance, teachers might perceive team leaders more as team representatives than
superiors. Second, the existing education system granted Finnish teachers a high level
autonomy to independently lead teaching-related work processes without excessive
external control (Sahlberg, 2015).
Taken together, these results are not surprising as they support existing literature on
distributed leadership. Regarding curriculum reform and enactment, leadership seems to
be distributed more in favor of the teachers than the school administrators (Halverson,
Clifford, 2013; Mullick, Sharama, Deppler, 2013). In some extreme cases, teachers may
even be superior to formal leaders, especially when the principal is overloaded with
managerial tasks and cannot undertake tasks related to teaching and learning (Fairman,
Mackenzie, 2015). Murphy, Smylie, and Louis (2009) advocate that distributed
leadership should not undermine formal leadership; however, the principal’s role must
be changed from that of a solo decision maker to that of a leader of leaders. The task of
building a collegial climate to improve teachers’ morale is entrusted to mid-level team
leaders. Even in a less collegial environment, using team leaders to resolve the
resistance from teachers seems more effective than top-down administrative orders
(Fairman, Mackenzie, 2015).
In addition to confirming the earlier distributed leadership findings, the present study
also identified instances of alignment and misalignment between resource and agency.
Misalignment led to the school members’ agency being restricted. From the resource
perspective, three artefacts whose influences that the Finnish teachers wanted to
decrease considerably were school budget, local educational policies, and national
educational laws. That these factors were positively correlated suggests that the current
economic recession possibly affects the school budget through legislations and policies.
Given the ongoing educational changes in Finland, resources have become scarcer.
Since the 1990s, state subsidies and transfers to local municipals are no longer
earmarked. Municipalities receive general funds from the state on the basis of unit costs
and then autonomously decide the share for education and other public services (Aho,
Pitkänen, Sahlberg, 2006). Thus, the tighter austerity measures, the tighter the schools
budgets. In order to optimize resource distribution and efficiency, a five-year municipal
administration reform, i.e., PARAS, was launched to merge municipalities between
2008 and 2013 (OECD, 2010). As a result, the number of Finnish municipalities has
decreased from 432 in 2006 to 317 in 2015. A similar trend has been witnessed in the
case of schools in Finland. Statistics show that from 2008 to 2013, the number of
educational institutions has decreased by 16%, even though the total number of students
is at the same level (Suomen virallinen tilasto, 2014). All these measures indicate that
new managerialism has gradually tightened its grip on the Finnish education system.
Sahlberg (2011) warns that overemphasizing rationalism, efficiency, and productivity
may undermine the moral purpose of education. This view is supported by Hökka and
Vähäsantanen (2014) who write that blindly adopting new management models may
jeopardise teachers’ commitment. Highlighting the Finnish teachers’ perspective, the
present study shows that the current leadership resource distribution is not at its
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optimum. The survey responses clearly showed that the Finnish teachers wanted to
exert a stronger impact on school leadership work together with students and mid-level
team leaders. Accordingly, Hökka and Vähäsantanen (2014) have proposed an agencycentered coupling structure, which shed light on distributed leadership. When financial
resources are decreasing and administrative boundaries are on the rise, distributed
leadership should go beyond selecting the most appropriate physical structure for an
organization, irrespective of whether the structure is tightly or loosely coupled. In such
situations, an agency-centered coupling structure is ideal for creating leadership
opportunities for meaningful cooperation, high-quality communication, and shared
meaning construction in a more dynamic way (Hökka, Vähäsantanen, 2014).
The upcoming Finnish national core curricula 2016 program seem to have adopted the
same vein of thinking. The new curricula focus on developing students’ transversal
competences through phenomenon-based learning. In practice, this implies that Finnish
teachers will collaborate more extensively not only with students but also with
colleagues from different subject backgrounds. Inevitably, more leadership will be
distributed to teachers and students throughout the whole pedagogical process from
planning and implementation to evaluation and reflection. Against the backdrop of
economic recession, cultivating leadership resources among mid-level team leaders,
teachers, and students through agency-centered coupling might be a novel solution to
enhance the school dynamics without adding to the financial burden of the school.
Driving force behind distributed leadership
Given the trends of school mergers and individualized learning, distributing more
leadership among the teachers seems inevitable. With regard to the second research
question, what are the key motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish teachers’
participation in distributed leadership, the syntheses of the top motivators and
demotivators revealed a strong interdependent relationship between resource and
agency. Providing sufficient time and financial resources was strongly linked with
supporting teachers’ agency with trust and a democratic culture. Likewise, the analysis
of the most effective demotivators revealed that the absence of financial resources,
principal’s support and extra pay would tremendously discourage teachers’ engagement
in leadership work. Notably, overloading teachers with excessive administrative tasks or
distracting them from teaching were clearly undesirable. Finnish teachers did not expect
to lead any tasks that were not matched their expertise. Interestingly, granting an official
leadership title did not substantially motivate the Finnish teachers, and taking it away
did not seem to discourage them as strongly as the other factors.
The collection of motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish teachers’
participation in distributed leadership has historical roots. During the comprehensive
education reform in the 1970s, both pre- and in-service teacher education advanced
rapidly. Since 1978, a master’s degree in science or arts has become a pre-requisite
qualification for all Finnish teachers. As one of the most popular professions in Finland,
being a teacher has been traditionally respected in society. Since the early 1990s, as the
accountability culture in Finnish schools has weakened, professional autonomy of the
teachers has grown stronger (Hökka, Vähäsantanen, 2014). The teacher’s role is
transformed from a knowledge deliverer to a pedagogical leader (Säntti, 2007). Unlike
many other countries which heavily rely on external incentives like a teacher’s
professional title, merit, pay, and formal leadership titles to motivate teachers, Finnish
schools trust their teachers to use their professional judgment and autonomy with as
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little external control as possible (Sahlberg, 2015). The more sustainable and effective
driving force behind distributed leadership, therefore, seems to lie in providing
leadership opportunities and resources that support Finnish teachers’ agency.
5. Implications and limitations
This study offers several noteworthy implications. Theoretically, the study demonstrates
a successful application of the distributed leadership resource–agency duality model.
Empirical evidence from the data supports the conceptual premise that leadership as a
resource and leadership as an agency are two inseparable aspects. Nonetheless, there
could be both alignment and misalignment between them. Practically, this study
explains how the current landscape of distributed leadership in Finnish schools has been
shaped by a series of educational reforms since the 1970s. The ongoing school mergers,
austerity measures on school budgets, and more learner-centered curricula reforms all
seem to call for expanding the depth and breadth of distributed leadership in the future.
Cultivating leadership resources from Finnish teachers with agency-centered coupling
has been proposed as a likely solution. These leadership resources include time,
financial resources, and trust, which would enable Finnish teachers to use their expertise
in the relevant tasks. On the contrary, sharing excessive administrative tasks with the
teachers or creating a steep hierarchy with numerous leadership positions are less
favorable approaches for distributed leadership.
Lastly, the generalizability of these results is subject to certain limitations. First, this
study is based on a relatively small sample of Finnish teachers because of the limited
access to schools. Second, as part of a larger comparative study, the main purpose of
this quantitative study is to describe the resource and agency distribution and identify
the key motivators and demotivators underlying Finnish teachers’ participation in
distributed leadership. Given its descriptive nature, this study did not explore the more
sophisticated causal relationships among the different variables. In other words, this
study has addressed what leadership has been distributed to whom and how; the reasons
for this distribution have been investigated using eight qualitative case studies in
another paper.
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Table 1. Questionnaire design
Part I
Demographics
Part II
Leadership structures
and power distance

Flexible

Spider's
web

Organic
community
Multiple
power centers

One
power center
Pyramid

Leadership as a resource
(17 actors and artefacts)

Leadership as an agency
(10 work processes)

12 Motivators

12 Demotivators

Fountain

Fixed

Actors
Formal leaders
z Principal
z Vice-/assistant principal
z Team leaders
z Superintendents
Artefacts
z Student test scores
z Curriculum
z School culture
z Budget
z Timetable
Administration
z Managing administrative work
z Delegating tasks
z Leading teacher teams
Pedagogy
z Leading students’ learning
z Evaluating school performance
Affective factors
z Task matching expertise
z Career opportunities
z Decision-making power
z Official leadership title
z Colleagues’ recognition
z Principal’s support
Hygiene factors
z No extra pay
z No official leadership title
z No decision-making autonomy
z No principal’s support
z No career opportunities
z Insufficient financial resources

Informal leaders
z Teachers
z Students
z Parents
z External stakeholders
z Information-sharing platform
z School reputation
z National educational laws
z Local educational policies
Strategic development
z Setting school vision
z Making strategic plans
z Providing resources
Relationship building
z Developing school culture
z Networking with stakeholders
Social normative factors
z Enough time
z Democratic culture
z Trust from others
z Enough financial resources
z Extra pay
z Risk-bearing environment
z Distraction from teaching
z Excessive administrative work
z Competition with colleagues
z Task mismatching expertise
z Punishment for failure
z Mistrust from others
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Table 2. Leadership structures and power distance
Power distance
Low
Leadership

Pyramid

structure

Fountain

Count

High

16

16

24

Expected Count

31.1

14.7

10.2

Std. Residual

-2.7

.3

4.3

Adjusted Residual

-4.8

.5

5.7

Count
Expected Count

Spider’s web

Medium

3

1

0

2.2

1.1

.7

Std. Residual

.5

.0

-.9

Adjusted Residual

.8

-1

-1.0

Count
Expected Count

57

19

8

46.7

22.1

15.3

Std. Residual

1.5

-.7

-1.9

Adjusted Residual

3.0

-1.0

-2.7

Organic team Count

34

16

4

30.0

14.2

9.8

.7

.5

-1.9

Adjusted Residual
1.3
.7
3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .73.

-2.4

Expected Count
Std. Residual
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Table 3. Between- and within-group ranks of agency in 10 work processes
Leadership processes
Friedman’s test

Setting school vision
Ȥ2 (2) = 107.375
p < .001, n = 195
Making strategic plans
Ȥ2 (2) = 149.308
p < .001, n = 187
Leading students’ learning
Ȥ2 (2) = 212.507
p < .001, n = 192
Developing school culture
Ȥ2 (2) = 26.767
p < .001, n = 191
Leading teacher teams
Ȥ2 (2) = 14.015
p < .001, n = 192
Managing administrative
work
Ȥ2 (2) = 272. 493
p < .001, n = 192
Delegating tasks
Ȥ2 (2) = 137.396
p < .001, n = 189
Evaluating school
performance
Ȥ2 (2) = 100.823
p < .001, n = 186
Networking with
stakeholders
Ȥ2 (2) = 116.022
p < .001, n = 190
Providing resources
Ȥ2 (2) = 169.829
p < .001, n = 173

Principals
BetweenWithingroup
group
mean
ranks
ranks
(Valid
percentage
some–a
lot)
2.49
5
(88.6%)

Team leaders
BetweenWithingroup
group
mean
ranks
ranks
(Valid
percentage
some–a
lot)
1.61
3
(63%)

Teachers
BetweenWithingroup
group
mean
ranks
ranks
(Valid
percentage
some–a
lot)
1.90
4
(76.4%)

2.62

3
(91.5%)

1.61

4
(62%)

1.77

6
(71%)

1.56

10
(52.8%)

1.67

5
(60.3%)

2.77

1
(97.5%)

2.14

7
(87.2%)

1.67

1
(73.7%)

2.10

2
(92.1%)

2.17

9
(75.4%)

1.98

2
(63.4%)

1.85

7
(65.8%)

2.88

1
(96.6%)

1.57

9
(35.1%)

1.55

10
(29.4%)

2.60

2
(93.5%)

1.71

7
(54.7%)

1.69

8
(53.7%)

2.45

4
(88.9%)

1.59

6
(58.3%)

1.96

3
(79.2%)

2.51

6
(87.6%)

1.61

8
(50.5%)

1.88

5
(72%)

2.70

8
(84.9%)

1.54

10
(23.1%)

1.76

9
(33%)
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Table 4. Workload and 12 motivators
Overloaded teachers
(n = 35)
12 Motivators
Rank
Valid percentage
of teachers who
rated high
effectiveness
Enough time
1
97.1%
Democratic culture
1
97.1%
Trust from others
1
97.1%
Enough financial resources
4
94.1%
Task matching expertise
5
91.2%
Colleagues’ recognition*
6
82.4%
Career opportunities
7
81.8%
Principal’s support
7
81.8%
Extra pay
9
64.7%
Decision-making power
9
64.7%
Risk-bearing environment
11
60.6%
Official leadership title
12
38.2%
*1 cells (25%) have expected count less than 5.
** p < .05 which indicated the evidence of dependence

Rank

2
1
5
6
4
7
8
3
9
10
11
12

Non-overloaded teachers
(n = 147)
Valid percentage
Chi-square test
of teachers who
rated high
effectiveness
97.2%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.003, p = .954
97.3%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.004, p = .949
93.1%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.760, p = .383
92.4%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.119, p = .730
93.8%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.290, p = .590
84.8%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.128, p = .721
81.5%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.002, p = .967
95.2%
Ȥ2 (1) = 7.081, p = .008**
80.8%
Ȥ2 (1) = 4.144, p = .042**
75.3%
Ȥ2 (1) = 1.595, p = .207
63.7%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.111, p = .739
29.9%
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.895, p = .344
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Table 5. Correlations among top five motivators

Enough time

Enough

Task

Enough

financial

matching

time

resources

expertise

Pearson Correlation

1

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Democratic Trust from
culture

others

.441**

.217**

.294**

.242**
.001

.000

.002

.000

200

200

198

200

198

.441**

1

.309**

.232**

.264**

.000

.001

.000

198

200

198

1

**

.559**

Enough financial

Pearson Correlation

resources

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

N

200

200

**

**

Task matching

Pearson Correlation

expertise

Sig. (2-tailed)

.002

.000

.000

.000

N

198

198

199

199

197

**

**

**

1

.286**

Democratic culture

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.217

.294

.000

.309

.232

.001

.256

.256

.000

.000

200

200

199

201

199

.242**

.264**

.559**

.286**

1

.001

.000

.000

.000

N
198
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

198

197

199

Trust from others

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

199
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Table 6. Workload and 12 demotivators

12 Demotivators

Insufficient financial resources
No support from the principal
No extra pay
Distraction from teaching
No decision-making autonomy
Excessive administrative work
Task mismatching expertise
Mistrust from others
No career opportunities
Punishment for failure
No official leadership title
Competition with colleagues

Overloaded teachers
(n = 35)
Rank
Valid percentage
of teachers who
rated high
effectiveness
1
94.1%
2
90.9%
3
88.2%
4
79.4%
5
76.5%
5
76.5%
7
70.6%
7
70.6%
9
63.6%
10
44.1%
11
42.4%
12
25.6%

Non-overloaded teachers
(n = 147)
Rank Valid percentage
of teachers who
rated high
effectiveness
2
88.3%
1
89.0%
3
80.8%
6
74.5%
4
80.7%
5
76.6%
7
72.7%
8
67.1%
9
65.6%
10
35.4%
11
30.8%
12
25.3%

Chi-square test

Ȥ2 (1) = 0.991, p = .320
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.107, p = .744
Ȥ2 (1) = 1.037, p = .309
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.361, p = .548
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.305, p = .581
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.000, p = .992
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.063, p = .802
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.152, p = .697
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.042, p = .838
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.893, p = .345
Ȥ2 (1) = 1.640, p = .200
Ȥ2 (1) = 0.018, p = .892
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Table 7. Correlations among top six demotivators

No

No extra pay

Pearson
Correlation

No

No

decision-

support

N
Pearson

making autonomy

Correlation

Excessive

making

from the

financial

from

administrative

pay

autonomy

principal

resources

teaching

work

.257**

.243**

.463**

.204**

.202**

.000

.001

.000

.004

.004

201

200

199

200

200

200

.257**

1

.263**

.314**

.063

.133

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.376

.062

N

200

200

198

199

199

199

.243**

.263**

1

.285**

.064

.171*

Sig. (2-tailed)

.001

.000

.000

.370

.016

N

199

198

199

198

198

198

.463**

.314**

.285**

1

.220**

.237**

Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

.000

.000

.002

.001

N

200

199

198

200

199

199

.204**

.063

.064

.220**

1

.353**

Sig. (2-tailed)

.004

.376

.370

.002

N

200

199

198

199

200

199

.202**

.133

.171*

.237**

.353**

1

.004

.062

.016

.001

.000

199

198

199

199

No support from

Pearson

the principal

Correlation

Insufficient

Distraction

extra

Sig. (2-tailed)
No decision-

Insufficient

Pearson

financial resources Correlation

Distraction from

Pearson

teaching

Correlation

Excessive

Pearson

administrative

Correlation

work

Sig. (2-tailed)

N
200
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

.000

200
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5HFRQFHSWXDOL]LQJ'LVWULEXWHG/HDGHUVKLSLQ6KDQJKDLDQG)LQQLVK6FKRROV

$EVWUDFW 

3XUSRVH7KLV VWXG\ ILUVW DLPV DW UHFRQFHSWXDOL]LQJ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS LQ WHUPV RI
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDQGLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\6HFRQGLWDLPVDWVFUXWLQL]LQJSRZHUDQG
LWVPDQLIHVWDWLRQVLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS
0HWKRGV 7KH HPSLULFDO GDWD LV FRPSULVHG RI  LQWHUYLHZV ZLWK VFKRRO OHDGHUV DQG
WHDFKHUVIURPILYH6KDQJKDLDQGWKUHH)LQQLVKVFKRROV$WZRSKDVHSKHQRPHQRJUDSKLF
DQDO\VLVZDVFRQGXFWHGWR\LHOGWKUHHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHVWUXFWXUHVDQGQLQHFRQFHSWLRQVRI
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS 
)LQGLQJV 'LVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS VHHPHG WR PDQLIHVW LWVHOI GLIIHUHQWO\ LQ YDULRXV
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHVWUXFWXUHV7KHIRXUWLHUYHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJK
SRVLWLRQ HPSRZHUPHQW FRPSHWLWLRQ DQG FROODERUDWLRQ ZKHUHDV WKH WZRWLHU YHUWLFDO
VWUXFWXUHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKH[SHUWLVHDQGPHQWRULQJ7KHWZRWLHUKRUL]RQWDO
VWUXFWXUHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKHTXLW\SURIHVVLRQDODXWRQRP\DQGWUXVW%HVLGHV
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDQGLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\VRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WDOVRVKDSHVVFKRRO
SUDFWLWLRQHUV¶FRQFHSWLRQVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS7KHLQWHUSOD\RIWKHVHWKUHHIDFWRUV
JHQHUDWHVYDULRXVIRUPVRIOHJLWLPDWHDQGGLVFXUVLYHSRZHULQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS 
,PSOLFDWLRQV 7KLV FURVVFXOWXUDO VWXG\ KDV WKHRUHWLFDO DQG SUDFWLFDO LPSOLFDWLRQV
7KHRUHWLFDOO\ WKLV VWXG\ H[SDQGV WKH UHVRXUFHDJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO RI GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLSE\DGGLQJVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WDVRQHNH\FRPSRQHQW7KLVVWXG\DOVRILOOV
WKHUHVHDUFKJDSE\FRQQHFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWR)RXFDXOW¶VGHILQLWLRQRISRZHU
,QSDUWLFXODURXUILQGLQJVFRQILUPWKDWHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVKRXOGQRWVWRSDW
VWUXFWXUHV DQG WKH UHVWUXFWXULQJ SURFHVV ,W VKRXOG DOVR LQFOXGH FXOWXUHV DQG WKH UH
FXOWXULQJSURFHVV7RDYRLGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSEHFRPLQJDPDQLSXODWLYHWRROSRZHU
VKRXOGEHFRQVWDQWO\UHIOHFWHGRQDWERWKLQGLYLGXDODQGRUJDQL]DWLRQDOOHYHOV

.H\ZRUGV
HPSLULFDO SDSHU GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS SKHQRPHQRJUDSK\ UHVRXUFHDJHQF\ GXDOLW\
PRGHODGPLQLVWUDWLYHVWUXFWXUHV 





Ϯ


'LVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS DV D EXUJHRQLQJ SKHQRPHQRQ KDV DURXVHG VWURQJ LQWHUHVW DQG
ILHUFHFRQWURYHUV\DPRQJHGXFDWLRQDOUHVHDUFKHUVSROLF\PDNHUVDQGVFKRROSUDFWLWLRQHUV
%\FKDOOHQJLQJKHURLFOHDGHUVKLSGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSIRFXVHVRQOHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFH
LQVWHDGRILQGLYLGXDOOHDGHUV 6SLOODQH +RZHYHUOLWWOHLVNQRZQDERXWHGXFDWLRQDO
OHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFHVHVSHFLDOO\WKHLUFRPSRQHQWVSURFHVVHVDQGLPSDFWRQVFKRROFRUH
ZRUNWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJ +DUULV %HIRUHGUDZLQJDQLGHRORJLFDODVVHUWLRQWR
FODLPGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDV³WKHPRGHORIFKRLFHLQWKHWZHQW\ILUVWFHQWXU\´PRUH
UREXVWHPSLULFDOHYLGHQFHLVQHHGHG %XVKS   7KHUHIRUHLQVWHDGRIVROHO\
GHEDWLQJWKHQRUPDWLYHPHULWVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDWDQLGHRORJLFDOOHYHOZHDUJXH
WKHQHHGWRUHYLVLWWKHFRQFHSWWKURXJKSUDFWLFHV 
,QWKHSUHVHQWSDSHUZHILUVWDLPWRUHFRQFHSWXDOL]HGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKWKH
OHQVHV RI RUJDQL]DWLRQDO UHVRXUFHV DQG LQGLYLGXDO DJHQF\ DQG VHFRQG WR VFUXWLQL]H WKH
PDQLIHVWDWLRQVRISRZHULQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS 
7KLVSDSHULVFRPSRVHGRIIRXUSDUWV7KHILUVWSDUWSUREOHPDWL]HVVRPHZLGHO\FLWHG
GHILQLWLRQVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQGLFDWLQJWKHQHHGDQGSRVVLELOLW\WRUHFRQFHSWXDOL]H
WKLVDPELJXRXVQRWLRQWKURXJKOHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFHV7KHVHFRQGSDUWLVFRQFHUQHGZLWK
WKHPHWKRGRORJ\GDWDFROOHFWLRQDQGGDWDDQDO\VLVSURFHVVHV$WZRSKDVHDQDO\VLVRIWKH
GDWD UHYHDOHG WKUHH W\SHV RI DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUHV DQG QLQH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
FRQFHSWLRQV 0HDQZKLOH PXOWLGLUHFWLRQDO SRZHU UHODWLRQV LQ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
EHFDPHHYLGHQWIURPWKHGDWD)LQDOO\E\DSSO\LQJDQGH[SDQGLQJWKHUHVRXUFHDJHQF\
GXDOLW\PRGHOZHGLVFXVVKRZRUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\DQGVRFLR
FXOWXUDO FRQWH[W VKDSH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS SUDFWLFHV WKURXJK VWUXFWXUHV DQG
UHVWUXFWXULQJDVZHOODVFXOWXUHVDQGUHFXOWXULQJ 

'LVWULEXWHG/HDGHUVKLS$&DOOIRU5HFRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ 
$OWKRXJK JUHDW HIIRUWV KDYH EHHQ PDGH LQ WKH SDVW WZR GHFDGHV WR GHILQH GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLSPXFKXQFHUWDLQW\VWLOOH[LVWVDERXWWKHFRQFHSWDQGLWVDSSOLFDWLRQ 7LDQ5LVNX
&ROOLQ ,Q%HQQHWW:LVH:RRGVDQG+DUYH\¶V S OLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZ
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS ZDV GHILQHG DV ³D JURXS DFWLYLW\ WKDW ZRUNV WKURXJK DQG ZLWKLQ
UHODWLRQVKLSV´ ZLWK WKUHH IHDWXUHV HPHUJHQW SURSHUW\ RSHQQHVV WR ERXQGDULHV DQG
YDULHWLHV RI H[SHUWLVH 1HYHUWKHOHVV WKHVH IHDWXUHV IDLOHG WR GLIIHUHQWLDWH GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS IURP RWKHU VLPLODU FRQFHSWV ,Q IDFW %HQQHWW HW DO  S   XVHG IRXU
FRQFHSWVDVV\QRQ\PLHVLQWKHLUOLWHUDWXUHUHYLHZGHOHJDWHGGHPRFUDWLFGLVSHUVHGDQG
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS /DWHU 6SLOODQH +DOYHUVRQ DQG 'LDPRQG   GHOLQHDWHG
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSRQWKHEDVLVRIWZRDVSHFWVWKHOHDGHUSOXVDVSHFWVDZOHDGHUVKLS
DV VWUHWFKLQJ RYHU PXOWLSOH LQGLYLGXDOV DQG WKH SUDFWLFHFHQWHUHG DVSHFW SHUFHLYHG
OHDGHUVKLSDVEHLQJSURGXFHGIURPWKHLQWHUDFWLRQDPRQJOHDGHUIROORZHUDQGVLWXDWLRQ
3DUWLFXODUO\ 6SLOODQH HW DO¶V   VWURQJ HPSKDVLV RQ OHDGHUIROORZHUVLWXDWLRQ
LQWHUDFWLRQFKDOOHQJHGWKHORQJVWDQGLQJEHOLHILQKHURLFOHDGHUV%\VKLIWLQJWKHUHVHDUFK
IRFXV IURP DQ LQGLYLGXDO OHDGHU WR WKH LQWHUDFWLRQ EHWZHHQ LQGLYLGXDOV DQG FRQWH[W
6SLOODQH  DVVHUWHGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWREHDSRVWKHURLFOHDGHUVKLSDSSURDFK
+DUWOH\  S   KRZHYHU GLVDJUHHG ZLWK 6SLOODQH¶V SRVWKHURLF OHDGHUVKLS
YLHZSRLQWDQGGHILQHGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDVDUHVSRQVHWRD³FRQWHPSRUDU\FXOWXUDO
VKLIW´ZKLFKZHDNHQHGWKHFODVVLILFDWLRQVRIVRFLDOUROHVWLPHDQGVSDFHWRUHSODFHWKH


ϯ


EXUHDXFUDWLF VWUXFWXUH ZLWK D QHWZRUN FXOWXUH +DUWOH\¶V VWDWHPHQW RIIHUHG VLJQLILFDQW
LQVLJKWVLQWRWKHUHVWUXFWXULQJDQGUHFXOWXULQJSURFHVVHVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS,WDOVR
LPSOLHGWKDWXQGHUPLQLQJDIRUPDOOHDGHU¶VDXWKRULW\ZDVQRWWKHDJHQGDIRUGLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS$QRWKHUPLOHVWRQHLQWKHKLVWRU\RIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSFRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ
ZDV *URQQ¶V   K\EULG PRGHO 5HFRJQL]LQJ WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI OHDGHUVKLS ZRUN LQ
WRGD\¶VLQIRUPDWLRQULFKVRFLHW\*URQQ  UHYLVHGKLVSUHYLRXVQXPHULFDOFRQFHUWLYH
PRGHO+HUHGHILQHGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDVDK\EULGLW\RIGLIIHUHQWNLQGVDQGGHJUHHV
RIERWKLQGLYLGXDOL]HGDQGFROOHFWLYHSDWWHUQVRIOHDGHUVKLS *URQQ 2QWKHRQH
KDQG *URQQ¶V   GHILQLWLRQ VHHPHG WR UHVROYH %HQQHWW HW DO¶V   FRQFHSWXDO
FRQIXVLRQ$VGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPDQLIHVWHGLWVHOILQPL[HGSDWWHUQVRIOHDGHUVKLSLW
ZDVQRWDOZD\VGHOHJDWHGVKDUHGRUGLVSHUVHG0RUHRYHUHFKRLQJ:RRGV  DQG
6SLOODQH  *URQQ  DOVRDJUHHGWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSFRXOGEHXVHGLQ
ERWKGHPRFUDWLFDQGDXWRFUDWLFZD\V2QWKHRWKHUKDQG*URQQ¶V  K\EULGPRGHO
DSSHDUHG WR H[SDQG GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS LQWR DQ LQWDQJLEOH FDWFKDOO QRWLRQ ZKLFK
SURYLGHGOLPLWHGDQDO\WLFDOXVDJHIRUHPSLULFDOVWXGLHV  
7LDQ HW DO¶V   PHWDDQDO\VLV RXWOLQHG WZR JDSV RI WKH FRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ RI
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS )LUVW WKHUH LV D ODFN RI KROLVWLF UHVHDUFK IUDPHZRUN ZKLFK
H[DPLQHVERWKRUJDQL]DWLRQDODQGLQGLYLGXDOSHUVSHFWLYHVRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS$IWHU
VFUXWLQL]LQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSSXEOLFDWLRQVIURPWR7LDQHWDO  
IRXQG WKDW PRVW VWXGLHV QDUURZO\ H[DPLQHG KRZ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS VHUYHG
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO SXUSRVHV DQG QHJOHFWHG DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V DJHQF\ LQ WKH SURFHVV7KH IHZ
VWXGLHV WKDW DFFRXQWHG IRU DJHQF\ PRVWO\ IRFXVHG RQ WKH IRUPDO OHDGHUV¶ DJHQF\
QHJOHFWLQJ RWKHU VWDNHKROGHUV ZLWKLQ RU RXWVLGH WKH VFKRRO FRPPXQLW\ 6HFRQG WKH
TXHVWLRQRIWKHXVHDQGDEXVHRISRZHULQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSUHPDLQHGXQDQVZHUHGLQ
HDUOLHUVWXGLHV /XPE\7LDQHWDO 
,QUHVSRQVHWRWKHGHVFULEHGUHVHDUFKJDSVWKHSUHVHQWDUWLFOHDLPVDWUHFRQFHSWXDOL]LQJ
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKWKHOHQVHVRIVFKRROOHDGHUV¶DQGWHDFKHUV¶SUDFWLFHV:H
FRQVLGHUVFKRROSUDFWLWLRQHUVDVWKHEHVWSDUWLFLSDQWVEHFDXVHWKHLUILUVWKDQGH[SHULHQFHV
RIIHUHGXVYDOXDEOHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRUHH[DPLQHWKHYDULDWLRQVRIWKHSKHQRPHQRQLQUHDO
OLIHVHWWLQJV1RWDEO\GXULQJWKHLQWHUYLHZVWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVIUHTXHQWO\PHQWLRQHGWKHXVH
DQGDEXVHRISRZHUZKHQGHOLQHDWLQJWKHLUGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFHV7KHVHGDWD
JXLGHG XV WR SUREH LQWR WKH SRZHU UHODWLRQV WKDW PDQ\ HDUOLHU VWXGLHV KDG QHJOHFWHG
7KHUHIRUHZH IRUPXODWHG WZR UHVHDUFK TXHVWLRQV LQWKLVVWXG\ How do Shanghai and
Finnish school leaders and teachers understand and enact distributed leadership in terms
of organizational resources and individual agency? DQG How is power manifested in
distributed leadership?

5HVHDUFK)UDPHZRUN$5HVRXUFHDJHQF\'XDOLW\0RGHO 
7R UHYHDOWKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQSUDFWLFH ZH DSSOLHG7LDQ HW DO¶V
  UHVRXUFHDJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO DV WKH UHVHDUFK IUDPHZRUN IRU WKLV VWXG\ 7KLV
PRGHO FRPSULVHV WZR SHUVSHFWLYHV )URP WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQDO SHUVSHFWLYH OHDGHUVKLS LV
VHHQ DV D UHVRXUFH GLVWULEXWHG LQ YDULRXV WLHUV RI WKH KLHUDUFK\ LQ RUGHU WR DWWDLQ
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOJRDOV 7LDQHWDO /HDGHUVKLSDVDUHVRXUFHGRHVQRWRQO\UHIHUWR
KXPDQUHVRXUFHVEXWDOVRWRDUWLIDFWVVXFKDVVFKRROEXGJHWFXOWXUHFXUULFXOXPDQGGDLO\


ϰ


URXWLQH 
)URP WKH LQGLYLGXDO SHUVSHFWLYH OHDGHUVKLS LV VHHQ DV DQ DJHQF\ LPSO\LQJ KRZ
LQGLYLGXDOV RU FRPPXQLWLHV PDNH FKRLFHV WDNH VWDQFHV HQDFW GHFLVLRQV DQG LQIOXHQFH
RWKHUVIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIDFKLHYLQJSHUVRQDOJRDOV (WHOlSHOWR9lKlVDQWDQHQ+|NNl 
3DORQLHPL7LDQHWDO 0RUHVSHFLILFDOO\EHFDXVHWKHSUHVHQWVWXG\H[DPLQHV
VFKRROOHDGHUV¶DQGWHDFKHUV¶DJHQF\LQWKHLUZRUNVHWWLQJZHVSHFLI\LWDVSURIHVVLRQDO
DJHQF\ $FFRUGLQJ WR +HLVNDOD   SURIHVVLRQDO DJHQF\ FRPSULVHV IRXU NH\
FRPSRQHQWVDFWRUPHDQVDLPVDQGRSHUDWLRQDOHQYLURQPHQW$VSURIHVVLRQDODJHQF\LV
FRQWLQXRXVO\ VKDSLQJ DQG VKDSHG E\ LWV FRQWH[W LW FUHDWHV DQ LQWHUGHSHQGHQW DQG
LQWHUDFWLYHUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKRUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHV %DWWLODQD&DOGZHOO
&ROOLQ +HUUDQHQ  
7KHRUJDQL]DWLRQDODQGLQGLYLGXDOSHUVSHFWLYHVDUHDQDO\WLFDOO\VHSDUDWHEXWLQSUDFWLFH
WKH\DUHRIWHQLQWHUWZLQHG:HDUJXHWKDWSURELQJLQWRGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSIURPWKHVH
WZR SHUVSHFWLYHV PD\ VKHG OLJKW RQ PXOWLGLUHFWLRQDO SRZHU UHODWLRQV ,Q WKH UHVRXUFH
DJHQF\GXDOLW\PRGHOOHDGHUVKLSGRHVQRWRQO\FRPHIURPIRUPDOOHDGHUV6LPLODUO\LQ
WKLVVWXG\ZHDOVRVHHWKDWSRZHUWUDQVFHQGVSRVLWLRQERXQGOHJLWLPDWHDXWKRULW\:HWDNH
)RXFDXOW¶V  SRVWPRGHUQVWDQFHE\YLHZLQJSRZHUDVDQHWZRUNRIVRFLDOUHODWLRQV
WKDWDUHJHQHUDWHGPHGLWDWHGQHJRWLDWHGFRQWHVWHGRUUHVLVWHGE\VRFLDODJHQWVWKURXJK
GLVFXUVLYHSUDFWLFHV'LVFXUVLYHSUDFWLFHFRPSULVHVERWKPHDQLQJIXODFWLRQVDQGYHUEDO
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV &ROOLQ 6LQWRQHQ 3DORQLHPL  $XYLQHQ   +HQFH ZKHQ
OHDGHUVKLSDVDUHVRXUFHDQGDQDJHQF\LVGLVWULEXWHGPXOWLGLUHFWLRQDOSRZHUUHODWLRQVDUH
FUHDWHG

0HWKRGRORJ\$3KHQRPHQRJUDSKLF$SSURDFK
7R UHFRQFHSWXDOL]H GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS IURP SUDFWLFHV ZH DYRLGHG LPSRVLQJ D
SUHGHWHUPLQHGFRQFHSWRQWKHUHVHDUFKSDUWLFLSDQWV,QVWHDGZHH[SHFWHGWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV
WRFRQVWUXFWWKHPHDQLQJRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSIURPWKHLUUHDOOLIHH[SHULHQFHV(DUOLHU
VWXGLHVKDYHSURYHQSKHQRPHQRJUDSK\DVDSUHIHUDEOHGDWDGULYHQDSSURDFKWRFRPSOH[
HGXFDWLRQDO SKHQRPHQD 0DUWRQ  0DUWRQ  %RRWK   3KHQRPHQRJUDSKLF
UHVHDUFKGHSLFWVWKHGLIIHUHQWZD\VLQZKLFKDQLQGLYLGXDOFDQSHUFHLYHXQGHUVWDQGDQG
H[SHULHQFHDSKHQRPHQRQ *LRUJL/DUVVRQ +ROPVWU|P0DUWRQ 
2QWRORJLFDOO\DQGHSLVWHPRORJLFDOO\ZHDVVXPHWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDVDFRPSOH[
SKHQRPHQRQDOZD\VKROGVPHDQLQJIRUWKHSHUVRQZKRH[SHULHQFHVLW,QVWHDGRIDGRSWLQJ
0DUWRQ DQG %RRWK¶V  S   UHDOLVW HSLVWHPRORJLFDO SRVLWLRQ ZKLFK GHILQHV
LQGLYLGXDOV DV ³WKH EHDUHUV RI GLIIHUHQW ZD\V RI H[SHULHQFLQJ D SKHQRPHQRQ´ ZH
VXEVFULEH WR 6lOM|¶V   DQG 8OMHQV¶   FRQVWUXFWLYLVW UHYLVLRQ RI
SKHQRPHQRJUDSK\:HSUHVXPHWKDWSDUWLFLSDQWVFRQWLQXRXVO\FRQVWUXFWWKHPHDQLQJRI
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSE\FRQQHFWLQJLWWRWKHLUVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WGXULQJDQLQWHUYLHZ
7KHPHDQLQJRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLVODWHULQWHUSUHWHGUDWKHUWKDQGLVFRYHUHGE\WKH
UHVHDUFKHUVGXULQJWKHGDWDDQDO\VLV +HQZRRG 3LGJHRQ5LFKDUGVRQ 

'DWD&ROOHFWLRQDQG$QDO\VLV 
7KH SUHVHQW VWXG\ XWLOL]HV  LQGLYLGXDO LQWHUYLHZV FROOHFWHG IURP ILYH VFKRROV LQ
6KDQJKDL &KLQD DQG WKUHH VFKRROV LQ -\YlVN\Ol )LQODQG IURP WKH DXWXPQ RI 


ϱ


WKURXJKWKHVSULQJRI 7DEOH 7KHVHHLJKWVFKRROVUHSUHVHQWLQJFRPSUHKHQVLYH
ORZHU DQG XSSHU VHFRQGDU\ OHYHOV RI HGXFDWLRQ ZHUH UHFRPPHQGHG E\ WKH 6KDQJKDL
0XQLFLSDO(GXFDWLRQ&RPPLVVLRQDQGWKH-\YlVN\Ol0XQLFLSDO(GXFDWLRQ2IILFHIRUWKHLU
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSSUDFWLFHV 
7KH HLJKW VFKRRO SULQFLSDOV ZHUH ILUVW DVNHG WR GHVFULEH WKHLU VFKRRO DGPLQLVWUDWLYH
VWUXFWXUHVWRWKHILUVWDXWKRULQFOXGLQJWKHWLHUVRIVFKRROKLHUDUFK\GLVWULEXWLRQRIIRUPDO
OHDGHUVKLS SRVLWLRQV DQG OHDGHU VHOHFWLRQ SURFHGXUH %DVHG RQ WKH GHVFULSWLRQV WKH
SDUWLFLSDQWVZHUHSXUSRVHIXOO\VHOHFWHGIURPHDFKWLHURIWKHKLHUDUFK\WRFRYHUWKHZKROH
UDQJHRIWKHVFKRROV¶IRUPDOOHDGHUVDQGWHDFKHUV2ZLQJWRLWVVPDOOVL]HDOOWHDFKHUV
DQG RQH YLFHSULQFLSDO LQ 6FKRRO ,, ZHUH LQWHUYLHZHG ,Q WKH UHVW VHYHQ VFKRROV WKH
SULQFLSDOVIRUZDUGHGWKHLQWHUYLHZLQYLWDWLRQVWRWKHWHDFKHUV7KHILUVWDXWKRUPDGHWKH
LQWHUYLHZ WLPHWDEOHV EDVHG XSRQ SDUWLFLSDQWV¶ DYDLODELOLW\ 'XH WR WKH ODUJH QXPEHU RI
SDUWLFLSDQWVWKHILUVWDXWKRUVSHQWRQHZHHNLQHDFKVFKRROFRQGXFWLQJWKHLQWHUYLHZV
(DFKDXGLRUHFRUGHGLQWHUYLHZODVWHGIURPWRPLQXWHV 
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'XULQJWKHGDWDFROOHFWLRQSKDVHWKHUHVRXUFHDJHQF\GXDOLW\PRGHOVHUYHGDVDUHVHDUFK
IUDPHZRUNWRJXLGHWKHLQWHUYLHZV:LWKRXWLPSRVLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDVDFRQFHSW
WKHILUVWDXWKRUDVNHGWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVWKLVTXHVWLRQCan you describe a few situations in
which leadership was distributed to you and/or by you?2QWKHEDVLVRIWKHVHUHDOOLIH
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VLWXDWLRQVWKHILUVWDXWKRUIXUWKHUSUREHGLQWRWKHSKHQRPHQRQIURPWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQDO
DQG LQGLYLGXDO SHUVSHFWLYHV E\ DVNLQJ TXHVWLRQV VXFK DV WKH IROORZLQJ What kinds of
resources were distributed for leadership purposes?, How did you use the leadership that
was distributed to you?, DQG Have you experienced any challenges or conflicts after
distributing/receiving leadership, and what did you do about them? 
7KH DQVZHUV WR WKHVH LQWHUYLHZ TXHVWLRQV ZHUH LWHUDWLYHO\ VRUWHG DQG FRPSDUHG WR
JHQHUDWHDVHWRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSFRQFHSWLRQV 0DUWRQ %RRWK $FFRUGLQJ
WR0DUWRQDQG3RQJ  DFRQFHSWLRQJHQHUDOO\FRPSULVHVWZRDVSHFWVWKHUHIHUHQWLDO
DVSHFWHQWDLOVWKHSDUWLFXODUPHDQLQJRIDSKHQRPHQRQGLVFHUQHGE\DQLQGLYLGXDODQGWKH
VWUXFWXUDODVSHFWLQGLFDWHVWKHLQWHUQDOIHDWXUHVRUORJLFRIWKHPHDQLQJ:KHQVXIILFLHQW
HYLGHQFHLQGLFDWHVWKDWVHYHUDOUHIHUHQWLDOPHDQLQJXQLWVIRUPXODWHDQRYHUDOOLPSOLFDWLRQ
RIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQDSDUWLFXODUVLWXDWLRQDFRQFHSWLRQLVFUHDWHG 0DUWRQ 3RQJ
  )RU H[DPSOH LQ WKH 6KDQJKDL VFKRROV ZLWK D IRXUWLHU YHUWLFDO DGPLQLVWUDWLYH
VWUXFWXUHWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVGLVFHUQHGSRVLWLRQDOSRZHUDQGIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVDV
WZRUHIHUHQWLDOPHDQLQJXQLWVDVVRFLDWHGWROHDGHUVKLS$FFRUGLQJWRWKHGDWDWKHVHWZR
UHIHUHQWLDOPHDQLQJXQLWVZHUHFRQQHFWHGZLWKHDFKRWKHUWKURXJKDORJLFDOVWUXFWXUHLQ
ZKLFKSRVLWLRQDOSRZHUZDVGLVWULEXWHGWKURXJKIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQV7KXVDVWKH
UHVXOW RI WKH DQDO\VLV &RQFHSWLRQ $ GLVWULEXWLQJ OHDGHUVKLS WKURXJK SRVLWLRQV ZDV
JHQHUDWHG
,QSKHQRPHQRJUDSK\WKHUHLVQRULJKWRUZURQJDQVZHUWRWKHUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVRQO\
WKHYDULDWLRQVRIPHDQLQJGLVFHUQHGE\WKHLQWHUYLHZSDUWLFLSDQWVIURPWKHLUUHVSHFWLYH
YLHZSRLQWV 0DUWRQ  %RRWK   7KHUHIRUH LW LV WKH SODXVLELOLW\ UDWKHU WKDQ WKH
DEVROXWH WUXWK WKDW HVWDEOLVKHV WKH WUXVWZRUWKLQHVV RI WKH ILQGLQJV &RXVLQ  
$GRSWLQJ /LQFROQ DQG *XED¶V   IRXU FULWHULD RI SODXVLELOLW\ WKLV VWXG\ HQKDQFHG
credibilityE\SURYLGLQJTXRWDWLRQVIURPWKHRULJLQDOLQWHUYLHZWUDQVFULSWVIRUUHDGHUVWR
HYDOXDWH WKH DXWKRUV¶ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV Fittingness ZDV DFKLHYHG E\ SURYLGLQJ GHWDLOHG
GHVFULSWLRQVRIHDFKUHVHDUFKFRQWH[WVRWKDWVFKRROSUDFWLWLRQHUVZKRZRUNHGLQDVLPLODU
FRQWH[W FRXOG FRPSDUH WKH ILQGLQJV ZLWK WKHLU RZQ SUDFWLFHV Auditability ZDV
DFFRPSOLVKHGE\SUHVHQWLQJDQRSHQDQGKRQHVWGDWDFROOHFWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVSURFHGXUH
VR WKDW RWKHU UHVHDUFKHUV FRXOG UHSOLFDWH WKH VWXG\ DQG FRQILUP WKH FRQVLVWHQF\ RI WKH
ILQGLQJV/DVWO\conformabilityZDVDWWDLQHGE\PDNLQJLQWHUYLHZSDUWLFLSDQWV¶GLIIHUHQW
YRLFHVFRQIURQWHDFKRWKHU 'H]LQ /LQFROQ :KHQLQWHUYLHZLQJWKHILUVWDXWKRU
VRPHWLPHVQRWLFHGFRQWUDGLFWRU\YRLFHVIURPWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV%\DVNLQJWKHSDUWLFLSDQWV
WR FRQILUP HDFK RWKHU¶V YLHZSRLQWV WKH UHVHDUFKHUV ODWHU FRQVWUXFWHG ERWK D JHQHUDO
FRQFHSWLRQDQGLWVVXEFDWHJRULHVDIWHUWKHGDWDDQDO\VLV 
)RUH[DPSOHPRVWSDUWLFLSDQWVLQ6FKRRO,,UHSRUWHGWKDWDOOWHDFKHUVUHFHLYHGD
VLPLODU DPRXQW RI OHDGHUVKLS UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV 1RQHWKHOHVV WKUHH SDUWLFLSDQWV FODLPHG
OHDGHUVKLSUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVWHQGHGWRIDOOUHSHDWHGO\RQWKHVDPHWHDFKHUV:KHQQRWLFLQJ
WKLV FRQWUDGLFWLRQ WKH ILUVW DXWKRU DVNHG WKH WKUHH SDUWLFLSDQWV WR FRPPHQW RQ RWKHUV¶
YLHZSRLQW ZLWK WZR IROORZXS TXHVWLRQV Do you disagree with the viewpoint that
leadership is distributed quite evenly in your school? DQG Can you give some examples to
underpin your statement? 7KH DQVZHUV RI WKH IROORZXS TXHVWLRQV HVWDEOLVKHG WZR
VXEFDWHJRULHVRI&RQFHSWLRQ$GLVWULEXWLQJOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKH[SHUWLVHSURIHVVLRQDO
H[SHUWLVH DQG LQWHUSHUVRQDO H[SHUWLVH 7KXV WKH IROORZXS TXHVWLRQV WRJHWKHU ZLWK WKH
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RULJLQDOTXHVWLRQVFUHDWHGDIRUPRIGDWDWULDQJXODWLRQWRHQKDQFHFRQILUPDELOLW\ 

)LQGLQJV

Three School Administrative Structures
$FFRUGLQJWR(OPRUH  VFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLRQGRHVQRWGLUHFWO\PDQDJHSHGDJRJ\
EXWUDWKHUWKHVWUXFWXUHVDQGSURFHVVHVWKDWVHUYHSHGDJRJLFDOSXUSRVHV,QWKLVVWXG\ZH
GHILQH D VFKRRO¶V DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUH DV WKH FRQILJXUDWLRQ RI SURIHVVLRQDO
UHODWLRQVKLSV ZLWKLQ DQG EHWZHHQ YDULRXV WLHUV RI WKH KLHUDUFK\ WKDW VHUYH WKH VFKRRO
SHGDJRJ\ 
$V PHQWLRQHG DERYH WKH HLJKW SULQFLSDOV ZHUH DVNHG WR GHVFULEH WKHLU VFKRRO
DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUHV E\ DQVZHULQJ WKHVH TXHVWLRQV How many tiers constitute the
school hierarchy?, What are the formal leadership positions distributed in each tier?, DQG
How are the leaders in each tier selected?$IWHUV\QWKHVL]LQJDQGFRPSDULQJSULQFLSDOV¶
GHVFULSWLRQV ZH LGHQWLILHG WKUHH GLVWLQFW DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUHV DIWHU WKH ILUVWSKDVH
GDWD DQDO\VLV 7KHVH VWUXFWXUHV DSSHDUHG WR UHSUHVHQW WKHLU UHVSHFWLYH VRFLRFXOWXUDO
FRQWH[WVDIRXUWLHUYHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUHLQIRXU6KDQJKDLVFKRROV 6FKRROV,,,,,9DQG9 
DWZRWLHUYHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUHLQRQH6KDQJKDLVFKRRO 6FKRRO,, DQGDWZRWLHUKRUL]RQWDO
VWUXFWXUHLQWKUHH)LQQLVKVFKRROV 6FKRROV9,9,,DQG9,,,   
,QWKHVHFRQGSKDVHDQDO\VLVWKHZKROHLQWHUYLHZGDWDZHUHDQDO\]HG,QRUGHUWRWDNH
VRFLRFXOWXUDO FRQWH[W LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ ZH GHFLGHG WR FRQGXFW WKH DQDO\VLV RI
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS FRQFHSWLRQV XQGHU HDFK DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUH ,Q IDFW WKLV
PHWKRGWXUQHGRXWWREHVXFFHVVIXODVZHFRXOGLGHQWLI\VRPHFRQFHSWLRQVDVVWUXFWXUH
VSHFLILF )LJXUH  



)LJXUH$GPLQLVWUDWLYH6WUXFWXUHVDQG'LVWULEXWHG/HDGHUVKLS&RQFHSWLRQV
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Type 1: Four-tier Vertical Structure
$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH SULQFLSDOV LQ 6FKRROV , ,,, ,9 DQG9 VLQFH WKH HVWDEOLVKPHQW RI WKH
SULQFLSDODFFRXQWDELOLW\V\VWHPLQPRVW&KLQHVHSXEOLFVFKRROVEXLOWDWRSGRZQ
YHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUHWRDGPLQLVWUDWHDFDGHPLFDQGVWXGHQWDIIDLUV$OWKRXJKHDFKVFKRROPD\
DOWHUWKHVWUXFWXUHWRVXLWLWVVSHFLILFDWLRQVWKHKLHUDUFK\LVJHQHUDOO\FRPSULVHGRIIRXU
WLHUV )LJXUH 

)LJXUH)RXUWLHU9HUWLFDO6WUXFWXUH

1RWDEO\WKHIRXUWLHUYHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUHVHSDUDWHGWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQRIDFDGHPLFDIIDLUV
DQGVWXGHQWDIIDLUVWRHPSKDVL]HWKHLUHTXDOVWDWXV$FDGHPLFDIIDLUVLQFOXGHGFODVVURRP
WHDFKLQJ WHVWLQJ FXUULFXOXP GHYHORSPHQW DQG HGXFDWLRQDO UHVHDUFK ZKHUHDV VWXGHQW
DIIDLUV FRYHUHG LGHRORJLFDO DQG PRUDO HGXFDWLRQ KRPHVFKRRO FROODERUDWLRQ
H[WUDFXUULFXODUDFWLYLWLHVDQGVWXGHQWGLVFLSOLQH$QXPEHURIIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQV
ZHUHVHWLQHDFKWLHUWROHDGHLWKHUDFDGHPLFRUVWXGHQWDIIDLUV0RVWRIWKHVFKRROOHDGHUV
ZHUH HOHFWHG ZLWK WKH H[FHSWLRQ RI WKH VFKRRO SULQFLSDO DQG WKH &RPPXQLVW 3DUW\
6HFUHWDU\ ZKR ZHUH DSSRLQWHG E\ WKH ORFDO HGXFDWLRQ DXWKRULWLHV 6FKRRO OHDGHUV DQG
WHDFKHUVLQWKHORZHUWLHUZHUHKHOGDFFRXQWDEOHWRDQGVXSHUYLVHGE\WKHRQHVLQDKLJKHU
WLHU7KHQDWLRQDOWHDFKHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDOWLWOHV\VWHPZDVHPSOR\HGWRHYDOXDWHDQGUDQN
DOO WKH WHDFKHUV IURP ORZ WR KLJK XVLQJ ILYH FODVVLILFDWLRQV WKLUGJUDGH VHFRQGJUDGH
ILUVWJUDGH SURIHVVLRQDO DQG VHQLRU SURIHVVLRQDO $ WHDFKHU¶V VDODU\ SHQVLRQ DQG
HOLJLELOLW\IRUIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVZHUHODUJHO\GHWHUPLQHGE\WKHSURIHVVLRQDOWLWOH

Conception 1A: Distributing Leadership through Positions
0RVW SDUWLFLSDQWV ZKR ZRUNHG XQGHU WKH 7\SH  VWUXFWXUH GHSLFWHG D ULJLG WRSGRZQ
KLHUDUFK\,QWKHLQWHUYLHZVWKH\IUHTXHQWO\DVVRFLDWHGOHDGHUVKLSZLWKSRVLWLRQDOSRZHU
DQG FRQVLGHUHG OHDGHUVKLS WR EH GLVWULEXWHG WR IRUPDO OHDGHUV LQ GLIIHUHQW WLHUV :KHQ
ORFDWLQJWKHPVHOYHVLQWKHKLHUDUFK\WKHSDUWLFLSDQWVGHVFULEHGWKHTXDQWLW\DQGTXDOLW\
RISRZHUWKDWZDVGLVWULEXWHGWRWKHPEDVHGRQWKHLUMREGHVFULSWLRQV7KH\GHVFULEHGKRZ
PDQ\ VXERUGLQDWHV WKH\ OHG ZKDW UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV WKH\ FDUULHG DQG ZKDW NLQG RI
OHDGHUVKLSIXQFWLRQVWKH\SHUIRUPHG7KLVLVVXHZDVH[SUHVVHGE\D7LHUVXEMHFWOHDGHU
LQ6FKRRO,,,
&RQIXFLXVRQFHVDLGZKHQ\RXGRQ¶WKROGDQRIILFH\RXGRQ¶WFRQVLGHUWKHSROLFLHV:KHQZRUNLQJDV



ϭϬ

D PDWKHPDWLFV WHDFKHU , RQO\ FDUHG DERXW P\ RZQ WHDFKLQJ 1RZ , DP WKH VXEMHFW OHDGHU , DP
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUDOOWKHPDWKHPDWLFVWHDFKHUVDQGVWXGHQWVXQGHUP\OHDGHUVKLS 


%\ FLWLQJ &RQIXFLXV WKLV VXEMHFW OHDGHU VXJJHVWHG WKDW WHDFKHUV LQ WKH ORZHU WLHU ZHUH
QHLWKHUH[SHFWHGQRUZLOOLQJWROHDGEH\RQGWKHLUFXUUHQWSRVLWLRQV7KLVPDGHWKHVFKRRO
SRZHU VWUXFWXUH UHVHPEOH D UHYHUVHG S\UDPLG ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ PDQ\ SDUWLFLSDQWV
DFNQRZOHGJHG RQH XQZULWWHQ UXOH DGYDQFLQJ RQH¶V OHDGHUVKLS SRVLWLRQ ZDV WKH
SUHUHTXLVLWHWRH[HUWLQJDVWURQJHUDJHQF\RQVFKRROLVVXHV7KXVWKHIRXUWLHUYHUWLFDO
VWUXFWXUHZDVDOVRYLVXDOL]HGDVDFDUHHUODGGHUE\WKHVH6KDQJKDLWHDFKHUV
7KHSDUWLFLSDQWVDOVRGLIIHUHQWLDWHGWKHTXDOLW\RISRZHUEHORQJLQJWRHDFKWLHUWKURXJK
IXQFWLRQV 7LHU  OHDGHUV ZKR ZHUH IUHTXHQWO\ ODEHOOHG DV thinkers idea providers
navigatorsDQGtop-down designersZLHOGHGWKHSRZHURIHQYLVLRQLQJ7LHU±OHDGHUV
ZKR ZHUH GHVFULEHG DV pivotal amplifiers DQG buffers H[HUFLVHG WKH SRZHU RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGFRRUGLQDWLRQ7LHUZKRZHUHGHVFULEHGDVfrontlinegrassroots,DQG
bottom levelWHDFKHUVZHUHRIWHQHQJDJHGLQLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ 
8QGHUWKLVFRQFHSWLRQWKHDQQXDORUELDQQXDOWHDFKHUOHDGHUHOHFWLRQEHFDPHWKHWRRO
IRUGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS0RVWRIWKHOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVLQ7LHU²ZHUHRSHQIRU
HOHFWLRQ)RULQVWDQFHWHDFKHUFDQGLGDWHVZKRZDQWHGWREHFRPHDVXEMHFWOHDGHULQ7LHU
KDGWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHLUFDSDFLWLHVLQFODVVURRPWHDFKLQJHGXFDWLRQDOUHVHDUFKVWXGHQW
PDQDJHPHQWDQGSURIHVVLRQDOGHYHORSPHQW6RPHSDUWLFLSDQWVVDLGFOLPELQJWKHIRXU
WLHUKLHUDUFK\RIWHQWRRN\HDUVEHFDXVHFDQGLGDWHVKDGWRREWDLQHQRXJKPHULWVIRUHDFK
FULWHULRQ 2QFH WKH IRUPDO OHDGHUV ZHUH HOHFWHG WKH\ W\SLFDOO\ KHOG WKHLU SRVLWLRQV IRU
\HDUV WRR 7KHUHIRUH WHDFKHUV DOZD\V KDG FOHDU SHUVRQDO JRDOV DKHDG RI WKHP 2QH
DGYDQWDJHRIGLVWULEXWLQJOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKSRVLWLRQVDFFRUGLQJWRWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVZDV
WRUHLQIRUFHWKHVWDELOLW\RIWKHVFKRROKLHUDUFK\ 
1RWDEO\HYHQWKRXJKXVLQJYDULRXVHYDOXDWLRQV\VWHPVWRHOHFWVFKRROOHDGHUVVHHPHG
WRGLPLQLVKIDYRULWLVPVRPH7LHU±OHDGHUVGLVFORVHGWKDWWKH\VRPHWLPHVGURSSHGKLQWV
WRWKHLUSUHIHUUHGWHDFKHUFDQGLGDWHV)RULQVWDQFHWKHSULQFLSDOZKRHQYLVLRQHGEXLOGLQJ
DPRYLHVWXGLRLQ6FKRRO,WKRXJKWWZRWHDFKHUVPLJKWHPEUDFHKLVDJHQGD2QH\HDUSULRU
WR WKH WHDFKHU OHDGHU HOHFWLRQ KH HQFRXUDJHG WKHVH WZR WHDFKHUV WR WDNH PXOWLPHGLD
HGXFDWLRQWUDLQLQJWKDWEURXJKWWKHPH[WUDPHULWVLQWKHHOHFWLRQ

Conception 1B: Distributing Leadership through Empowerment
7KH VHFRQG FRQFHSWLRQ HPHUJHG IURP WKH LQWHUYLHZV ZLWK QLQH7LHU ± OHDGHUV ZKR
RFFDVLRQDOO\XVHGHPSRZHUPHQWWRGLYHUWFRQIOLFWVEHWZHHQGLIIHUHQWWLHUV2QH7LHU
SULQFLSDO HPSRZHUHG WKH WHDFKHUV WR HOHFW ILYH PHPEHUV DPRQJ WKHP DQG WR IRUP D
WHDFKHU HYDOXDWLRQ FRPPLWWHH 5HSODFLQJ WKH SULQFLSDO WKLV FRPPLWWHH HYDOXDWHG RWKHU
WHDFKHUV¶ WHDFKLQJ SHUIRUPDQFH WZLFH D \HDU 7KH SULQFLSDO FULWLFL]HG WKH &KLQHVH
HGXFDWLRQDOV\VWHPDVEHLQJREVHVVHGZLWKHYDOXDWLRQV+HZRUULHGWKDWVRPHWHDFKHUV
PLJKWWDNHKLVHYDOXDWLRQUHVXOWVSHUVRQDOO\DQGWDNHUHYHQJHRQKLPE\JLYLQJORZPDUNV
LQ WKH DQQXDO SULQFLSDO HYDOXDWLRQ 7R KLP HPSRZHULQJ WKH WHDFKHUV WR OHDG WHDFKHU
HYDOXDWLRQVDYHGKLPIURPWKHSULQFLSDOYHUVXVWHDFKHUVFRQIOLFW 
,QDGGLWLRQWRXVLQJHPSRZHUPHQWWRDYRLGFRQIOLFWVZLWKVXERUGLQDWHVVRPH7LHU
OHDGHUVDOVRVZD\HGWKHLUVXSHULRUV¶PLQGVZLWKWKHIROORZLQJVWUDWHJ\,Q6FKRRO,,,ZKHQ
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WKHQHZSULQFLSDOLQLWLDWHGDVHULHVRISHGDJRJLFDOUHIRUPVWKHGLUHFWRURIDFDGHPLFDIIDLUV
7LHU   LPPHGLDWHO\ VHQVHG UHVLVWDQFH IURP KLV XQSUHSDUHG WHDFKHUV7KH LQWHUYLHZHH
UHYHDOHGKRZKHXVHGHPSRZHUPHQWWRPDQHXYHUWKHVLWXDWLRQ 
,QWKH&KLQHVHFXOWXUHDVXERUGLQDWHGRHVQRWWKURZ³FROGZDWHU´RQWKHVXSHULRU,GRQRWZDQWWKHQHZ
SULQFLSDOWRWKLQN,DPLQFDSDEOHRUGLVREHGLHQW6R,HPSRZHUHGWKHWHDFKHUVWRWU\WKHSULQFLSDO¶VQHZ
SHGDJRJLFDOLGHDVDOWKRXJK,NQHZWKH\ZRXOGIDLO7KHLUIDLOXUHVVSRNHORXGHUWKDQP\ZRUGV:KHQ
WKH SULQFLSDO UHDOL]HG WKDW KLV UHIRUPV ZHUH SUHPDWXUH , XVHG WKH RSSRUWXQLW\ WR VXJJHVW RWKHU
DSSURDFKHV 


7KUHHRWKHU7LHUOHDGHUVDOVRUHFDOOHGVLPLODUGLOHPPDVDWZRUN%HLQJORFDWHGLQRQH
RIWKHPLGGOHWLHUVRIWKHKLHUDUFK\WKH\VRPHWLPHVIHOWWKHQHHGWRSOD\GRXEOHIDFHVLQ
IURQW RI WKH SULQFLSDO DQG WHDFKHUV ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ PDQ\ SDUWLFLSDQWV DWWULEXWHG WKLV
SKHQRPHQRQWRWKHIDFHVDYLQJFXOWXUHLQ&KLQD0DLQWDLQLQJKDUPRQLRXVLQWHUSHUVRQDO
UHODWLRQVKLSV DSSHDUHG HVVHQWLDO HYHQ ZKHQ LW PHDQW WDNLQJ D GHWRXU WR UHDFK
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO JRDOV 8QGHU WKLV FRQFHSWLRQ OHDGHUVKLS ZDV GLVWULEXWHG WKURXJK
HPSRZHUPHQWWRUHVROYHSRZHUFRQIOLFWV/HDGHUVZKRXVHGWKLVVWUDWHJ\ZHUHDOVRDZDUH
RIWKHULVNV'LPLQLVKLQJIRUPDOOHDGHUV¶DXWKRULW\DQGQXUWXULQJDFODQFXOWXUHZHUHWZR
H[DPSOHVFLWHGE\WKHSDUWLFLSDQWV

Conception 1C: Distributing Leadership through Competition
7KHSDUWLFLSDQWVLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHVHHPHGWRDFNQRZOHGJHRQHUXOHWHDFKHUVZKR
H[FHOOHGLQFRPSHWLWLRQVZHUHUHZDUGHGZLWKEHWWHUUHVRXUFHVDQGPRUHDJHQF\WRGHFLGH
VFKRRO LVVXHV 6WDQGDUGL]HG WHVWV VHUYHG DV RQH FRPSHWLWLRQ DUHQD 7HDFKHUV ZKRVH
VXEMHFWV ZHUH SDUW RI KLJKVWDNHV VWDQGDUGL]HG WHVWV DSSHDUHG WR XVH WKHLU SULYLOHJH WR
SURFXUHRWKHUWHDFKHUV¶UHVRXUFHV)RUH[DPSOHDORZHUVHFRQGDU\KLVWRU\WHDFKHUZDV
RIWHQSHUVXDGHGE\WKHPDWKHPDWLFVDQG(QJOLVKWHDFKHUVWRJLYHKLVOHVVRQKRXUVWRWKHP
VR WKH\ FRXOG SUHSDUH VWXGHQWV IRU WHVWV7KLV SKHQRPHQRQ ZDV HVSHFLDOO\ REVHUYHG LQ
*UDGHVDQGEHIRUHWKHHQWUDQFHH[DPVIRUXSSHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRROVDQGXQLYHUVLWLHV
UHVSHFWLYHO\ 
7KHPHULWSD\V\VWHPLQWURGXFHGLQEHFDPHDQRWKHUDUHQDIRUFRPSHWLWLRQ7KH
ORFDO HGXFDWLRQ DXWKRULW\ PDQGDWHG WKDW 6KDQJKDL VFKRROV FUHDWH VFKRROVSHFLILF PHULW
SD\SODQVDFFRUGLQJWRZKLFKSHGDJRJLFDODQGDGPLQLVWUDWLYHWDVNVZHUHTXDQWLILHGIRU
PHULWSD\$OWKRXJKWKLVV\VWHPDLPHGDWGLVWULEXWLQJPRUHOHDGHUVKLSRSSRUWXQLWLHVWR
WHDFKHUVWKHXQGHUO\LQJVWUDWHJ\ZDVWRPDNHWHDFKHUVFRPSHWHDJDLQVWHDFKRWKHUIRU
ILQDQFLDOUHZDUGV6HYHUDOSDUWLFLSDQWVUHSRUWHGWKDWWKHLUSURIHVVLRQDOUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
FROOHDJXHVZDVGHWHULRUDWLQJEHFDXVHRIWKHPHULWSD\$W6FKRRO9D7LHUKRPHURRP
WHDFKHUSXWLWWKLVZD\
7KHQHZPHULWSD\V\VWHPUHZDUGVP\KRPHURRPWHDFKHU¶VZRUNZLWKDELWH[WUDSD\%XWRWKHUWHDFKHUV
VDLG,DWHWKHLU³FKHHVH´1RZDGD\VZKHQWKH\KDYHGLIILFXOWVWXGHQWVLQFODVVWKH\VLPSO\VHQGWKH
VWXGHQWVWRPHEHFDXVH,DPSDLGIRUGLVFLSOLQLQJPLVEHKDYLRUV 


:KHQ UHIOHFWLQJ RQ KRZ FRPSHWLWLRQ DIIHFWHG DQ LQGLYLGXDO WHDFKHU¶V ZRUN VRPH
SDUWLFLSDQWVSHUFHLYHGFRPSHWLWLRQDVDUHODWLYHO\HIILFLHQWDSSURDFKWRPRWLYDWHWHDFKHUV
WRDVVXPHH[WUDUHVSRQVLELOLWLHV7KHUHVWKRZHYHUFULWLFL]HGLWIRUGHPRUDOL]LQJWHDFKHUV


ϭϮ


7KH\DVVHUWHGWKDWDWWDFKLQJGLIIHUHQWSULFHWDJVWRWHDFKHUV¶UROHVJDYHXQIDLUSULYLOHJHWR
VRPHWHDFKHUVZKLFKHQKDQFHGWKHULVNRISRZHUDEXVH

Conception 1D: Distributing Leadership through Collaboration
%HVLGHVFRPSHWLWLRQFROODERUDWLRQZDVDOVRPHQWLRQHGGXULQJWKHLQWHUYLHZVFRQGXFWHG
LQ6FKRROV,DQG9,QSDVW\HDUVERWKVFKRROVPRGLILHGWKHLUIRXUWLHUYHUWLFDOVWUXFWXUH
WRHQFRXUDJHPRUHSURIHVVLRQDOFROODERUDWLRQDPRQJWKHWHDFKHUV 
6LQFH6FKRRO,UHVWUXFWXUHGJUDGHOHYHODGPLQLVWUDWLRQE\PL[LQJOHDGHUVDQG
WHDFKHUVDFURVVIRXUWLHUV6L[7LHU±OHDGHUVZHUHGLYLGHGLQWRWKUHHJURXSV(DFKJURXS
WRJHWKHUZLWKDIHZ7LHUWHDFKHUVIROORZHGWKHOHDGHUVKLSRI7LHUJUDGHKHDGV2QD
ZHHNO\EDVLVWKHQHZOHDGHUVKLSWHDPGLVFXVVHGDQGGHFLGHGJUDGHOHYHOLVVXHVVXFKDV
PRUDOHGXFDWLRQWKHPHVWHDFKHUV¶VXSHUYLVLRQWLPHWDEOHVIRUOXQFKEUHDNVDQGZHHNO\
QHZVOHWWHUVWRSDUHQWV$IWHUUHVWUXFWXULQJWKHJUDGHOHYHOOHDGHUVKLSWHDPD7LHUJUDGH
KHDGREVHUYHGWKDWPDQ\7LHUJUDVVURRWVWHDFKHUVEHFDPHPRUHFUHDWLYHDQGFRPPLWWHG
WRWKHLUZRUNZKHQWKH\SDUWLFLSDWHGLQWKHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVV1HYHUWKHOHVVVKH
DOVR YRLFHG VRPH FRQFHUQ :KHQ GLVDJUHHPHQW DURVH LQ WKH PHHWLQJV WKRVH 7LHU ±
OHDGHUVWHQGHGWRZLHOGWKHLUSRVLWLRQDOSRZHUWRSUHYDLORYHUFROOHFWLYHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
5HVWUXFWXULQJ DGPLQLVWUDWLYH WHDPV ZDV UHODWLYHO\ HDV\ ZKLOH UHFXOWXULQJ WKH
EXUHDXFUDWLFPHQWDOLW\LQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHVHHPHGFKDOOHQJLQJ 
,Q 6FKRRO 9 DQRWKHU W\SH RI SURIHVVLRQDO FROODERUDWLRQ ZDV IRUPHG WR GLVWULEXWH
SHGDJRJLFDOOHDGHUVKLSWRVXEMHFWWHDFKHUV7KHVFKRROSULQFLSDOFULWLFL]HGWKHWUDGLWLRQDO
VXEMHFWEDVHG WHDFKLQJ DQG UHVHDUFKVHPLQDUV IRU WKHLU QDUURZ IRFXVHV:KHQ WHDFKHUV
ZHUH JURXSHG LQ VXEMHFW WHDPV WKH ZHHNO\ VHPLQDUV PDLQO\ IRFXVHG RQ KRZ WR SODQ
OHVVRQVWHDFKWKHV\OODEXVDQGHYDOXDWHVWXGHQWV,Q6FKRRO9H[SHULPHQWHGZLWK
PXOWLGLVFLSOLQDU\WHDFKLQJDQGUHVHDUFKVHPLQDUVE\HQFRXUDJLQJWHDFKHUVZLWKGLIIHUHQW
VXEMHFWEDFNJURXQGVWRREVHUYHDQGFRPPHQWRQHDFKRWKHU¶VOHVVRQV2QH6FKRRO97LHU
SK\VLFVWHDFKHUGHVFULEHGWKHFKDQJHLQKHURZQWHDFKLQJ 
7KLVDIWHUQRRQ,WDXJKWWKHFRQFHSWRIGHQVLW\WRWKHHLJKWKJUDGHUV%HVLGHVWZRSK\VLFVWHDFKHUV,
LQYLWHGPDWKHPDWLFVSV\FKRORJ\ODQJXDJHDQGFKHPLVWU\WHDFKHUVWRREVHUYHP\OHVVRQ,QWHUHVWLQJO\
WKHVHWHDFKHUVFDSWXUHGDORWRIVWXGHQWV¶UHDFWLRQVLQP\OHVVRQ7KH\WROGPHZKLFKSDUWV,VXFFHHGHG
ZHOOLQDQGZKLFKSDUWV,VKRXOGKDYHHODERUDWHGRQPRUH,IHOWVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJZDVDWWKHFHQWHURI
WKHGLVFXVVLRQQRWWKHVXEMHFWQRWPH 


2WKHU SDUWLFLSDQWV DOVR H[SHULHQFHG EHQFKPDUNLQJ SHGDJRJLFDO DQG FODVV PDQDJHPHQW
VWUDWHJLHV ZLWK WKH WHDFKHUV WKH\ QHYHU FROODERUDWHG ZLWK EHIRUH 6RPH IRXQG WKHLU
DWWLWXGHV WRZDUGV ORZSHUIRUPLQJ VWXGHQWV KDG FKDQJHG DIWHU OHDUQLQJ DERXW VWXGHQWV¶
DFKLHYHPHQWLQRWKHUVXEMHFWV0XOWLGLVFLSOLQDU\WHDFKLQJDQGUHVHDUFKVHPLQDUVVHHPHG
WRRSHQDQHZSODWIRUPIRUWKHWHDFKHUVWRH[HUFLVHDQGUHFHLYHSHGDJRJLFDOOHDGHUVKLS 
1HYHUWKHOHVV VRPH SDUWLFLSDQWV DOVR H[SUHVVHG WZR PDMRU FRQFHUQV )LUVW LQ
FRPSDULVRQ ZLWK WKH WUDGLWLRQDO VXEMHFWEDVHG VHPLQDUV PXOWLGLVFLSOLQDU\ VHPLQDUV
SUHYHQWHG WHDFKHUV IURP GLVFXVVLQJ LQGHSWK VXEMHFW FRQWHQW 6HFRQG DOWKRXJK PRVW
WHDFKHUVSUHIHUUHGWKHFRPELQDWLRQRIERWKVXEMHFWEDVHGDQGPXOWLGLVFLSOLQDU\VHPLQDUV
WLPHEHFDPHDVFDUFHUHVRXUFHIRUWKHPWRKDYHSURIHVVLRQDOFROODERUDWLRQ 



ϭϯ


Type 2: Two-tier Vertical Structure
$PRQJWKHILYH6KDQJKDLVFKRROV6FKRRO,,KDGDQH[FHSWLRQDODGPLQLVWUDWLYHVWUXFWXUH
7KHVFKRROZDVFRIRXQGHGLQE\DKLJKSHUIRUPLQJXSSHUVHFRQGDU\VFKRRODQG
WKHORFDOHGXFDWLRQDODXWKRULW\$FFRUGLQJWRWKHGLVWULFWGHYHORSPHQWSODQ6FKRRO,,ZDV
JLYHQ KLJKOHYHO DXWRQRP\ WR H[SHULPHQW ZLWK LQGLYLGXDOO\ WDLORUHG SHGDJRJ\ DQG
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS$FFRUGLQJWRWKHYLFHSULQFLSDODWZRWLHUYHUWLFDODGPLQLVWUDWLYH
VWUXFWXUHZDVEXLOWWRVHUYHERWKSHGDJRJLFDODQGOHDGHUVKLSSXUSRVHV )LJXUH  

)LJXUH7ZRWLHU9HUWLFDO6WUXFWXUH

7KLVVWUXFWXUHKDGRQO\WZRIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVLQ7LHUWKHKRQRUDU\SULQFLSDO
ZKR VXSHUYLVHG WKH VFKRRO¶V RYHUDOO GHYHORSPHQW DQG WKH YLFHSULQFLSDO ZKR OHG WKH
VFKRRO¶VGDLO\RSHUDWLRQV,Q7LHUWHDFKHUVZHUHPXOWLSRVLWLRQHGLQHLJKWSURMHFW
WHDPVFROHDGLQJVFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLRQSHGDJRJ\DQGVWXGHQWFDUH(DFKSURMHFWWHDP
FRQVLVWHGRI±WHDFKHUV$PRQJWKHWHDFKHUVQRQHRIWKHPKHOGDIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLS
SRVLWLRQ%HIRUHWKHSURMHFWVVWDUWHGLQIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSUROHVZHUHQHJRWLDWHGDPRQJWKH
YLFHSULQFLSDO DQG WHDFKHUV (LJKW SURMHFW WHDPV ZHUH SXUSRVHIXOO\ GHVLJQHG WR KDYH
RYHUODSSLQJ UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV VR WKDW WKH\ FRXOG IOH[LEO\ PHUJH VSOLW RU UHJURXS LQ
UHVSRQVHWRWDVNV 
6LPLODUWRWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHWHDFKHUVLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHZHUHDOVRHYDOXDWHG
XVLQJWKHWHDFKHU¶VSURIHVVLRQDOWLWOHV\VWHP$VPRVWRIWKHWHDFKHUVZHUHQRYLFHVWKH
YLFHSULQFLSDOVSHQWDQHQRUPRXVDPRXQWRIWLPHPHQWRULQJWHDFKHUV¶SHGDJRJLFDODQG
DGPLQLVWUDWLYH ZRUN $OWKRXJK 6FKRRO ,, KDG D VPDOO QXPEHU RI WHDFKHUV WKH YLFH
SULQFLSDOGHSLFWHGDFOHDUYHUWLFDOUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHWZRWLHUV 
Conception 2A: Distributing Leadership through Expertise
6LQFH LWV HVWDEOLVKPHQW WZR SULQFLSDOV GHFLGHG WR ORRVHQ WKH WLHV EHWZHHQ OHDGHUVKLS
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVDQGIL[HGOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVLQ6FKRRO,,7KHYLFHSULQFLSDOLQWURGXFHG
WKLVVWUDWHJ\LQWKHWHDFKHUUHFUXLWPHQWSKDVH6KHVDLGWKDWWKHVFKRROVHDUFKHGIRUWKH
WHDFKHUVZLWKGLYHUVHH[SHUWLVHDQGDOLIHORQJOHDUQLQJDWWLWXGHQRWWKHRQHVZKRZHUH


ϭϰ


XVHGWREHLQJRUZRUNLQJIRUWRSGRZQOHDGHUV,QVWHDGRIVHSDUDWLQJWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLRQ
RI DFDGHPLF DQG VWXGHQW DIIDLUV OLNH WKDW LQ WKH7\SH  VWUXFWXUH WKH7\SH  VWUXFWXUH
FRPELQHGSHGDJRJ\DGPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGVWXGHQWFDUHLQWRRQHHQWLW\9DULRXVVKRUWWHUP
DQG ORQJWHUP SURMHFWV ZHUH GHVLJQHG WR HQJDJH WHDFKHUV LQ OHDGHUVKLS ZRUN VXFK DV
VWXGHQW UHFUXLWPHQW SURMHFWV VFKRRO FHOHEUDWLRQ SURMHFWV DQG VWXGHQW FOXE SURMHFWV
7HDFKHUV¶ MRE GHVFULSWLRQ ZDV H[SDQGHG DQG HQULFKHG DV HDFK WHDFKHU KDG WR EH D
SHGDJRJLFDOOHDGHUDPRUDOOHDGHUDQGDQDGPLQLVWUDWRUDWWKHVDPHWLPH 
$OWKRXJKWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHGLGQRWDVVLJQIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVWRWKHWHDFKHUV
EHIRUH HDFK SURMHFW VWDUWHG WKH YLFHSULQFLSDO GLVFXVVHG WKH WDVNV RSHQO\ ZLWK DOO 
WHDFKHUVDQGDOORZHGWKHWHDFKHUVWRQHJRWLDWHWKHLUUROHVLQWKHSURMHFW,QIRUPDOOHDGHUV
YHU\ RIWHQ WKH RQHV ZLWK WKH PRVW UHOHYDQW H[SHUWLVH HPHUJHG IURP WKH SURFHVV0RVW
SDUWLFLSDQWV FRQVLGHUHG OHDGHUVKLS WR EH GLVWULEXWHG HYHQO\ DPRQJ WKHP EHFDXVH HDFK
SURMHFW FRUUHVSRQGHG WR VRPH WHDFKHUV¶ H[SHUWLVH RU LQWHUHVWV 1HYHUWKHOHVV WKUHH
SDUWLFLSDQWV UHYHDOHG WKDW ZKHQ HPHUJHQFLHV WRRN SODFH OHDGHUVKLS ZDV UHSHDWHGO\
GLVWULEXWHGWRWKHVDPHWHDFKHUV2QH7LHUWHDFKHUGHVFULEHGWKLVW\SHRIVLWXDWLRQ
,UHPHPEHU,UHVFXHGFULVHVVHYHUDOWLPHV2QFHEHIRUHWKHVFKRROFHOHEUDWLRQWKHWHDFKHULQFKDUJH
IDLOHGWRDUUDQJHUHKHDUVDOVGXHWRWKHODFNRIDXWKRULW\LQIURQWRIWKHVWXGHQWV2WKHUWHDFKHUVDVNHGPH
WRKHOS7KHUHIRUH,KDGWROHDYHP\RZQZRUNEHKLQGDQGVWDUWHGWRFRQWDFWWKHVWXGHQWOHDGHUVDQG
DUUDQJHWKHUHKHDUVDOWLPHWDEOH6RPHWLPHVWKHUHTXHVWVFDPHVRDEUXSWO\WKDW,IHOWP\RZQWHDFKLQJ
DQGRWKHUGXWLHVZHUHFRQVWDQWO\LQWHUUXSWHG 

$VWKLVSDUWLFLSDQWGHVFULEHGLQHPHUJHQF\OHDGHUVKLSZDVWDNHQIURPWKHWHDFKHUVZLWK
WKH PRVW UHOHYDQW SURIHVVLRQDO H[SHUWLVH DQG UHGLVWULEXWHG WR WKH RQHV ZLWK EHWWHU
LQWHUSHUVRQDOH[SHUWLVHVXFKDVFULVLVPDQDJHPHQWDQGLQWHUSHUVRQDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQVNLOOV
2QO\ZKHQWKHVHWHDFKHUVIDLOHGWRUHVFXHWKHVLWXDWLRQWKHYLFHSULQFLSDOFDPHWRWKHLU
DLG$VDUHVXOWVRPHWHDFKHUVVXIIHUHGIURPDQXQEHDUDEOHZRUNORDG,QDGGLWLRQVLQFH
GLIIHUHQW H[SHUWLVH ZDV QHHGHG DW GLIIHUHQW SKDVHV RI D SURMHFW GLVWULEXWLQJ OHDGHUVKLS
WKURXJKH[SHUWLVHVHHPHGWRFDXVHUROHDPELJXLW\DQGDFFRXQWDELOLW\SUREOHPV%HFDXVH
WHDFKHUV ZHUH XQFOHDU DERXW WKHLU H[DFW UHVSRQVLELOLW\ DUHDV DOO WKH SURMHFWV UHTXLUHG
FRQVWDQWFRRUGLQDWLRQE\WKHYLFHSULQFLSDO

Conception 2B: Distributing Leadership through Mentoring
0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVGHVFULEHGWKHVFKRROSULQFLSDODVWKHPDVWHUPLQGEHKLQGWKHVFKRRO¶V
RYHUDOOGHVLJQDQGWKHYLFHSULQFLSDODVDPHQWRUIRUWKHWHDFKHUV6LQFHPRVWWHDFKHUVGLG
QRWSRVVHVVIRUPHUOHDGHUVKLSH[SHULHQFHWKHPHQWRULQJSURFHVVRIWHDFKLQJWHDFKHUVKRZ
WROHDGZDVVHHQDVDIRUPRIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS2QHSK\VLFDOHGXFDWLRQWHDFKHUIRXQG
WKDW JUDVVURRWV WHDFKHUV LQ 6FKRRO ,, KDG PRUH OHDGHUVKLS RSSRUWXQLWLHV DQG GLUHFW
FROODERUDWLRQ ZLWK WKH WZR SULQFLSDOV WKDQ WKRVH LQ RWKHU VFKRROV 7KH YLFHSULQFLSDO
PHQWRUHG KLP WR WDNH FKDUJH RI WKH VFKRRO IDFLOLW\ DQG LWV VHFXULW\ 7RJHWKHU WKH\
FRQGXFWHG FDPSXV VHFXULW\ FKHFNV IRXU WLPHV D \HDU$FFRUGLQJ WR WKDW WHDFKHU LQ KLV
VHFRQG\HDULQ6FKRRO,,KHERUHWKHVDPHUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVDVDGLUHFWRURIIDFLOLWLHV,Q
RWKHUVFKRROVLWZRXOGKDYHWDNHQKLP±\HDUVWRDFKLHYHVXFKDGLUHFWRU¶VSRVLWLRQ  
 $FFRUGLQJWRWKHYLFHSULQFLSDOKDYLQJDJUHDWGHDORIKDQGVRQH[SHULHQFHLQYDULRXV
DUHDVRIVFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLRQZDVWKHSUHUHTXLVLWHIRUDPHQWRU'XULQJKHU\HDUZRUN



ϭϱ


H[SHULHQFHVKHKDGZRUNHGLQDOPRVWDOOWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHSRVLWLRQVLQDVFKRRO6KH
VWUHVVHGWKDWHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSZDVQRWWDVNGHOHJDWLRQEXWDYDOXHFKRLFH,W
ZDVPRUHLPSRUWDQWIRUKHUWRWHDFKWHDFKHUVKRZWROHDGDVFKRRODQGZK\WKDQZKDW
WDVNVWRGR7KLV7LHUYLFHSULQFLSDOVXPPHGXSKHUPHQWRULQJZRUNZLWKWKHIROORZLQJ
H[DPSOH 
:H KDYH D \HDU FORFN LQ WKH WHDFKHUV¶ RIILFH PDUNLQJ WKH PRQWKO\ NH\ WDVNV ,Q PRVW FDVHV , FDQ
DQWLFLSDWHWKHFKDOOHQJHVWKDWP\WHDFKHUVZLOOHQFRXQWHU6R,SUHSDUHWKHPLQDGYDQFH6RPHWLPHVZH
FDQQRWIRUHVHHGLIILFXOWLHVRUWHDFKHUVZDQWWRGRWKLQJVGLIIHUHQWO\7KHQZHKDYHWROHDUQWRJHWKHU
$IWHUWKHILUVW\HDU,HQFRXUDJHGP\WHDFKHUVWRFRQVWUXFWWKHQH[W\HDUFORFNE\WKHPVHOYHV,WEHFDPH
DXVHIXOWRROWRPDNHP\WHDFKHUVVHHKRZGLIIHUHQWW\SHVRIVFKRROZRUNFRQVWLWXWHWKHELJSLFWXUHRI
WKHVFKRRO 


$FFRUGLQJ WR WKLV YLFHSULQFLSDO GLVWULEXWLQJ OHDGHUVKLS WKURXJK PHQWRULQJ LQYROYHG
DQRWKHU LPSRUWDQW DVSHFW %HVLGHV WHDFKLQJ WHDFKHUV KRZ WR OHDG VKH DOVR UHSHDWHGO\
XQGHUOLQHGWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIKRZWRIROORZ6RPHWHDFKHUVIRXQGWKLVSURFHVVEHQHILFLDO
EHFDXVHWKH\OHDUQHGWREHDEHWWHUOHDGHUWKURXJKEHLQJDEHWWHUIROORZHU2QHJHRJUDSK\
WHDFKHU LQ 6FKRRO ,, VDLG WKDW WHDFKHUV IUHTXHQWO\ VZLWFKHG WKHLU UROHV IURP OHDGHUV WR
IROORZHUVDQGYLFHYHUVDZKHQZRUNLQJRQGLIIHUHQWSURMHFWV*UDGXDOO\VKHOHDUQHGWR
VXSSRUW RWKHU OHDGHUV¶ OHDGHUVKLS EHFDXVH VKH DOVR FRXQWHG RQ WKHLU VXSSRUW ZKHQ
OHDGHUVKLSUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVIHOORQKHUVKRXOGHUV 

Type 3: Two-tier Horizontal Structure
)LJXUH  SUHVHQWV WKH WZRWLHU KRUL]RQWDO DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUH VKDUHG E\ WKH WKUHH
)LQQLVKVFKRROV6FKRROV9,9,,DQG9,,,$FFRUGLQJWRWKHLUSULQFLSDOVHDFKVFKRROKDG
D WRS OHDGHUVKLS WHDP LQ7LHU  FRQVLVWLQJ RI WKH SULQFLSDO YLFHSULQFLSDOV DQG D IHZ
HOHFWHGOHDGWHDFKHUV7KLVOHDGHUVKLSWHDPVWHHUHGWKHVFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLRQ7HDFKHUVLQ
7LHUZLWKKLJKOHYHOSURIHVVLRQDODXWRQRP\OHGSHGDJRJ\7KHSDUHQWVVRFLDOZHOIDUH
V\VWHP ORFDO HGXFDWLRQDO DXWKRULW\ DQG RWKHU VWDNHKROGHUV ZHUH DOVR IDFWRUV WKDW
FRQWULEXWHGWRWKHVFKRRO¶VVXSSRUWV\VWHP 



ϭϲ



)LJXUH7ZRWLHU+RUL]RQWDO6WUXFWXUH
,Q FRPSDULVRQ WR WKH7\SH  DQGVWUXFWXUHVWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHVHHPHGWRKDYHDQ
XQFOHDUGHPDUFDWLRQEHWZHHQWKHWZRWLHUV,QNHHSLQJZLWK)LQQLVKFXVWRPVVWXGHQWVDQG
WHDFKHUVDGGUHVVHGWKHLUSULQFLSDOVE\WKHLUILUVWQDPHVLQVWHDGRIWKHLUWLWOHV7KHVFKRROV¶
SRZHU GLVWDQFH ZDV ORZ$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH WKUHH SULQFLSDOV WKHLU VFKRROV KDG PXOWLSOH
SRZHUFHQWHUV%RWKWRSGRZQDQGERWWRPXSGHFLVLRQPDNLQJFRH[LVWHG
6FKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLRQLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHZDVKLJKO\VWUHDPOLQHG,QWKHV
VFKRRO LQVSHFWLRQ ZDV DEROLVKHG LQ )LQODQG 6FKRRO SULQFLSDOV DQG WHDFKHUV ZHUH
H[HPSWHGIURPH[FHVVLYHH[WHUQDOFRQWUROE\WKHQDWLRQDORUORFDOHGXFDWLRQDXWKRULWLHV
%\FRPSDULVRQHDFK6KDQJKDLVFKRROLQWKLVVWXG\LQFOXGLQJ6FKRRO,,ZLWKSURPLVHG
DXWRQRP\UHFHLYHGFRQVWDQWH[WHUQDOLQVSHFWLRQVDQGHYDOXDWLRQV'XHWRWKHGLIIHUHQW
OHYHORIH[WHUQDOFRQWUROWKHQXPEHURIIXOOWLPHDGPLQLVWUDWRUVLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUH
ZDVDERXWRQHWKLUGRIWKDWLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUH
7KHSULQFLSDOWHDFKHUUHODWLRQVKLSZDVDQRWKHUIHDWXUHWKDWGLVWLQJXLVKHGWKH7\SH
VWUXFWXUHIURPWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUH7KHWKUHH)LQQLVKSULQFLSDOVSHUFHLYHGWKHPVHOYHVDV
WKHVXSSRUWHUVRIDQGUHVRXUFHSURYLGHUVIRUWKHWHDFKHUV%\FRQWUDVWWKHYLFHSULQFLSDO
LQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHGLVFHUQHGKHUVHOIDVDVXSHULRUSHGDJRJLFDOH[SHUWDQGPHQWRUWR
KHU WHDFKHUV 7KHUHIRUH WKH SULQFLSDOWHDFKHU UHODWLRQVKLS LQ WKH 7\SH  VWUXFWXUH ZDV
KRUL]RQWDOZKHUHDVLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSZDVYHUWLFDO




ϭϳ


Conception 3A: Distributing Leadership through Equity
:LWKWKHJLYHQDXWRQRP\)LQQLVKVFKRROVZHUHQRWREOLJHGWREXLOGWHDPVDOWKRXJKLW
ZDVDFRPPRQSUDFWLFHWRHQJDJHWHDFKHUVLQVFKRROOHDGHUVKLSZRUN$FURVVWKHWKUHH
VFKRROVWZRW\SHVRIWHDPVZHUHIRXQGSDUDOOHODQGSURMHFWWHDPV,Q6FKRRO9,WHDFKHUV
ZHUH UDQGRPO\ JURXSHG LQWR VL[ SDUDOOHO WHDPV XVLQJ D ORWWHU\ V\VWHP 7KHVH SDUDOOHO
WHDPVVHUYHGDVGLVFXVVLRQIRUXPV IRU WHDFKHUV WR SDUWLFLSDWH LQVFKRROOHYHOGHFLVLRQ
PDNLQJ7HDPOHDGHUVKRVWHGWKHGLVFXVVLRQVDQGSUHVHQWHGWHDFKHUV¶RSLQLRQVWRWKHWRS
OHDGHUVKLSWHDP,Q6FKRROV9,,DQG9,,,WHDFKHUVYROXQWHHUHGWRMRLQWKHSURMHFWWHDPV
7KHVH SURMHFW WHDPV KDG VSHFLILF IXQFWLRQV VXFK DV VXSHUYLVLQJ VWXGHQW GLVFLSOLQH
QHWZRUNLQJZLWKLQWHUQDWLRQDOSDUWQHUVRUJDQL]LQJVFKRROFHOHEUDWLRQVDQGPRQLWRULQJ
FDPSXVVHFXULW\ 
,QERWKW\SHVRIWHDPVWHDPOHDGHUVZHUHUHHOHFWHGHYHU\±\HDUV2QHSULQFLSDO
H[SODLQHGWKDWSXWWLQJPRUHWHDFKHUVLQWRWKHOHDGHU¶VVKRHVPDGHWKHPVHHVFKRRODVD
FRPPXQLW\ QRW MXVW DV LQGLYLGXDO WHDFKHUV DQG WHDPV$V PDQ\ LQWHUYLHZ SDUWLFLSDQWV
SRLQWHGRXWEXLOGLQJWKHWHDPVWUXFWXUHDQGURWDWLQJWKHWHDPOHDGHUVDLPHGDWVKDULQJ
HTXDOOHDGHUVKLSUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVDPRQJDOOWKHWHDFKHUV7KHLULQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIHTXLW\
KRZHYHU VHHPHG WR GLIIHU ,Q RQH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ HTXLW\ ZDV XQGHUVWRRG DV HDFK WHDP
KDYLQJDQHTXDODFFHVVWRUHVRXUFHVDQGH[HUWLQJDVLPLODUOHYHORIDJHQF\7KHUROHRID
WHDPOHDGHUZDVWREDODQFHWKHUHVRXUFHDQGDJHQF\GLVWULEXWLRQDPRQJGLIIHUHQWWHDPV 
$QRWKHULQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIHTXLW\ZDVGLVWULEXWLQJEHWWHUUHVRXUFHVDQGPRUHDJHQF\WR
WKH WHDPV WKDW GHDOW ZLWK PRUH GHPDQGLQJ WDVNV 7KH VWXGHQW FDUH WHDP
RSSLODVKXROWRU\KPlLQ)LQQLVK ZDVRQHH[DPSOH)LQQLVKOHJLVODWLRQKDVPDQGDWHGWKDW
DOOVFKRROVEXLOGDVWXGHQWFDUHWHDPZKLFKJHQHUDOO\LQFOXGHVWKHVFKRROSULQFLSDODQGRU
YLFHSULQFLSDOVSHFLDOHGXFDWLRQWHDFKHUVVFKRROQXUVHSV\FKRORJLVWDQGVRFLDOZRUNHU
,Q VRPH FDVHV WKH QHWZRUN KDV EHHQ H[SDQGHG WR LQFOXGH DVVLVWDQW WHDFKHUV
NRXOXQNl\QQLQRKMDDMD  D UHJLRQDO SULQFLSDO D GRFWRU D ODZ\HU DQG SDUHQWV 7KRVH
SDUWLFLSDQWV ZKR EHOLHYHG VWXGHQWV ZLWK VSHFLDO LQWHOOHFWXDO EHKDYLRUDO DQG HPRWLRQDO
QHHGV UHTXLUH PRUH VXSSRUW WR SURGXFH HTXDO OHDUQLQJ RXWFRPHV DGYRFDWHG IRU
GLVWULEXWLQJPRUHOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHVDQGDJHQF\WRWKHVWXGHQWFDUHWHDPWKDWVXSSRUWHG
WKLVW\SHRIVWXGHQWV 
1HYHUWKHOHVVVLQFHWKH)LQQLVKHFRQRPLFDXVWHULW\SROLF\VWDUWHGWRWLJKWHQLWVJULSRQ
VFKRROEXGJHWVLQWKHODWHVWKHVHWZRLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIHTXLW\VWDUWHGWRFODVKLQWKH
7\SHVWUXFWXUH$7LHUVXEMHFWWHDFKHUDW6FKRRO9,,GHVFULEHGWKHFRQIOLFWDVIROORZV 
+RQHVWO\,GLVOLNHVRPHWHDFKHUVZRUNPRUHFORVHO\ZLWKWKHSULQFLSDOWKDQWKHRWKHUV,QWKHLU>VWXGHQW
FDUHWHDP@ZHHNO\PHHWLQJVWKH\XVHWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWROREE\IRUPRUHUHVRXUFHVIRUWKHLURZQVPDOO
FODVVHV$VDUHVXOWRWKHUWHDFKHUVKDYHWRWHDFKPRUHVWXGHQWVZLWKIHZHUUHVRXUFHV,WGRHVQRWVRXQG
IDLUWRPHEHFDXVHWKHEXGJHWFXWDIIHFWHGHYHU\RQHLQWKHVFKRRO


:KHQLQWHUHVWFRQIOLFWVHPHUJHGPDQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVH[SHFWHGWKHLUSULQFLSDOVWROHDGRSHQ
GLVFXVVLRQVZLWKGLIIHUHQWLQWHUHVWJURXSVUHJDUGLQJKRZUHVRXUFHVZHUHGLVWULEXWHGDQG
ZK\ 7KH\ HYHQ KLJKOLJKWHG WKDW ZKHQ FRQVHQVXV EHFDPH LPSRVVLEOH WKH SULQFLSDO
VKRXOGPDNHDVRORGHFLVLRQWRDYRLGFKDRV

Conception 3B: Distributing Leadership through Professional Autonomy


ϭϴ


5HJDUGLQJOHDGLQJDQGHYDOXDWLQJVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJSHGDJRJLFDOOHDGHUVKLSZDVPRVWO\
GLVWULEXWHG WR WKH WHDFKHUV WKURXJK SURIHVVLRQDO DXWRQRP\ 7KH )LQQLVK QDWLRQDO FRUH
FXUULFXODOLEHUDWHGWHDFKHUVIURPSDVVLYHO\WHDFKLQJDFFRUGLQJWRWKHSUHVFULEHGV\OODEL
,QRUGHUWRDFKLHYHWKHOHDUQLQJJRDOVUHJXODWHGLQWKHQDWLRQDOFRUHFXUULFXODWHDFKHUV
KDG WKH DXWRQRP\ WR FRPSLOH OHDUQLQJ PDWHULDOV FKRRVH WHDFKLQJ PHWKRGV DQG WDLORU
WHDFKLQJFRQWHQW2QH7LHUVXEMHFWWHDFKHUDW6FKRRO9,,H[SODLQHGKRZVKHVXFFHHGHG
LQPLQLPL]LQJWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRIWKHVFKRROEXGJHWFXWVRQVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJE\XVLQJ
KHUSURIHVVLRQDODXWRQRP\LQWHDFKLQJ
,WHDFKKRPHHFRQRPLFVWRJHWKHUZLWK7LLQD SVHXGRQ\P :HKDYHFROOHFWHGUHFLSHVDQGDUWLFOHVRQ
QXWULWLRQDVRXURZQWHDFKLQJPDWHULDOV7KHWH[WERRNLVMXVWDVXSSOHPHQW%HFDXVHRIWKHHFRQRPLF
UHFHVVLRQZHKDYHDWLJKWHUEXGJHWQRZ7KLVPRUQLQJZHGHFLGHGWRXVHVR\DSURGXFWVWRUHSODFHUHG
PHDWLQ)ULGD\¶VFRRNLQJOHVVRQV7KH\DUHFKHDSHUDQGZHFDQXVHWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRWHDFKQXWULWLRQ
DQGDERXWDYHJHWDULDQOLIHVW\OH 


(YDOXDWLQJVWXGHQWV¶OHDUQLQJZDVDQRWKHUNH\WDVNOHGE\WKHWHDFKHUV7KHQDWLRQDOFRUH
FXUULFXODGLVFRXUDJHGWHDFKHUVIURPVROHO\XVLQJWHVWVFRUHVDVILQDOHYDOXDWLRQUHVXOWV
VWXGHQWV¶RYHUDOOSHUIRUPDQFHKDGWREHWDNHQLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQ+HQFHLQWHUSUHWLQJDQG
HODERUDWLQJ RQ HYDOXDWLRQ FULWHULD EHFDPH RQH LPSRUWDQW SDUW RI WHDFKHUV¶ SHGDJRJLFDO
OHDGHUVKLS0DQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVUHSRUWHGWKDWWKH\RIWHQFROODERUDWHGZLWKWKHLUSHHUVWRFR
HYDOXDWHVWXGHQWV¶SHUIRUPDQFH7KH\DOVRKHOGUHJXODUPHHWLQJVZLWKWHDFKHUVIURPRWKHU
VFKRROVWRFRPSDUHHYDOXDWLRQFULWHULDDQGUHVXOWV 
1HYHUWKHOHVVGLVWULEXWLQJOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKSURIHVVLRQDODXWRQRP\VHHPHGWRKDYH
DQRWKHUVLGH,QWKHLQWHUYLHZVWZRQRYLFHWHDFKHUVVWDWHGWKDWWKH\RIWHQIHOWDORQHDQG
XQVXSSRUWHGLQWKHLUWHDFKLQJEHFDXVH³HYHU\WHDFKHUZDVVRFDUHIXOQRWWRLQWHUIHUHZLWK
RWKHUV¶ZRUN´7HDFKHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDOFROODERUDWLRQZDVPDLQO\QHHGEDVHGVHOILQLWLDWHG
DQG YROXQWDU\ 6FKRRO SULQFLSDOV VHOGRP REVHUYHG WHDFKHUV¶ OHVVRQV XQOHVV WKH\ ZHUH
LQYLWHG RU WKHUH ZHUH PDMRU FRPSODLQWV IURP WKH VWXGHQWV 2QH LQWHUYLHZHG SULQFLSDO
GLVFORVHGWKDWEHFDXVHRIWHDFKHUV¶DXWRQRP\KHODFNHGWRROVWRGLUHFWO\OHDGWHDFKHUV¶
SHGDJRJLFDOZRUN 

Conception 3C: Distributing Leadership through Trust
,Q WKH 7\SH  VWUXFWXUH OHDGHUVKLS ZDV GLVWULEXWHG EHFDXVH RI WUXVW 7KH SDUWLFLSDQWV
SURYLGHGWKHIROORZLQJH[DPSOHV$IWHUWKHJRYHUQPHQWDEROLVKHGVFKRROLQVSHFWLRQLQ
WKHVQDWLRQDODQGORFDOHGXFDWLRQDODXWKRULWLHVWUXVWHGVFKRROSULQFLSDOVWROHDGWKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ RI WKH VFKRRO EXGJHW WLPHWDEOH FXUULFXOD DQG VWXGHQW LQWDNH PRUH
DXWRQRPRXVO\%HFDXVHWHDFKHUVZHUHWUXVWHGDVSHGDJRJLFDOH[SHUWVWKH\ZHUHH[HPSWHG
IURP YDULRXV H[WHUQDO HYDOXDWLRQV 6WXGHQWV DQG SDUHQWV WUXVWHG VFKRROV WR VXSSRUW
OHDUQLQJLQWKHEHVWSRVVLEOHZD\7KHUHIRUHZKHQQRWLFLQJDWHDFKHUGLGQRWSHUIRUPZHOO
WKH\JDYHGLUHFWIHHGEDFNWRWKHSULQFLSDO/LNHZLVHWHDFKHUVWUXVWHGWKHLUSULQFLSDOWR
VXSSRUW WHDFKHUV¶ WHDFKLQJ DQG SURIHVVLRQDO GHYHORSPHQW 7KH DQQXDO GHYHORSPHQWDO
GLVFXVVLRQ EHFDPH D SODWIRUP RQ ZKLFK WHDFKHUV DQG SULQFLSDO SURYLGHG FRQVWUXFWLYH
IHHGEDFNWRHDFKRWKHU7HDFKHUVDOVRWUXVWHGWKHVWXGHQWVWRPDVWHUWKHOHDUQLQJFRQWHQW
LQWKHLULQGLYLGXDOZD\V6DPSOHEDVHGVWDQGDUGL]HGWHVWVZHUHXVHGWRFRPSDUHVWXGHQWV¶
OHDUQLQJ RXWFRPHV ZLWK WKH QDWLRQDO FRUH FXUULFXOD UHTXLUHPHQWV 6WXGHQWV¶ WHVW UHVXOWV


ϭϵ


ZHUHDOVRXVHGWRUHGLVWULEXWHUHVRXUFHVZLWKLQDQGDPRQJVFKRROVWREHWWHUVXSSRUWORZ
SHUIRUPLQJOHDUQHUV 
2FFDVLRQDOO\ WKH WKUHH VFKRROV ZHUH DOVR FKDOOHQJHG E\ WKH WHDFKHUV ZLWK ORZ
PRWLYDWLRQ 7UXVW EHFDPH HYHQ PRUH HVVHQWLDO WR VXSSRUW WKHVH WHDFKHUV 6FKRRO 9,,
H[SHULHQFHGDWXUEXOHQWWKUHH\HDUSHULRG'XHWRLWVVHYHUHLQGRRUDLUSUREOHPWKHROG
VFKRRO EXLOGLQJ ZDV GHPROLVKHG DQG UHEXLOW &RQWDPLQDWHG DLU KDG DGYHUVHO\ DIIHFWHG
PDQ\ WHDFKHUV¶ DQG VWXGHQWV¶ KHDOWK$IWHU PRYLQJ WR WKH QHZ VFKRRO EXLOGLQJ PRVW
WHDFKHUV IHOW H[KDXVWHG7KHLU PRUDOH ZDV ORZ$ FRXSOH RI WHDFKHUV EHFDPH LQIRUPDO
OHDGHUVZKRUHVLVWHGWKHSULQFLSDO¶VWHDFKHUH[FKDQJHSODQZLWKDQHLJKERULQJVFKRRO7KH
6FKRRO9,,SULQFLSDOGHVFULEHGKRZVKHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSWKURXJKWUXVW 
,QWKDWVLWXDWLRQ,GHFLGHGWRGLVWULEXWHPRUHOHDGHUVKLSWRWKHVHLQIRUPDOOHDGHUVE\OHWWLQJWKHPUH
HYDOXDWHWKLVWHDFKHUH[FKDQJHSURMHFW,KDGWRWUXVWWKHPWRXVHWKHLUSRZHUZLVHO\:KHQWKH\PDGH
WKHFRQFOXVLRQWKDWRXUWHDFKHUVZHUHQRWUHDG\IRUWKDWDPRXQWRIZRUNORDG,EDFNHGXSWKHLUGHFLVLRQ
DQGSRVWSRQHGWKHSURMHFWIRURQH\HDU 


,QRUGHUWRDFTXLUHWHDFKHUV¶YLHZSRLQWVRQHLQIRUPDOOHDGHUPHQWLRQHGLQWKHSULQFLSDO¶V
GHVFULSWLRQZDVDOVRLQWHUYLHZHG&RLQFLGHQWO\WKLVVHQLRUPDOHWHDFKHUDOVRUHDIILUPHG
WKH LPSRUWDQFH RI WUXVW +H VDLG WKDW OHDGHUVKLS ZDV GLVWULEXWHG WR KLP E\ ERWK WKH
SULQFLSDODQGWKHWHDFKHUVEHFDXVHKHZDVVHHQDVDWUXVWZRUWK\SHUVRQE\DOOFRQFHUQHG
:KHQKHUHSUHVHQWHGRWKHUWHDFKHUVLQQHJRWLDWLRQVZLWKWKHSULQFLSDOKHDOVRWUXVWHGWKHLU
SULQFLSDOWRVHHWHDFKHUV¶ZHOOEHLQJDVKHUSULRULW\7KHWHDFKHUIXUWKHUQRWHGWKDWZLWKRXW
DVFKRROFXOWXUHEDVHGRQSURIRXQGWUXVWKLVLQIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSPLJKWKDYHEHHQWDNHQ
DV DQ DIIURQW WR WKH SULQFLSDO¶V DXWKRULW\:LWK WUXVW QHYHUWKHOHVV WKH SRWHQWLDO SRZHU
FRQIOLFWVEHWZHHQIRUPDODQGLQIRUPDOOHDGHUVVHHPHGWREHUHVROYHG 

'LVFXVVLRQDQG&RQFOXVLRQ
7KH ILUVW UHVHDUFK TXHVWLRQ RI WKLV VWXG\ DVNHG WKH IROORZLQJ How do Shanghai and
Finnish school leaders and teachers understand and enact distributed leadership in terms
of organizational resources and individual agency?7KHWZRSKDVHSKHQRPHQRJUDSKLF
DQDO\VLV \LHOGHG WKUHH DGPLQLVWUDWLYH VWUXFWXUHV DQG QLQH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
FRQFHSWLRQV 8QGHU WKHVH FRQFHSWLRQV ZH LGHQWLILHG NH\ UHVRXUFHV VXFK DV IRUPDO
OHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVWHDFKHUV¶SURIHVVLRQDODXWRQRP\MREGHVFULSWLRQVVWDQGDUGL]HGWHVWV
VFKRRO\HDUFORFNFXUULFXODDQGGHYHORSPHQWDOGLVFXVVLRQVWKDWZHUHXVHGIRUOHDGHUVKLS
SXUSRVHV 7KLV HFKRHV 6SLOODQH +DOYHUVRQ DQG 'LDPRQG¶V   FRQFOXVLRQ WKDW
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO URXWLQHV DUWLIDFWV DQG WRROV DUH LPSRUWDQW FRPSRQHQWV RI GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLSWREXLOGLQWHUDFWLRQVEHWZHHQOHDGHUVIROORZHUVDQGVLWXDWLRQV 
,QDGGLWLRQZHDOVRUHFRJQL]HGGLIIHUHQWW\SHVRIDJHQF\WKDWWKHVFKRROOHDGHUVDQG
WHDFKHUV H[HUWHG WR VKDUH FRPSHWH LQ FROODERUDWH RQ FRQWURO VXSSRUW DQG HYHQ
PDQLSXODWHWKHOHDGHUVKLSSURFHVV$JUHHLQJZLWK6FULEQHU6DZ\HU:DWVRQDQG0\HUV
 ZHFODLPWKDWGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLVVRPHWLPHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKRSSUHVVLRQDQG
FRQWURO GLVJXLVHG DV VKDUHG JRYHUQDQFH 7KHUHIRUH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS LV QRW DQ
DSROLWLFDODSSURDFK,QIDFWZHGHWHFWHGPLFURSROLWLFVLQDOOWKUHHW\SHVRIDGPLQLVWUDWLYH
VWUXFWXUHV )RU LQVWDQFH LQ WKH 7\SH  VWUXFWXUH RQH SULQFLSDO GLUHFWHG WZR WHDFKHUV¶
DSSOLFDWLRQVWRZDUGVFHUWDLQOHDGHUVKLSYDFDQFLHVEHFDXVHKHNQHZWKHVHWHDFKHUVZRXOG


ϮϬ


VXSSRUW KLV GHYHORSPHQW SODQ 7KLV HFKRHV ZKDW +DWFKHU   FDOOHG ³VHOHFWLYH
GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS´ ZKHUH IRUPDO OHDGHUV WHQG WR IDYRU WKRVH ZKR HPEUDFH WKHLU
SDUWLFXODU DJHQGD ,Q WKH7\SH  VWUXFWXUH ZH DOVR IRXQG WKDW ZKHQ HPHUJHQFLHV WRRN
SODFH OHDGHUVKLS ZDV UHSHDWHGO\ GLVWULEXWHG WR WKH VDPH WHDFKHUV EHFDXVH WKH\
GHPRQVWUDWHGH[SHUWLVHLQPDQDJLQJFULVLV7KLVSKHQRPHQRQLVTXLWHDODUPLQJEHFDXVH
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSZLWKRXWDOLPLWFRXOGOHDGWREXUGHQLQJWHDFKHUVZLWKXQEHDUDEOH
ZRUNORDGV *XQWHU+DOO %UDJJ0XUSK\6P\OLH 6HDVKRUH (YHQLQ
WKH7\SH  VWUXFWXUH ZKHUH GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS ZDV SURIRXQGO\ XQGHUSLQQHG E\ WKH
YDOXHRIHTXLW\GLIIHUHQWWHDFKHUWHDPVVHHPHGWRFRPSHWHIRUVFDUFHUHVRXUFHVE\XVLQJ
WKHLUDJHQF\ 
(PSOR\LQJ WKH UHVRXUFHDJHQF\ GXDOLW\ PRGHO WR DQDO\]H DQG LQWHUSUHW GDWD DOVR
HQDEOHG XV WR GHWHFW WKH DOLJQPHQW DQG PLVDOLJQPHQW EHWZHHQ WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQDO DQG
LQGLYLGXDOSHUVSHFWLYHV2XUHPSLULFDOGDWDLQGLFDWHGLIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDLPHGDW
ERRVWLQJ LQGLYLGXDO WHDFKHU¶V DJHQF\ WR DVVXPH OHDGHUVKLS UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV WKH VFKRRO
RUJDQL]DWLRQVKRXOGHTXLSOHDGHUVDQGWHDFKHUVZLWKVXIILFLHQWOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHV:KHQ
WKHRUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDOLJQHGZLWKLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVHUYHG
ERWKRUJDQL]DWLRQDODQGLQGLYLGXDOJRDOV7KHPLVDOLJQPHQWEHWZHHQRUJDQL]DWLRQDODQG
LQGLYLGXDO SHUVSHFWLYHV DFFRUGLQJ WR RXU GDWD DSSHDUHG WR DURXVH YDULRXV SRZHU DQG
LQWHUHVWFRQIOLFWVZKLFKHYHQWXDOO\WXUQHGGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQWRZKDW<RXQJV 
S FDOOHG³GLVWULEXWHGSDLQ´ 
6XUSULVLQJO\LQWKLVVWXG\VRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WVHHPHGWRSOD\DPRUHGHFLVLYHUROH
WKDQ ZH KDG H[SHFWHG $OWKRXJK WKH UHVHDUFKHUV SUREHG LQWR GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
SKHQRPHQRQ IURP WKH SHUVSHFWLYHV RI RUJDQL]DWLRQDO UHVRXUFHV DQG LQGLYLGXDO DJHQF\
PDQ\SDUWLFLSDQWVXQGHUOLQHGWKDWKRZOHDGHUVKLSZDVGLVWULEXWHGZDVQHLWKHUGHFLGHGE\
WKHUHVRXUFHVQRUE\VFKRROOHDGHUV¶RUWHDFKHUV¶FKRLFHEXWE\FHUWDLQVRFLDOQRUPVDQG
FXOWXUH +DUWHO\   +HQFH ZH VXSSOHPHQWHG7LDQ HW DO¶V   UHVRXUFHDJHQF\
GXDOLW\ PRGHO E\ DGGLQJ VRFLRFXOWXUDO FRQWH[W DV RQH NH\ FRPSRQHQW RI GLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS 
5HJDUGLQJWKHVRFLDOQRUPVDQGFXOWXUHRXUHPSLULFDOHYLGHQFHSRLQWHGRXWWKDWWKH
IDFHVDYLQJFXOWXUHDQGEXUHDXFUDWLFPHQWDOLW\LQ&KLQDWHQGHGWRSUHYHQWPLGOHYHOOHDG
WHDFKHUVIURPRSHQO\FKDOOHQJLQJWKHLUSULQFLSDOV¶DXWKRULW\%\FRQWUDVWWKHVRFLDOYDOXH
RIHTXLW\LQ)LQODQGVHHPHGWR\LHOGPXOWLSOHSRZHUFHQWHUVDQGDORZSRZHUGLVWDQFH
EHWZHHQWKHSULQFLSDODQGWHDFKHUVLQWKHWKUHH)LQQLVKVFKRROV5HSUHVHQWLQJGLIIHUHQW
LQWHUHVWJURXSVWHDFKHUVLQGLIIHUHQWSRZHUFHQWHUVFRQVWDQWO\H[HUFLVHGWKHLUDJHQF\WR
EDODQFHWKHOHDGHUVKLSUHVRXUFHGLVWULEXWLRQ7KHWUXVWEDVHGFXOWXUHLQWKHWKUHH)LQQLVK
VFKRROV RQ WKH RWKHU KDQG DSSHDUHG WR HDVH WKH SRZHU FRQIOLFW EHWZHHQ IRUPDO DQG
LQIRUPDOOHDGHUV)URPWKHGDWDZHDOVRIRXQGWKDWWKHVDPHDUWLIDFWLQGLIIHUHQWVRFLR
FXOWXUDOFRQWH[WVGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQRSSRVLWHZD\V,QWKHIRXU6KDQJKDLVFKRROV
WHDFKHUVZKRVHVWXGHQWVH[FHOOHGRQVWDQGDUGL]HGWHVWVZHUHYDOXHGDQGUHZDUGHGZLWK
EHWWHUUHVRXUFHV7KHWKUHH)LQQLVKVFKRROVE\FRQWUDVWXVHGVDPSOHEDVHGVWDQGDUGL]HG
WHVWVWRLGHQWLI\VWXGHQWVZLWKVSHFLDOQHHGVDQGSURYLGHEHWWHUUHVRXUFHVWRWKHWHDFKHUV
ZKRZRUNHGZLWKWKHP 
)RUVFKRROOHDGHUVDQGWHDFKHUVEHLQJDZDUHRIRQH¶VVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WLVYLWDO
LQWZRUHVSHFWV)LUVWHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSPD\HQFRXQWHUVRPHVRFLRFXOWXUDO


Ϯϭ


QRUPVIRULQVWDQFHWKHIDFHVDYLQJFXOWXUHDQGEXUHDXFUDWLFPHQWDOLW\ZKLFKLQWULQVLFDOO\
DGYRFDWH WRSGRZQ OHDGHUVKLS ,Q WKLV FDVH WKHUH LV D ULVN WKDW GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS
EHFRPHVDFDPRXIODJHXQGHUZKLFKIRUPDOOHDGHUV¶SRZHULVH[WHQGHGWKURXJKLQIRUPDO
OHDGHUV &ROOLQHWDO 6HFRQGLIGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSRQO\VWRSVDWVWUXFWXUHVDQG
WKHUHVWUXFWXULQJSURFHVVDQGQHJOHFWVFXOWXUHVDQGWKHUHFXOWXULQJSURFHVVLWPD\OHDG
WR D QHZ W\SH RI PDQDJHULDOLVP 0XUSK\ HW DO   2QH H[DPSOH IURP WKH7\SH 
VWUXFWXUH UHYHDOHG WKDW UHVWUXFWXULQJ OHDGHUVKLS WHDPV WR HQKDQFH FROOHFWLYH GHFLVLRQ
PDNLQJGLGQRWQHFHVVDU\FKDQJHWKHGRPLQDQWWRSGRZQGHFLVLRQPDNLQJFXOWXUH)URP
WKHUHFXOWXULQJSHUVSHFWLYHWKHYLFHSULQFLSDOLQWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHDOVRXQGHUOLQHGWKH
UHDVRQZK\VKHDYRLGHGUHFUXLWLQJWHDFKHUVZKRZHUHXVHGWREHLQJRUZRUNLQJIRUWRS
GRZQOHDGHUV 
:LWKUHVSHFWWRWKHVHFRQGUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQHow is power manifested in distributed
leadership?, ZHIRXQGSRZHUZDVSHUYDVLYHZKHQHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQDOO
WKUHHW\SHVRIDGPLQLVWUDWLYHVWUXFWXUHV8QVXUSULVLQJO\OHJLWLPDWHSRZHUZDVPDQLIHVWHG
LQWKHIRUPDOOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVLQGLIIHUHQWWLHUVRIDKLHUDUFK\ &ROOLQHWDO 
(VSHFLDOO\LQWKHKLHUDUFKLFDO7\SHVWUXFWXUHWKHKLJKHUWKHSRVLWLRQRQHKHOGWKHPRUH
SRZHURQHKDG7KURXJKMREGHVFULSWLRQVWKHVSHFWUXPRIOHJLWLPDWHSRZHUZDVFOHDUO\
GHILQHG1RWDEO\LQDGGLWLRQWRSRVLWLRQERXQGOHJLWLPDWHSRZHUZHDOVRIRXQGSRZHUWR
EHHPERGLHGLQZKDW)RXFDXOW  FDOOHGGLVFXUVLYHSUDFWLFH7KLVPHDQVWKDWWKURXJK
YHUEDOGLVFRXUVHDQGPHDQLQJIXODFWLRQVFKRROOHDGHUVDQGWHDFKHUVHVWDEOLVKRUGHUDQG
GHILQHDFFHSWHGEHKDYLRUVLQDVFKRROWKURXJKQHJRWLDWLRQSHUVXDVLRQFRQWHVWDWLRQDQG
UHVLVWDQFH &ROOLQHWDO  
8VLQJ&ROOLQHWDO¶V  WD[RQRP\WKHSUHVHQWVWXG\LGHQWLILHGDWOHDVWWKUHHIRUPV
RI GLVFXUVLYH SRZHU PDQLSXODWLRQWULFNVWHU FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\ DQG UDWLRQDO
DUJXPHQWDWLRQSHUVXDVLRQ,QWKH7\SHVWUXFWXUHE\HPSRZHULQJWKHWHDFKHUVRQH7LHU
OHDGHUPDQLSXODWHGWKHVFKRROSHGDJRJLFDOUHIRUPDQGXVHGWHDFKHUV¶IDLOXUHWRVXJJHVW
DOWHUQDWLYHSHGDJRJLFDODSSURDFKHVWRWKHSULQFLSDO7KH7\SHVWUXFWXUHRQWKHRWKHU
KDQGDOORZHGWKHWHDFKHUVWRQHJRWLDWHWKHLUUROHVLQYDULRXVSURMHFWVRQWKHEDVLVRIWKHLU
H[SHUWLVH8VLQJFRPSHWHQWDXWKRULW\DVSRZHUWKHWHDFKHUVUHVROYHGSUDJPDWLFWDVNVDQG
FXOWLYDWHGWKHPVHOYHVDVKXPDQUHVRXUFHVIRUWKHVFKRRO7KLVFRQFHSWLRQRIGLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLSDSSHDUHGWRPDWFKZKDW0DF%HDWK  FDOOHGLQFUHPHQWDOGLVWULEXWLRQ,Q
WKH7\SH  VWUXFWXUH RQH H[SHULHQFHG WHDFKHU SHUVXDGHG WKH SULQFLSDO WR SRVWSRQH WKH
WHDFKHUH[FKDQJHSURMHFWLQDFULVLVVFHQDULR6XSSRUWHGE\WKHFXOWXUHRIWUXVWUDWLRQDO
DUJXPHQWDWLRQ ZDV WXUQHG LQWR GLVFXUVLYH SRZHU WR QHJRWLDWH ZLWK WKH SULQFLSDO¶V
OHJLWLPDWH SRZHU 7KHUHIRUH RXU VWXG\ FRQFOXGHV WKDW ERWK OHJLWLPDWH DQG GLVFXUVLYH
IRUPVRISRZHUH[LVWLQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS
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Theoretical and Practical Implications
7KLV VWXG\ RIIHUV WKH IROORZLQJ LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU DFDGHPLF UHVHDUFKHUV VFKRRO
SUDFWLWLRQHUVDQGSROLF\PDNHUV)LUVWVWXG\LQJRUHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVKRXOG
DFFRXQWIRUERWKRUJDQL]DWLRQDODQGLQGLYLGXDOSHUVSHFWLYHV7KLVPHDQVWKDWGLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS FDQQRW VROHO\ VHUYH RUJDQL]DWLRQDO SXUSRVHV E\ YLHZLQJ LQGLYLGXDOV DV
UHVRXUFHV,WLVHTXDOO\LPSRUWDQWWRH[DPLQHZKHWKHUGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSOLEHUDWHVRU
UHVWUDLQV DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V DJHQF\ LQ WKH ZRUN SURFHVV $ PLVDOLJQPHQW EHWZHHQ
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDQGLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\FDQJLYHULVHWRSRZHURULQWHUHVWFRQIOLFWV 
6HFRQGWKLVVWXG\VXJJHVWVWKDWSRZHULQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSVKRXOGEHYLHZHGIURP
DEURDGHUSHUVSHFWLYH$WWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQDOOHYHOSRZHULVSHUYDVLYH,WGRHVQRWVLPSO\
HTXDWHWRSRVLWLRQERXQGOHJLWLPDWHDXWKRULW\EXWUDWKHUWRDQHWZRUNRIVRFLDOUHODWLRQV
)RXFDXOW $WWKHLQGLYLGXDOOHYHOSRZHULVUHODWLRQDODQGPXOWLGLUHFWLRQDO6FKRRO
OHDGHUVDQGWHDFKHUVVKRXOGKDYHRSHQGLVFXVVLRQVRQKRZRUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVDQG
LQGLYLGXDODJHQF\SURGXFHYDULRXVIRUPVRISRZHUWKURXJKWKHXVHRIYHUEDOGLVFRXUVH
DQGPHDQLQJIXODFWLRQ 
7KLUGUHVHDUFKLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDWWKHVFKRROOHYHOVKRXOGDOVRDFFRXQWIRULWV
VRFLRFXOWXUDO FRQWH[W %HVLGHV RUJDQL]DWLRQDO UHVRXUFHV DQG LQGLYLGXDO DJHQF\ VRFLDO
YDOXHV QRUPV DQG FXOWXUHV FRQVWDQWO\ VKDSH VFKRRO SUDFWLWLRQHUV¶ FRQFHSWLRQV RI
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS7KLVILQGLQJH[SDQGV7LDQHWDO¶V  UHVRXUFHDJHQF\GXDOLW\
PRGHOE\DGGLQJVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WLQWRWKHIUDPHZRUN 
1RWDEO\WKHUHLVQRRQHFRQFHSWLRQWKDWHQFDSVXODWHVDOOWKHFRPSOH[LW\RIGLVWULEXWHG
OHDGHUVKLS LQ SUDFWLFH &RQFHSWXDOL]LQJ GLVWULEXWHG OHDGHUVKLS RQH KDV WR WDNH
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHVRXUFHVLQGLYLGXDODJHQF\DQGVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WLQWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ WKLV IDFW WKH SUHVHQW VWXG\ PD\ VKHG OLJKW RQ WKH WUDQVIHUDELOLW\ RI
GLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQVLPLODUFRQWH[WV7RDODUJHH[WHQWWKH7\SHDQGVWUXFWXUHV
GHPRQVWUDWHGPDQ\VFKRRODGPLQLVWUDWLYHIHDWXUHVLQFRQYHQWLRQDO6KDQJKDLDQG)LQQLVK
VFKRROV7KHILQGLQJVDERXWWKHVHWZRVWUXFWXUHVFDQVKHGOLJKWRQVLPLODUFDVHV7KH7\SH
VWUXFWXUHDVDVSHFLDOFDVHPD\QRWKRZHYHUEHGLUHFWO\WUDQVIHUUDEOHWRRWKHUFRQWH[WV
1RQHWKHOHVVLWLVHTXDOO\HVVHQWLDOIRUUHVHDUFKHUVSROLF\PDNHUVDQGSUDFWLWLRQHUVWREH
DZDUHRIVRPHDOWHUQDWLYHZD\VRIHQDFWLQJGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLS 
/RRNLQJLQWRWKHIXWXUHZHFDOOIRUPRUHHPSLULFDOVWXGLHVRQGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSLQ
GLIIHUHQWVRFLRFXOWXUDOFRQWH[WV%HIRUHSROLF\PDNHUVDGYRFDWHGLVWULEXWHGOHDGHUVKLSDV
DQ HIIHFWLYH HGXFDWLRQDO GHYHORSPHQW VWUDWHJ\ PRUH HYLGHQFH LV QHHGHG WR UHYHDO LWV
EHQHILWVDQGSRWHQWLDOFKDOOHQJHV 
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