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ABSTRACT 

Yada, Takumi 
Exploring prosociality and collective competence in exercising shared 
educational leadership in Finland and Japan 
Jyväskylä: University of Jyväskylä, 2020, 75 p. 
(JYU Dissertations 
ISSN 2489-9003; 301) 
ISBN 978-951-39-8343-7 (PDF) 

This dissertation aims to explore prosociality and collective competence when 
educational leadership is exercised as a shared endeavour in collaboration. It 
addresses the following specific research questions: 1) What is the relationship 
between prosociality, in the form of motivation, behaviour, impact, and 
collaboration, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? 2) What is the 
relationship between prosociality and collective competence, as collective 
efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? 3) What is the 
relationship between collaboration and collective competence, as collective 
efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? The sub-studies 
presented here utilised previous publications as data for a systematic narrative 
review, quantitative survey data from teachers in Japan (N = 260), and qualitative 
interview data gathered from 12 Finnish principals. First, the findings of this 
study revealed that many prosocial phenomena concern relationships with 
others, such as empathy, caring, and knowledge sharing. In addition, prosociality 
was evoked by the experience of benefitting others when collaborating, which 
indicated that prosociality could be both essential for and lead to collaboration. 
Second, the findings demonstrated that existing literature has implicitly 
discussed prosocial elements without noticing that they are essential for 
collective competence in educational leadership as a shared endeavour. In 
addition, it was found that prosociality encouraged the sense of collective 
competence among organisational members because it is valuable for 
overcoming their tendency to fragment. Moreover, when organisational 
members recognise themselves as competent, their willingness to use their 
expertise for social purposes might increase. Third, the findings indicated that, 
when organisational members have experienced successful collaboration in 
challenging situations, they tend to perceive themselves to be collectively 
competent. Overall, these findings enrich our knowledge of how prosociality, 
collective competence, and collaboration are related to one another in shared 
educational leadership contexts by representing a new concept of collective 
educational leadership efficacy. 

Keywords: prosociality, collective competence, collaboration, collective efficacy, 
educational leadership 



TIIVISTELMÄ 

Yada, Takumi 
Prososiaalisuus ja kollektiivinen kompetenssi yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä koulutus-
johtamisen toteuttamisessa 
Jyväskylä: University of Jyväskylä, 2020, 75 p. 
(JYU Dissertations 
ISSN 2489-9003; 301) 
ISBN 978-951-39-8343-7 (PDF) 

Tämän väitöstyön tavoitteena oli tutkia prososiaalisuutta ja kollektiivista kom-
petenssia koulutusjohtamisen yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä yhteisöllisyyden kautta. 
Väitöstyö käsittelee seuraavia erityisiä tutkimuskysymyksiä: 1) Mikä on prososi-
aalisuuden (motivaation, käyttäytymisen ja vaikutuksen muodossa) suhde yhtei-
söllisyyteen koulutusjohtamisen toteuttamisessa yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä? 2) 
Mikä on prososiaalisuuden ja kollektiivisen kompetenssin (kollektiivisen tehok-
kuuden muodossa) suhde koulutusjohtamisen toteuttamisessa yhteisenä pyrki-
myksenä? 3) Mikä on yhteisöllisyyden ja kollektiivisen kompetenssin suhde kou-
lutusjohtamisen toteuttamisessa yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä? Alatutkimuksissa 
hyödynnettiin aiempien prososiaalisuutta käsittelevien julkaisujen systemaat-
tista analyysia, japanilaisilta opettajilta kerättyä kvantitatiivista tutkimusaineis-
toa (N = 260) ja 12 suomalaisen rehtorin laadullisia teemahaastatteluja. Ensiksi 
tämän väitöstutkimuksen tulokset paljastivat, että monet prososiaaliset ilmiöt 
koskevat suhteita muihin toimijoihin. Tärkeitä ilmiöitä olivat empatia, välittämi-
nen ja huolehtiminen sekä tiedon jakaminen. Erityisesti kokemus muiden hy-
väksi toimimisesta yhteisöllisesti sai aikaan prososiaalisuutta. Tämä tulos osoitti, 
että prososiaalisuus voi olla sekä välttämätöntä yhteisöllisyydelle, että se voi joh-
taa siihen. Toiseksi tulokset osoittivat, että olemassa oleva tutkimuskirjallisuus 
käsittelee kyllä epäsuorasti prososiaalisia tekijöitä kuitenkaan osoittamatta, että 
ne ovat olennaisia kollektiiviselle kompetenssille silloin, kun koulutusjohtamista 
toteutetaan yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä. Lisäksi väitöstyössä paljastui, että prososi-
aalisuus rohkaisee organisaation jäsenten kollektiivisen kompetenssin tunnetta, 
mikä on merkityksellistä koulutusjohtamisen pirstaloitumisen ja hajaannuksen 
voittamisessa. Kun organisaation jäsenet tunnistavat itsensä päteviksi, heidän 
halukkuutensa käyttää asiantuntemustaan sosiaalisiin tarkoituksiin kasvaa. Kol-
manneksi tulokset osoittivat, että kun organisaation jäsenet kokevat yhteisölli-
syyden onnistuneen haastavissa tilanteissa, he yleensä kokevat olevansa kollek-
tiivisesti päteviä. Yhteenvetona voidaan todeta, että väitöstyössä saadut tulokset 
rikastuttavat ymmärrystämme siitä, kuinka prososiaalisuus, kollektiivinen kom-
petenssi ja yhteisöllisyys liittyvät toisiinsa jaetuissa koulutusjohtamisen konteks-
teissa ja miten nämä yhteydet kiteytyvät uuden, tässä tutkimuksessa luodun kol-
lektiivisen koulutusjohtamisen kompetenssin käsitteen kautta. 

Asiasanat: prososiaalisuus, kollektiivinen kompetenssi, yhteisöllisyys, kollektii-
vinen tehokkuus 
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11 

The last several decades have seen a growing attention that has been given to 
considering educational leadership as being a shared endeavour and not only an 
individual one. The reasons behind this tendency are numerous. First, the current 
situation surrounding educational organisations is volatile, uncertain, complex, 
and ambiguous, where educational organisations face challenges that cannot be 
solved by single leaders on their own (e.g., Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). In order 
to proactively respond to this situation, multiple professionals are required to 
make use of their expertise and to collaborate with one another to achieve 
common goals. Second, in order to tackle educational reforms, innovations, and 
challenges, participation to educational endeavour is needed from a variety of 
educational professionals, including principals, teachers, psychologists, 
counsellors, and other school staff members from the entire community.  

In reality, the interests of diverse professionals sometimes differ, which is 
something that educational leadership needs to be able to utilise and combine in 
order to have experts from different areas of knowledge work together in line 
with shared goals. Consequently, many scholars claim that there is a need for a 
fresh understanding of educational leadership as a common endeavour (e.g., 
Goddard et al., 2007; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hargreaves & Fink, 2008; Harris, 
2013). Thus, this dissertation focuses on several important topics that are closely 
related to the notion of educational leadership as a shared endeavour, such as 
prosociality and collective competence, which are explained in more detail later 
on. Prosociality—which concerns motivation, behaviour, and experience to help 
others (Bolino & Grant, 2016)—is one of the drivers that relates organisational 
members to one another, while collective competence is one manifestation of 
shared leadership in real educational life (Boreham, 2004). In brief, this 
dissertation considers educational leadership to be a shared endeavour that is 
conducted in collaboration.  

Leadership as a shared endeavour points out an emergent and dynamic 
aspect of leadership, whereby organisational members share leadership roles or 
duties regardless of the specific positions or attributes of the individual members 
themselves (Carson et al., 2007; Kukenberger & D’Innocenzo, 2019). This kind of 
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leadership does not simply refer to the sum of the knowledge and skills of 
organisational members. Bandura (2000) argues that organisational attainments 
are a product of the interactive, coordinative, and synergistic dynamics of their 
transactions. In addition, if people believe in their power for social purposes and 
feel themselves to be competent, then communal life is promoted. Bandura also 
claims that “a high sense of efficacy promotes a prosocial orientation 
characterised by cooperativeness, helpfulness, and sharing” (2000, p. 77). 
Although previous studies imply that this type of dynamic is generated, 
importantly, by prosociality and collective competence, we do not yet have 
enough understanding of what happens in shared educational leadership 
contexts within our increasingly changing society (Lindahl, 2008).  

Therefore, this study argues that, in order to deal with the problems that 
educational organisations face today, educational leadership requires diverse 
ways of thinking, behaving, as well as new mindsets and competences that are 
considered to be collective and shared. First, this study suggests that prosociality 
is a fundamental source of educational leadership as a shared endeavour (Bogler 
& Somech, 2005; DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; Grant, 2007). Second, collective 
competence is suggested to be one of the consequences of prosociality for 
understanding how educational organisations exert leadership as a shared 
endeavour (Day et al., 2004; Moolenaar et al., 2012). In summary, these two core 
concepts—prosociality and collective competence—provide the main topics of 
this dissertation in order to study how shared educational leadership is 
represented in real educational life within our changing society. 

Since the nature of leadership is multidimensional, educational leadership 
researchers face difficulties in providing a universal definition of leadership that 
would include all facets of leadership (Alonderiene & Majauskaite, 2016). For 
example, Bass and Bass (2008) note that an exact definition of leadership depends 
on the purposes that are to be served. In this study, educational leadership is not 
understood in terms of tasks, roles, or duties but as a collaboration among 
principals, teachers, students, and all other stakeholders. Hence, on the basis of 
previous empirical studies (Jäppinen, 2018; Jäppinen & Ciussi, 2016), this 
dissertation defines educational leadership as a conjoined endeavour that is shared 
by many individuals from different organisational levels in order to achieve common 
organisational goals. 

1.1 Contextualisation of the study  

Today’s changing society includes educational reforms, innovations, and other 
challenges that are highly contextual (Pietarinen et al., 2017). Consequently, this 
study and its data focus on two educational contexts—Finland and Japan. In 
these two contexts, the educational leadership of each responds to changes in its 
own way. That means that educational organisation members apprehend the 
meaning of educational leadership in various ways in different social and 
cultural contexts. However, it is important to understand that this study is not 
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comparative. Instead, data from two different cultural contexts are used in order 
to enable this study to employ culturally different lenses, thus providing a higher 
probability for understanding the phenomenon of educational leadership as a 
shared endeavour through prosociality and collective competence. In addition, 
this study deals with educational leadership mainly in the compulsory education 
context.  

Before the two educational leadership contexts in Finland and Japan can be 
considered, the cultures of these countries should be addressed because 
educational systems and leadership reflect the society and culture to a large 
extent. One perspective to understand culture is to consider the independent and 
interdependent views of the self with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The 
independent view, which is exemplified in individualist cultures, including 
North American and Western European countries, regards the self as an entity 
comprising unique personal attributes and detached from the context and others. 
In this view, individual preferences, needs and rights primarily motivate 
individuals (Triandis, 1995). The interdependent view, which is depicted in 
collectivist cultures, including Japan and many Asian countries, considers the self 
as part of a collective, for example, family, co-workers and nation (Triandis, 1995). 
Thus, the “self-in-relation-to-other” could motivate individuals (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991, p. 225). Some researchers claim that the individualist culture is 
becoming prevalent in Japan, where the economy has been growing (Hamamura, 
2012). 

Another viewpoint to highlight cultural differences is the horizontal and 
vertical perspective (Triandis, 2001). Horizontal cultures appreciate equality 
while vertical cultures respect hierarchy. Triandis (2001) sets four aspects in 
relation to individualist and collectivist cultures: horizontal individualism, 
vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism and vertical collectivism. Finland 
is characterised as a horizontal individualism culture, which emphasises that all 
individuals are equal and unique (Triandis, 2001). Vertical individualism 
cultures, such as the United States, put value on being distinct and the best in 
relation to others (Triandis, 2001). Horizontal collectivism cultures are 
characterised by identifying oneself as an in-group member, but the status of the 
in-group member is not different from those of others (Triandis, 2001). Japan is 
characterised as a vertical collectivism culture, which emphasises the hierarchy 
of the in-group and considers authorities as highly important (Triandis, 2001). 
Moreover, individuals sometimes sacrifice the self to maintain the in-group 
(Triandis, 2001). 

Although these classifications are useful to understand a culture, care 
should be taken in their usage as they do not fully explain the culture. Specific 
contextual knowledge is required when understanding the educational 
leadership of an organisation. 

The next two sub-sections reflect on the educational leadership contexts in 
Finland and in Japan, respectively. 
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1.1.1 Educational leadership in Finland 

Although Finnish educational professionals are currently characterised as 
collaborative (Sahlberg, 2014), prior to the 1980s, the Finnish educational system 
was centralised in emphasising equality in educational opportunities for every 
child, regardless of location and economic status (Mølstad & Karseth, 2016; 
Ministry of Education and Culture in Finland, 2009). Education curricula were 
created at the national and regional levels (Välijärvi, 2012). In the 1980s, the 
highly centralised and bureaucratic educational administration begun to be 
decentralised in response to an upsurge of democracy in the Finnish society 
resulting from the idea of establishing a Nordic welfare state (Risku, 2014; 
Sahlberg, 2014; Tian & Risku, 2019). In 1985, local authorities were given the 
autonomy to create local curricula. Legislation in 1985 and 1988 abolished the 
school inspection system (Risku, 2014). The 1994 educational policy reform 
stimulated the process of education decentralisation (Ministry of Education and 
Culture in Finland, 2009). Since only general guidelines and a curriculum 
framework were presented in the curriculum, educational organisations and 
local authorities became the agents who lead education in local communities 
(Välijärvi, 2012).  

Tian and Risku (2019) explain three reasons behind Finnish education 
decentralisation since the 1980s: economic recession, EU participation, and 
neoliberalism. First, Finland underwent a serious economic and educational 
transformation after experiencing a major economic crisis in the early 1990s 
(Sahlberg, 2007). During this situation, Finland dismantled its state-led 
centralised and system-oriented controlling functions (Risku, 2014; Ministry of 
Education and Culture in Finland, 2009; Välijärvi, 2012). Second, Finland became 
a member of the European Union in 1995, which provided its schools with more 
resources (European Union, n.d.; Tian & Risku, 2019). Third, neoliberalist ideas, 
including delegation, marketisation, and competition, began to permeate even 
into the educational systems in Finland (Risku, 2014; Tian & Risku, 2019). These 
factors have strengthened the autonomy of Finnish schools. 

Beginning in the 2000s, large educational organisations started to form 
because the educational policy encouraged mergers between primary and lower 
secondary schools into unified comprehensive schools in which students from 
first to ninth grades created a single community (Lahtero & Risku, 2014). 
Furthermore, due to international trends towards educational inclusion, the 
separate special education sphere was steadily integrated into the established 
comprehensive schools (Lahtero & Risku, 2014). Most recently, several 
educational organisations combine early childhood and comprehensive 
education. Consequently, educational organisations in Finland become the 
places in which various educational professionals are involved, including class, 
subject, and special education teachers—and even early childhood specialists. In 
order to enhance their collaboration, new educational buildings have been 
designed to facilitate smooth communication and cooperation among these 
educational professionals, thereby leading to the adaptation of collaborative 
teaching and learning (Sahlberg, 2014).  
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The multiform education trend and the formation of larger educational 
organisations forces leaders to create and adopt new models and practices in 
order to develop their organisations (Lahtero et al., 2017). Due to multiple layers 
and groups of organisational members, the work of educational organisations 
needs to be distributed and shared. Consequently, the shared or distributed 
aspect of educational leadership has been emphasised at the practice level 
(Lahtero et al., 2017) as the Ministry of Education and Culture in Finland (2012) 
focused on interaction and participation. Moreover, the Finnish cultural 
context—where teachers are equal to one other and there is no hierarchy among 
them—encourages shared leadership practices, such as leadership teams 
(Lahtero et al., 2017). 

Although international scholars have noticed how Finnish educational 
organisations have favorable circumstances for nurturing leadership as a shared 
endeavour (Hargreaves et al., 2007), there still exist member groups, such as 
traditional subject-based teacher groups, that could remain unrelated to one 
another (Lahtero & Risku, 2014). This could be because each group has its own 
culture and identity (Lahtero & Risku, 2014). In addition, Finnish teachers have 
a high degree of individual working autonomy because a climate of trust exists 
as a result of the high level of teacher education in terms of producing qualified 
teachers (Eteläpelto et al., 2015; Välijärvi, 2012). Furthermore, educational 
professionals are asked to create a balance between their teaching and 
collaborative work with other professionals within regulated working hours 
(Sahlberg, 2014). Thus, the integration of separate teacher cultures into a 
commonly shared educational culture has become central for effective 
educational leadership in Finland (Lahtero & Risku, 2014). 

1.1.2 Educational leadership in Japan 

Formerly, educational changes in Japan focused on the content that the students 
were expected to learn—for example, the revisions made to the Courses of the 
Study (national core curriculum) (Shinohara, 2018). However, as Shinohara 
(2018) explains, after the 1990s, the idea of Japan as a welfare state was challenged 
due to a highly aging society and financial difficulties. Many managerial concepts, 
such as hierarchical managerial positions, were also incorporated into 
educational policy and management. Consequently, Japanese people began 
demanding the verification of the cost effectiveness and accountability of 
education, as a service paid for by the citizens through taxes.  

Since the 1990s, educational reforms in Japan have emphasised the 
enhancement of school autonomy and accountability, leading to the 
development of education decentralisation (Muta, 2000). Therefore, although 
leadership structure in Japan is considered to use a relatively top-down approach, 
it seems that instructional guidance for teachers is not of central interest to 
Japanese principals (Cisse & Okato, 2011; Yokota, 2019). 

Within this context, the National Commission on Educational Reform—
which was organised by the prime minister in 2000—has made “seventeen 
proposals for changing education (National Commission on Educational Reform, 
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2000).” These proposals claim that school leaders should utilise knowledge of 
organisational management in order to respond to complex society (National 
Commission on Educational Reform, 2000). Thereafter, the concept of 
educational or school leadership has widely been discussed and the role of school 
leaders has been broadened and strengthened. This means they were given 
greater responsibilities for managing all kinds of aspects of school issues with 
accountability (Yamamoto et al., 2016). For example, official faculty meetings at 
schools are legislated not to be constitute decision-making but to act as an 
advisory body (Enforcement Regulations for the School Education Law 2000), 
which means that principals are those who make final decisions. 

As the decentralisation of education and the centralisation of authority in 
educational organisations, including schools, develop in the Japanese context, the 
educational organisations in which principals are positioned at the top require 
new leadership positions in order to realise prompt and effective decision-
making (Shinohara, 2018). Although the Japanese educational leadership 
includes a top-down structure, principals have not seemed to be enthusiastic 
about giving instructional guidance to teachers (Yokota, 2019). In addition to 
conventional educational leadership positions, such as principals and head 
teachers, the School Education Act of 2007 set three new educational leadership 
positions—namely, “vice principal,” “managing teacher,” and “advanced skills 
teacher” (School Education Law, Article 37)—which reinforce a top-down 
structure. They are called middle leaders and their importance for school 
management has increased in recent years (Owaki, 2005). In addition to the 
demand for autonomous management in educational organisations, a surge in 
the number of young teachers further spurs the development of middle leaders 
(Owaki, 2005).  

In 2015, the national government (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, 
Science and Technology Japan, hereafter MEXT) introduced the concept of school 
as a team, where various educational professionals—including teachers and 
other staff members—exert their expertise and collaborate with one another in 
order to tackle the current complex educational challenges (Central Council for 
Education, 2015). In such situations, educational leaders are required to acquire 
a variety of competencies to build a coherent educational community (Muta, 
2000; Yamamoto et al., 2016).  

The Ministry provides three pillars that educational leaders are required to 
fulfil: 1) organising the instructional environment for teaching staff, 2) 
encouraging participation from other educational professionals, and 3) 
establishing a partnership with the community (Central Council for Education, 
2015). Moreover, the Japanese Association for the Study of Educational 
Administration suggests professional standards for educational leaders that 
consist of eight areas: 1) shared school vision, 2) management of educational 
activity, 3) development of teachers and staff, 4) creation of an effective 
organisation, 5) administration and management, 6) cooperation with parents 
and community, 7) ethics as a leader, and 8) knowledge about education and 
school (Motokane, 2014). As indicated by these concepts, the collective and 
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shared aspects are recently being emphasised in educational administration and 
at the policy level in Japan. 

Japanese scholars point out that most efforts to build the competencies of 
educational leadership focus on the technical aspects of a leader (Yamamoto et 
al., 2016). In the early definition provided by Owaki (2005), there are three 
definition types of leadership in schools: narrow, wider, and widest. The narrow 
definition concerns managerial positions, including principals and vice-
principals. The wider definition extends to middle-level teacher leaders, such as 
managing teachers. In the widest definition, superintendents and academic 
supervisors from the local board of education are included.  

Although the perspective of leadership extends to middle “formal” leaders, 
a view of the collective endeavour in educational leadership that includes all 
professional educators is missing from the abovementioned definitions. This 
indicates that a perspective is lacking that views all professional educators—
including teachers—as working together to pursue the overall goals of an 
educational organisation through collaboration with other colleagues, 
administrators, and educational communities (Hargreaves & Fink, 2008). In 
practice, MEXT has recently developed a training curriculum that focuses on 
educational organisation management for early-stage teachers and many 
education boards in various municipalities have begun adopting this curriculum 
as a textbook for educational organisation management (Yamamoto et al., 2016). 
Thus, enhancing holistic aspects in order to collaborate with a variety of 
professional educators is required (Yamamoto et al., 2016).  

1.2 Research aims 

Despite their differences, Finland and Japan seem to have one common factor in 
relation to educational leadership today—the emphasis they place on 
educational organisations to tackle problems or try to achieve goals through 
collective or shared endeavours. However, what should be questioned here is the 
fact that—although the importance of educational leadership as a shared 
endeavour is argued for—there is much less understanding of what such 
leadership means in practice (Day et al., 2006; Gronn, 2002; Pont et al., 2008). This 
problem could arise from the nature of leadership itself, the dynamics that 
generate interactions among various educational professionals, the 
organisational structures, and the contexts that surround them.  

Consequently, this dissertation aims to develop an understanding of 
educational leadership as a shared endeavour. Educational leadership as a 
shared endeavour is explored through the central concepts of prosociality and 
collective competence (Figure 1).  
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FIGURE 1  The conceptual model of this study 

Collaboration is the concept that connects prosociality and collective 
competence in the Finnish and Japanese contexts. The following sections explain 
the main concepts in more detail, presented in Figure 1, before presenting the 
specific research questions of this study. 
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2.1 Perspectives towards educational leadership 

Some researchers recognise that leadership stems from personality or behaviour 
(Northouse, 2013). Some define leadership as a process of influencing people to 
achieve certain goals (Northouse, 2013; Pardey, 2007). Some point out leadership 
ability about effective organisational management in education (Grint, 2005; 
Krüger, 2009). Among numerous leadership studies that could be exploited in 
defining educational leadership, the focus is placed on hierarchical and more 
traditional leadership styles, instead of altruistic and supportive ones (Woods & 
Roberts, 2019; Xu et al., 2015). However, the situation has changed because the 
emphasis is more often being placed on, for example, servant, transformative, 
transformational, and diverse modes of shared leadership (Avolio et al., 2009; 
Bass & Bass, 2008; Denis et al., 2012; Yukl, 2002). Furthermore, it is particularly 
difficult to identify educational leadership as an independent theoretical field 
because educational leadership research comprises a rather eclectic compound of 
diverse scientific disciplines (Gumus et al., 2016; Rennison, 2018). Consequently, 
a specific perspective approach for defining educational leadership is utilised in 
this study.  

Rennison (2018), for instance, provides six perspectives on leadership: 
personal, functional, institutional, situational, relational, and positional. The 
personal perspective emphasises who a leader is—namely, a leader’s personal 
characteristics and traits. The functional perspective represents what a leader 
does, including administrative, professional-oriented, personnel, and strategic 
actions. The institutional perspective focuses on leading the organisation through 
culture- and value-based management—namely, why the organisation is doing 
what it is doing. The situational perspective answers the questions where and 
when leadership is practiced—that is, the focus is placed on how well different 
leadership styles match specific contexts. The relational perspective emphasises 
with whom leadership is practiced. The positional perspective considers 

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
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leadership as a particular power position from which an individual leader can 
exercise power and influence. 

When it comes to approaching prosociality and collective competence in the 
context of educational leadership as a shared endeavour, this dissertation 
exploits the relational, functional, and institutional perspectives. The relational 
perspective considers that prosociality and collective competence emerge in the 
relationships between organisational members. The functional perspective 
clarifies actions related to all concepts presented in Figure 1, especially 
educational leadership as shared endeavour. The institutional perspective takes 
into account the two culturally different context of educational leadership as a 
shared endeavour—Finland and Japan. 

2.1.1 Relational perspective  

Prosociality and collective competence in the context of educational leadership 
concern the relationships among organisational members because they are 
involved in a shared endeavour. The current conversation on educational 
leadership has shifted towards leadership sources (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). 
Hence, much research on educational leadership has promoted the idea of more 
participatory leadership due to the increasing complexity and diversity of 
challenges facing educational leaders today (Crippen & Wallin, 2008). The 
relational perspective considers that leadership is not something that already 
exists out there but that it is something that is constructed through encounters 
with others and dynamic interactions between people (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011; 
Uhl-Bien, 2006). In the relational perspective, leadership takes the form of a social 
practice or leadership co-production. It is not confined to leader–follower dyads 
(Rennison, 2018) because “If leadership is what the relationship is, then both 
collaborators and leaders are all doing leadership. There is no such thing as 
followership” (Uhl-Bien, 2006, p. 661). Therefore, exercising leadership in 
educational contexts is considered to be a dimension of their professionality 
rather than a designated formal role (Woods & Roberts, 2019). 

Leadership, in the relational perspective, does not show the right path to 
organisational members but shares the way in which problems at hand are 
understood and tackled (Rennison, 2018). Thus, in the relational perspective, 
dialogue and mutual understanding are essential for creating a common 
meaning and for taking action with one another (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011; Shields, 
2004; Weick et al., 2005). What is of importance in the relational perspective is 
acknowledging and attempting to facilitate dialogical and intersubjective 
relationships by focusing on the collaborative, communicative, and 
compassionate aspects of interpersonal interaction between organisational 
members (Cunliffe & Eriksen, 2011; Shields, 2004). Consequently, leadership is 
increasingly being recognised as an organisation-wide phenomenon (Pounder et 
al., 1995), where organisational structures and leadership are flat and shared by 
every member and role in order to provide solutions for educational challenges 
(Crevani et al., 2007). 
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2.1.2 Functional perspective 

Prosociality and collective competence involve certain behaviours. The 
functional perspective of leadership emphasises that leadership consists of 
multiple behaviours (Rennison, 2018). This is because leadership is often 
connected to and integrated with behaviours such as decision-making, 
organising, coordinating, encouraging, networking, communicating, supervising, 
and innovating (Rennison, 2018). Yukl (2002) provides a well-known typology of 
leadership behaviour: task-oriented behaviour (planning, clarifying, monitoring), 
relation-oriented behaviour (supporting, developing, and coaching), and change-
oriented behaviour (encouraging and facilitating change). Since he cautions that 
all behaviour taxonomies are more or less arbitrary, leaders are—in practice—
required to reflect flexibly on what constitutes correct and effective behaviour. 
This perspective also suggests an important facet—that leadership behaviours 
and skills can be learned (Rennison, 2018). 

Researchers have discussed not only the behaviour of individual leaders 
but also collective behaviour in leadership practice. Collective behaviour of 
leadership can include participative decision-making (Somech, 2010), knowledge 
sharing (Edge, 2013; Nonaka et al., 2000), and mentoring (Browne-Ferrigno & 
Muth, 2004; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000).  

2.1.3 Institutional perspective 

Prosociality and collective competence are related to certain aspects of 
organisational members, such as their values, identities, world views, or who 
they are as human beings. The institutional perspective focuses on how social 
cohesion can be created in a complex context through organisational values, 
identities, and purposes that are recognised by members to be meaningful 
(Podolny et al., 2010). Thus, institutions can be considered to comprise meaning-
bearing and pattern-forming structures. This makes an organisation effective 
when performing as a collective entity (Rennison, 2018). Hence, an underlying 
premise of leadership, in the institutional perspective, is to have an impact on 
culture that entails common values and shared understandings (Schein, 2010).  

Many institutional elements, such as rules, norms, and beliefs, are forged 
through social interaction and environments (Scott, 2008). For example, making 
sense of organisational issues functions as an ethical compass and code because 
values and cultures affect the cognitive scheme, the shared sense of direction, and 
the collective identity, which are expressed as social behaviour (Gioia & 
Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick et al., 2005). In the institutional perspective, leadership 
is responsible for creating a meaningful purpose that organisational members are 
willing to commit to and identify as meaningful (Rennison, 2018).  
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2.2 Shared educational leadership 

In this section, shared educational leadership is investigated through the 
relational, functional, and institutional perspectives. This study considers 
leadership not as the property of single leaders and their behaviours but as a 
relational and collective phenomenon that is shared among various stakeholders, 
is potentially fluid, and is constructed in interaction (Denis et al., 2012). 
According to Pearce and Conger, shared leadership refers to  

A dynamic, interactive influence process among individuals in groups for which the objec-
tive is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organisational goals or both. This 
influence process often involves peer, or lateral, influence and at other times involves up-
ward or downward hierarchical influence. (2003, p. 1) 

Shared leadership is likely to develop in contexts in which multiple 
individuals with distinctive expertise collaborate with one another to achieve a 
shared purpose because highly skilled knowledge workers are willing to take 
charge of leadership and responsibilities (Denis et al., 2012). According to Wang 
et al. (2014), shared leadership differs from teamwork or team processes. Shared 
leadership emphasises the distribution of influence and responsibility among 
organisational members towards goal achievement, while teamwork involves 
sets of cooperative recognitions and behaviours that lead to team outputs.  

In educational practice, shared leadership can emerge in the form of various 
arrangements (Crowther et al., 2009). Spillane (2006), for example, argues that 
shared leadership entails three primary arrangements: division of labour, co-
performance, and parallel performance. He notes that more than one 
arrangement can happen at the same time when a specific leadership function is 
exerted. The best combination of arrangements in an educational organisation 
depends on various organisational factors: organisational history, culture, 
members’ age level, size, homogeneity, cohesiveness, motivation, morale, or 
turnover (Lindahl, 2008).  

Shared leadership has drawn assiduous attention in educational leadership 
studies for several decades, where it is often simply expressed as “distributed 
leadership” (Hargreaves & Fink, 2008; Harris, 2011) or as other similar 
conceptualisations that explain the mutual influence and shared responsibility 
among organisational members needed to achieve a shared purpose (Avolio et 
al., 2009; Crawford, 2019; Reid, 2019). This dissertation uses the concept of shared 
leadership because of the theoretical confusion posed by the term distributed 
leadership (Bolden, 2011). On the basis of the notion that equal participation 
leads to better educational outcomes than a traditional top-down bureaucratic 
structure, for example, participative decision-making has been one of the most 
widely studied areas concerning leadership as a shared endeavour (Somech, 
2010). Some reviews show results that indicate that participative or shared 
decision-making may be related to school improvement indicators, including job 
performance, job satisfaction, and turnover (Cotton et al., 1988; Miller & Monge, 
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1986). However, others suggest that participating in a formal decision-making 
process is not a sufficient condition for student outcomes (Marks & Louis, 1997).  

Furthermore, due to the nature of shared leadership, there could be several 
challenges and barriers to realising shared leadership. First, organisational 
members are opposed to sharing leadership if the cultural context is persistently 
entrenched (Lindahl, 2008). Collaboration as a connecting concept between the 
Finnish and Japanese contexts provides one example of this. If organisational 
members entrench themselves behind a culture of hierarchical leadership, then it 
would be difficult for positional leaders to embrace a different leadership 
approach (Lindahl, 2008; Raelin, 2003).  

Second, since educational leaders think themselves to be ultimately 
accountable for what happens in their organisation, they would not accept shared 
leadership that could diffuse accountability (Lindahl, 2008; Yukl & Lepsinger, 
2007). Third, shared leadership requires time for organisational members to 
interact with one another in a continuous process (Little, 1988). Organisational 
members could be distressed by a conflict between their formal classroom 
responsibilities and indefinable ongoing interactions (Lindahl, 2008). 
Consequently, in order to maximise the educational endeavour, it is essential to 
nurture a culture in which all organisational members are expected to exercise 
leadership with their diverse expertise and contributions (Lindahl, 2008). 
However, the understanding of what occurs in exercising shared leadership is 
still insufficient (Lindahl, 2008). One way to approach this issue is through the 
idea of collaboration.  

2.3 Collaboration 

A large and growing body of literature investigates the means and implications 
of viewing educational leadership more broadly, as a collaborative endeavour 
performed by organisational members—including teachers—rather than as an 
exercise solely conducted by principals or other single directors (Gronn, 2002; 
Jäppinen, 2018; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Slater, 2005). Collaboration refers to 
joint interaction within a group in relation to activities that are needed for 
performing a shared task (Vangrieken et al., 2015). Collaboration is important for 
understanding educational leadership as a shared endeavour in this study 
because collaboration occurs in two different contexts—Finland and Japan—and 
is assumed to connect prosociality and collective competence.  

Educational leadership also includes teacher collaboration (Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 2005; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Teachers and staff collaborate and 
mutually respect one another, thereby collegially planning and implementing 
activities as members of a common decisional body (Datnow, 2011). For example, 
educational leaders are mostly required to design educational activities in 
collaboration with the community and local institutions in order to support 
teachers and to ensure fairness in the treatment of all organisational personnel 
(Caprara et al., 2003). Families are also important in collaborative actions for the 
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sake of good functioning of an educational organisation and the achievement of 
its students. Hence, educational organisations are places in which diverse 
stakeholders work together to achieve common organisational goals, through 
interacting, cooperating, and communicating with one another within a 
synergetic, dynamic, and shared process (Bandura, 2000; Jäppinen et al., 2015; 
Rubin, 2009).  

Collaboration within educational organisations is a highly discussed area 
in recent studies in the field because it relates not only to enhancing individual 
performance but also to increasing organisational effectiveness (Hallinger & 
Heck, 2010a; Ross et al., 2004; Vangrieken et al., 2015). Scholars sort several terms 
that represent educational collaboration, such as teacher collaboration, 
professional community, and teacher teams (Vangrieken et al., 2015). This shows 
that many studies explore collective endeavours among educational staff 
characterised by collaboration.  

Collaboration involves interdependent forms, including helping, sharing, 
and joint working (Little, 1990). This fact indicates that collaboration, in 
educational organisations, greatly impacts beneficiaries and creates opportunity 
for contacts. Thus, collaboration is realised when collective efforts of all members 
synergise and motivate one another to attain shared goals (Hu & Liden, 2015; 
Jäppinen et al., 2015). This points to prosociality, which is discussed in the next 
section as an important source of collaboration and educational leadership that 
is considered to be a shared endeavour. 

2.4 Prosociality 

Prosociality involves willingness, behaviours, and values for benefitting others 
irrespective of positional roles, playing an essential role in developing an 
organisational system approach when organisational members participate in 
shared practice (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Grant, 2007; Hu & Liden, 
2015). In fact, prosocial elements have been explored under various terms or 
concepts, such as servant leadership, empathy, caring, and organisational 
citizenship behaviour, in educational leadership contexts (Cerit, 2009; Noddings, 
2006; Oplatka, 2006, 2012). In an educational organisation, numerous indefinable 
interactions should exist among organisational members in exercising leadership 
as a shared endeavour—beyond the formal leadership exercised by principals 
(Hallinger & Heck, 2010b). Through participation in the leadership process, 
organisational members expand their perspectives beyond those of the formal 
requirements (Senge, 1993; Somech, 2010).  

Consequently, helping and benefiting others represent an important 
inception of and link to the participation of relational phenomena. Prosocial 
phenomena are implicitly pointed out in educational leadership research 
(Devaney, 1987): organising and leading well-informed peer reviews of school 
practices, participating productively in school-level decision-making, advising 
and assisting individual teachers through mentoring, coaching, or consultation, 
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participating in the performance evaluation of teachers by providing appropriate 
appraisal and feedback. Although being prosocial is an essential element, 
especially in educational leadership contexts, we do not yet have a 
comprehensive view of prosociality in educational leadership. 

Being prosocial or exercising prosociality, where people are often motivated 
to engage in actions intended to benefit others, plays an essential role in 
addressing and attracting wider attention (Grant, 2008a; Grant & Berg, 2011). A 
previous review of prosociality finds three aspects that are closely linked but 
distinct: prosocial motivation, prosocial behaviour, and prosocial impact (Bolino 
& Grant, 2016). They are discussed next as three essential sub-concepts of 
prosociality in this study.  

Prosocial motivation differs from traditional types of motivation, such as 
intrinsic and extrinsic ones (Deci & Ryan, 2002), focusing on the self or the task. 
Prosocial motivation is generated from the social aspect of work that affects the 
interest of individuals in how their actions can affect or promote the welfare of 
others (Grant, 2007; Hu & Liden, 2015). Prosocial motivation represents the 
motive for benefitting others or for devoting effort out of concern for others 
(Grant, 2008a). This motivation is important because individual motivation 
represents a basic ingredient from which shared leadership can develop (Denis 
et al., 2012). Research shows that people can be motivated to put their effort into 
their work not only for self-advancement, wage, or achievement but, more 
importantly, for enhancing the welfare or benefit of others (Batson, 1987; De Dreu, 
2006; Grant et al., 2007; Hu & Liden, 2015).  

Prosocial behaviour refers to actions that organisational members conduct 
with intention or expectation and that benefit the individuals, the group, or the 
entire organisation (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Since prosocial behaviour can 
either be a prescribed role or a discretionary extra (George & Bettenhausen, 1990), 
engaging in prosocial behaviour may or may not be rewarded (Organ, 1997). 
Researchers recognise that some prosocial behaviours taking place in 
organisations include, for example, mentoring, induction, coaching, and 
knowledge sharing (Bolino & Grant, 2016). 

Finally, prosocial impact refers to the experience or perception of making a 
positive difference in the lives of other (e.g., colleagues, customers, or other 
stakeholders) through one’s work (Grant, 2007; Grant & Sonnentag, 2010). While 
a person with prosocial motivation tends to be more interested in benefiting 
others through their work, prosocial impact does not refer to motivation itself but 
to the realisation or recognition that one’s efforts at work are helping or 
benefitting others (Bolino & Grant, 2016). 

In sum, prosocial motivation refers to a willingness to benefit others, 
prosocial behaviour covers the actions performed that help others, and prosocial 
impact recognises that own actions positively make a difference to others. Since 
educational life contains the idea of benefitting other staff members—
collaborating with other members in the educational organisation instead of only 
focusing on helping students—being prosocial is likely to be a context-specific 
expression in public institutions (Bozeman & Su, 2015; Perry et al., 2010). This 
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requires collective competences, which are considered to be one of the most 
essential sources and outcomes of collaboration through prosociality in this 
study. 

2.5 Collective competence 

The New Oxford Dictionary of English defines competences as “the scope of a 
person’s or group’s knowledge or ability” (Pearsall & Hanks, 1998, p. 347). In 
shared leadership contexts, competences that include collective knowledge, 
behaviours, and attitudes should exist beyond individual ones (Khasawneh, 
2011; Snook et al., 2012). According to the notion of leadership developed by Yukl 
and Lepsinger, leadership implies a competence that is collectively shared and 
exerted: 

In the face of complex challenges, a leader, no matter how skilled and otherwise effective, 
cannot simply step into the breach, articulate a new vision, make some clarifying decisions, 
and proclaim success. Because a complex challenge requires a whole system and all the peo-
ple in it to change, it lies beyond the scope of any individual person to confront. (2007, p. 11) 

Organisational members create competences that are conductive for 
leadership to be shared among them when they use various knowledge, 
behaviours, perspectives, and characteristics for the common good (Avolio et al., 
1996; Pearce & Conger, 2003). This is because—in knowledge-based 
organisations characterised by complexed tasks and diverse employees, such as 
in educational organisations—collective competence requires, for example, 
common knowledge, collaboration, and a shared mental model developed 
through interaction (Khasawneh, 2011; Reid, 2019; Slater, 2008). 

Furthermore, shared leadership endeavours require that cognitive and 
emotional competences be situated not merely in individual brains but 
particularly in interactions among actors, cultural artefacts, and other people in 
collaborative efforts to complete complex tasks (Spillane et al., 2001). In order to 
engender collective competence in shared leadership, relationships and 
interactions among organisational members are required (Reid, 2019). Through 
activities and relationships, organisational members collectively create a 
common sense of direction (Denis et al., 2012). In this manner, people become 
more heedful of and engaged in collectively creating new knowledge within their 
relationships with others (Spillane, 2006). In brief, competences in shared 
leadership endeavours emerge through dynamic states that vary based on the 
inputs, processes, and outcomes of an organisation (Day et al., 2006).  

When it comes to collective competence in educational leadership, for 
example, decision-making requires the ability to listen to the voices of others 
(Shields, 2004), while helping demands having knowledge about who needs help 
and how the help can be provided without causing embarrassment to the person 
in need (Bolino & Grant, 2016). However, competence is not only about ability, 
knowledge, and behaviour. Many leadership studies, for example, employ a 
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division of leadership competence—namely, knowing, doing, and being (Snook 
et al., 2012). When organisational members invest a lot of time and effort to 
achieve the goals that are important for them, they are more likely to achieve 
these goals, thus feeling capable of reaching them to begin with (Bandura, 1997; 
Grant, 2007). Consequently, collective efforts and behaviours are likely to affect 
their collective identity. According to Schein (2010, p. 18), organisational identity 
referred to as “the shared patterns of thought, belief, feelings, and values that 
result from shared experience and common learning—results in the pattern of 
shared assumptions.” Although organisational identity is not necessarily visible, 
it can appear as a competence when organisational members delve into the 
strategic decisions they make (Schein, 2010). 

Identity is a concept that digests people’s answers to the question: “Who 
am I?” or, collectively, “Who are we” (Stryker & Burke, 2000). According to Grant 
(2007), the origin of competence, etymologically, can be in the term impact 
because its Latin root, impactus, refers to the “effective action of one thing or 
person upon another,” which implies competent efforts. Helping and 
collaborating with other colleagues to achieve school goals makes educators 
realise the impact of their work and identifies them as competent for educational 
leadership, which is a process of collective learning (Grant, 2012; Harris, 2013; 
Jäppinen et al., 2015).  

Here, the question is: How organisational members form collective 
competence by learning? To answer this, the notion presented by Vygotsky 
(1978) is eminently reasonable. With the concept of the Zone of Proximal 
Development (ZPD), where people have the potential to learn and understand 
with help from others, Vygotsky (1978) explains the benefits of working together 
in order to learn effectively. The potential development is differentiated from an 
individual’s actual development to the point that potential development refers 
to what people can achieve with the help of others, while an individual’s actual 
development refers to what a person can do on their own (Duncombe & Armour, 
2004). The ZPD can be considered to be the distance between the actual 
development level and the potential development level with the help of others 
or in collaboration with peers (Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, prosociality can fulfil this 
distance. 

Simons and Ruiters (2001) make a clear distinction between individual 
learning—mediated with the assistance of others—and collective learning—
when all organisational members strive towards collective outcomes in unison. 
They cautiously emphasise that learning processes could occur in collective ways. 
Thus, the ZPD connects individual and collective learning. Effective 
organisations show continuous collective learning processes—not just as a sum 
of individuals but as a collective that generates synergy (Jäppinen et al., 2015). 
For example, when organisational members help others, their experiences of 
success enhance their feelings of competence (Sonnentag & Grant, 2012). Then, 
perceived competence becomes a motivation at work (Deci & Ryan, 2002; 
Spreitzer, 1995). Since educational organisations learn collectively and their 
competence becomes the means for achieving organisational goals, then 
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collective competence is key for exploring in order to understand phenomena in 
shared leadership contexts. 

Researchers show that, when organisational members engage in helping 
others, they experience enhanced feelings of their own competence (Sonnentag 
& Grant, 2012), which is represented as efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Consequently, 
researchers have utilised the terms competence and efficacy in connection to each 
other (Deci & Ryan, 2002; Hughes et al., 2011). Leadership is considered to 
increase organisational performance by building competence or efficacy (Avolio 
et al., 2004; Grant, 2012).  

Collective efficacy refers to “a group's shared belief in its conjoint capabilities 
to organise and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of 
attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 477). Researchers refer to collective efficacy in 
educational settings as a shared perception that the community, as a whole, can 
execute the necessary courses of action and work together productively and 
effectively to promote student learning (Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004; 
Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). This type of efficacy is generated through the 
interactive and coordinative dynamics of group members (Bandura, 1997; 
Goddard et al., 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Bandura (1997) purports 
that collective efficacy is based on the degree of interdependent effort required 
to produce group results because many of the outcomes that people seek are 
achievable only through interaction between them. Therefore, collective efficacy 
is fundamentally intertwined with shared endeavours in educational 
organisations (Goddard et al., 2015; Goddard et al., 2007; Moolenaar et al., 2012; 
Ross et al., 2004). A meta-analysis (Eells, 2011) demonstrates the importance of 
collective efficacy in educational organisations by revealing that the beliefs of 
teacher in the ability of their school, as a whole, are strongly and positively 
related to student achievement in all subject areas.  

When it comes to leadership as a shared endeavour, collective efficacy plays 
an important role in making educational organisations move forward because 
collective efficacy indicates future-oriented collective beliefs about the 
capabilities of the collective in a specific situation or context (Bandura, 1997; 
Moolenaar et al., 2012). Although researchers have explored collective teacher 
efficacy, the definitions provided by previous studies do not address how 
collective efficacy could be crucial for educational leadership as a shared 
endeavour. Goddard and Goddard (2001, p. 809), for example, refer to “the 
perceptions of teachers in a school that the faculty as a whole can organise and 
execute the courses of action required to have a positive effect on students,” while 
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004, p. 190) define, “collective self-perception that 
teachers in a given school make an educational difference to their students over 
and above the educational impact of their homes and communities.” Although 
they do discuss the issue of collective efficacy, they only deal with student 
achievement. What these studies are lacking is the aspect of interaction and 
synergy among diverse organisational members.  

Some researchers focus on faculty capabilities, which have a direct impact 
on student learning through instruction (Klassen, 2010; Klassen et al., 2010; 
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Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004), student discipline (Lee et al., 2011; Tschannen-
Moran & Barr, 2004), and student motivation (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). The 
definition provided by Caprara et al. (2003) includes a belief in capabilities that 
influence other organisational members by referring to collective efficacy as 
judgments that people make about groups—their capabilities and effectiveness 
in specific domains of action. In the definition, however, leadership aspects are 
not addressed.  

Ware and Kitsantas (2007) explore the collective efficacy of teachers on their 
decision-making. Since collaboration in leadership contexts focuses on how a 
group of individuals—comprising, for example, the principal, teachers, 
administrators, students, and other workplace representatives—can 
progressively work together towards school improvement (Hallinger & Heck, 
2010a; Jäppinen & Ciussi, 2016; Tschannen-Moran, 2001), collective efficacy in 
educational organisations is suggested to be related to leadership as a shared 
endeavour. 

Although there are few studies on the collective efficacy of leadership as a 
shared endeavour, Ross et al. (2004) note that teachers’ ownership of school 
directions—such as shared school goals, school-wide decision-making, fit of 
plans with school needs, and empowering principal leadership—has stronger 
effects on collective teacher efficacy than previous student achievement. They 
explain the relationship between collaboration and efficacy. When educators 
interact with one another, they may learn and acquire new teaching strategies. 
This, in turn, makes them feel effective, enhancing their perceptions of their 
individual and collective successes and expectations for the future. This idea 
supports this study’s conception of educational leadership that is “a shared 
endeavour whereby various individuals collectively engage in goal-oriented 
interaction as a whole and are able to create something novel through the process” 
(Jäppinen & Ciussi, 2016, p. 488).  

Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) discuss educational leaders’ beliefs about the 
collective capacity of colleagues. Their study shows that educational leaders’ 
collective efficacy is related to student achievement, although the relationships 
between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, their practices, and school contexts 
would be interactive. This finding suggests that it is crucial to have collective 
efficacy for school improvement, which includes, at the school level, improving 
student learning, viewing improvement as necessary, and regarding problems as 
issues to be solved (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008). Recently, Dewitt (2011) suggests 
collective efficacy, in relation to leadership as a shared endeavour, as a means of 
overcoming the difficult situations and problems educational organisations face, 
such as accountability, budget cuts, school consolidations, and rapid growth of 
the world.  

Despite the abovementioned studies, there is still a need for further research 
on collective efficacy in educational leadership as a shared endeavour. In today’s 
changing educational situation, more research on the relationship between 
collective efficacy and educational leadership is required because efficacy is 
fundamental for various reforms and educational changes. 
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2.6 Teacher turnover and its intention 

Teacher turnover is an increasing trend and an urgent issue in both Finland and 
Japan (Kusagai, 2014; Ostinelli, 2009). It can happen when the teacher’s job 
performance deteriorates (Kaplan et al., 2009). Teacher turnover is considered a 
withdrawal behaviour that results in impaired school effectiveness (Rosenblatt 
et al., 2010; Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2012). 

Teachers leave their schools for various reasons. Ingersoll (2001) categorised 
teacher turnover into movers and leavers. While movers change their teaching 
place in different schools, leavers quit the teaching profession. Thus, turnover 
intention has been used as an indicator when studying the effectiveness of 
educational organisations because it may lead to actual turnover (Goddard & 
Goddard, 2006). Researchers suggest that organisational and cultural factors such 
as leadership, values and collegial collaboration can explain teacher turnover 
(Heikonen et al., 2017). 
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The general aim of this study is to explore prosociality and collective competence 
when educational leadership is exercised as a shared endeavour in collaboration. 
The general aim is divided into three research questions:  
 
1. What is the relationship between prosociality (as motivation, behaviour, and 

impact) and collaboration in educational leadership as a shared endeavour?  
 
2. What is the relationship between prosociality and collective competence, as 

collective efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? 
 
3. What is the relationship between collaboration and collective competence, as 

collective efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? 
 

This dissertation consists of three sub-studies (Sub-studies I–III). Sub-study 
I introduces prosociality as motivation, behaviour, and impact in educational 
leadership. In Sub-study I, the relationships between prosociality and 
collaboration, and between prosociality and collective competence are explored. 
Sub-study II relates collaboration with prosociality in order to explain turnover. 
In Sub-study II, the relationship between prosociality and collaboration is 
examined. Sub-study III explores collective competence as collective efficacy. In 
Sub-study III, the relationships between prosociality and collective competence, 
and between collective competence and collaboration are investigated. Figure 2 
shows the relationships between the three concepts, including the research 
questions and sub-studies. The three research questions are answered after 
Overview of the original publications (chapter 5) in General discussion (chapter 
6). 

3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
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FIGURE 2  The conceptual model of the study and the research questions answered by 
the sub-studies 
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This chapter describes the methodological design of the dissertation and the 
ways in which the sub-studies are connected. The first sub-section shows 
methodological and philosophical premises of the present dissertation, how the 
three sub-studies were mixed with one another, and my philosophical position—
which provides justification for the chosen data collection and analysis processes. 
The second sub-section rationalises the reasons behind the participant selection 
and the data analysis processes used in this study. The third sub-section describes 
the ethical considerations of the study. 

4.1 Methodological and philosophical position of the study 

The aim of this dissertation is to explore prosociality and collective competence 
when educational leadership is exercised as a shared endeavour in collaboration. 
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were utilised to address the research 
aim. Usually, straightforward mix-method research aims to combine and 
validate elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches through 
the integration and triangulation of different viewpoints, data, analysis, and 
inferences for purposes of understanding and corroboration (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2011; Johnson et al., 2007). Although quantitative and qualitative methods 
are involved in this study, it adopts a different kind of methodological 
orientation—namely, facet methodology—which enables a researcher to approach 
researching the multi-dimensionality of lived experience (Mason, 2011). Facet 
methodology is an orientation rather than an array of procedures that can be 
provided in one bundle as a framework or a recipe for research (Mason, 2011). 
Since educational leadership that involves relational architecture is a complex 
and multi-dimensional phenomenon (Goddard et al., 2017; Grant, 2007), facet 
methodology sheds light on aspects of educational leadership in relation to 
specific research concerns and questions (Mason, 2011). 

4 METHODOLOGY 
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In order to explain facet methodology, Mason (2011) uses a visualised 
metaphor of a cut gemstone, which symbolises the central research concern. This 
methodology involves envisioning the research object through combinations and 
constellations of facets. According to Mason (2011), as facets in a cut gemstones 
reflect, refract, and intensify the light in combination with the background, what 
we come to know and understand are the fruits of the combination of what we 
are looking at (ontology) and how we are looking (methodology and 
epistemology). Through different facets, the overall gemstone and its distinctive 
characteristics are made visible when the gemstone is illuminated with light 
(Mason, 2011). Likewise, facets that are designed as methodological-substantive 
surfaces in research help us understand the overall research problem and its 
uniqueness (Mason, 2011). This means that the aim of facet methodology is “to 
create a strategically illuminating set of facets in relation to specific research 
concerns and questions” (Mason, 2011, p. 77). Thus, researchers—as facet 
carvers—are required to decide “how best to carve the facets so that they catch 
the light in the best possible way” (Mason, 2011, p. 77).  

Since facet methodology involves different lines of enquiry and different 
ways of seeing, the three sub-studies of the present dissertation presented here 
correspond to the three facets chosen for this study. Sub-study I, which is a 
review study, provides a general, though not comprehensive, overview of 
prosocial phenomena in educational leadership because prosociality represents 
the crux of collective phenomena in educational leadership. Sub-study II, which 
is a quantitative study, was designed to gain knowledge of how prosociality 
relates to collective phenomena. This quantitative study enables to examine the 
relationships between collective phenomena, prosociality, and teacher turnover 
intention as an outcome of social relationships. The results of Sub-studies I and 
II led to the decision about the type of facet that should be explored in Sub-study 
III because prosociality is shown to be related to collective phenomena in 
educational leadership. Hence, Sub-study III, which is a qualitative study, 
explores the more collective aspects of educational leadership by focusing on 
collective competence. This qualitative study provides insights indicate a more 
nuanced but distinctive collective competence in relation to educational 
leadership. 

Concerning the nature of reality—namely, ontology—a reductionist 
ontology is rejected. Adopting facet methodology enables to assume that the 
world is not only lived and experienced but is multi-dimensional, contingent, 
relationally implicated, and entwined (Mason, 2011). For example, collective 
educational leadership is culturally, socially, historically, and politically 
contextualised (Anderson, 2011). Mason (2011) claims that the aim of facet 
methodology is to create facets that seek out the entwinements and 
connectedness, instead of seeing the world as separated or reduced through 
simple lists of dimensions. Thus, it is believed that shared educational leadership 
is a complex social phenomenon that can be understood when these facets are 
intertwined.  
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Epistemology refers to the nature of knowledge or how we approach it 
(Carson et al., 2007). Since facets can produce critical contracts with different 
epistemologies that enable to think differently and stimulate creatively about 
existing knowledge, researchers using facet methodology are encouraged to 
engage with alternative epistemological positions (Mason, 2011). At the same 
time, Mason (2011, p. 82) points out that “there are limits to what social scientists 
know and can know.” Consequently, this study stands on two epistemological 
positions: the post-positivist and the social constructivist approaches. These 
approaches result in different data, methods, and analyses. However, it is 
important that they are not contrasting but complementing each other in order 
to intertwine the research objectives (Mason, 2011). 

The epistemological assumption of post-positivism indicates that the social 
worlds consist of certain phenomena, which can be understood though scientific 
observations or experimentations that are often associated with quantitative 
approaches (Johnson et al., 2007). However, unlike positivism, post-positivism 
accepts that scientific approaches can never reach the absolute truth of the 
world—as positivists claim—and post-positivism views reality as being 
probabilistically true. Since post-positivism believes that scientific approaches 
are subjective to particular scientific paradigms, including certain theories, sets 
of beliefs, and shared values, science should not be viewed as being completely 
objective or value-free but as value-laden (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). 
Scientific observations and experimentations are fallible. Therefore, post-
positivist viewpoints encourage the utilisation of multiple sources of evidence in 
order to cross-validate findings, recommending that all scientific claims should 
be subjective to critical examination by the extensive scientific community. 

In order to intertwine prosociality and collective competence in collective 
educational leadership, the social constructivist perspective, which is typically 
associated with qualitative approaches (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011), is also 
discussed. The social constructivist perspective emphasises how individuals 
learn or understand the world through own actions, interactions with others, and 
environments (Packer & Goicoechea, 2000; Vygotsky, 1978). In particular, the 
social constructivist perspective highlights the importance of social participation, 
relationships with others, and social activity—in terms of cultural contexts—
because working together benefits when both individuals and the collective are 
effectively developing (Duncombe & Armour, 2004; Vygotsky, 1978). 
Epistemologically, social constructivist knowledge and understanding result 
from construction and qualitative reorganisation of knowledge structures 
(Packer & Goicoechea, 2000). Also, in the social constructivist perspective, 
cognition is culturally organised by material and semantic artefacts, such as tools 
and signs that are designed through purposive activity to satisfy human needs 
(Packer & Goicoechea, 2000). In culture, people pick up jargons, behaviours, and 
norms of a new social group, including its belief systems, and incorporate them 
as part of the overall culture (Brown et al., 1989; Packer & Goicoechea, 2000). 
Therefore, the knowledge obtained through a qualitative study is not considered 
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to be objective but to be indicative of how social actors developed the knowledge 
through interpreting or reflecting their experiences (Blaikie, 2007). 

As mentioned in the introduction, this dissertation consists of one review 
(Sub-study I), one quantitative study (Sub-study II), and one qualitative study 
(Sub-study III). In the initial phase of the present dissertation, prosociality in 
educational leadership was explored through a review of the extensive 
discussion on prosociality in the field because prosociality is regarded not only 
as a starting point but also as a crux of shared leadership phenomena. The review 
study pointed out that prosocial elements are not explicitly labelled as prosocial, 
thereby indicating the inadequacies of previous studies. Thus, in the second 
phase of the present dissertation, a prosocial phenomenon that has not yet been 
probed was examined through a quantitative study. This quantitative study 
showed that collective phenomena are related to prosociality in educational 
leadership contexts. In the third phase of the present dissertation, collective 
phenomena—collective competence to be precise—was approached because 
there is a notable lack of research on how educational organisations collectively 
feel competent. Consequently, a qualitative study was conducted to enhance 
understanding of theoretical development on collective competence. As a result, 
prosociality in educational organisations was proposed as a critical element for 
considering school effectiveness in terms of collective phenomena. 

These employed methodologies emphasise various understandings of 
shared educational leadership phenomena because mixed methods were not 
considered simply to be a combination of quantitative and qualitative 
approaches but as an overall methodology that involves multiple viewpoints 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Mason, 2011). Hence, this dissertation adopted 
facet methodology as its primary methodology in order to serve its main 
purposes. 

4.2 Research data and the analytical procedure 

4.2.1 The dataset and the analytical procedure for the systematic narrative 
review (Sub-study I) 

In order to approach prosocial phenomena as the crux of collective educational 
leadership, the systematic narrative review method was applied because the 
review approach enables an exploration of comprehensive topics (Collins & 
Fauser, 2005; Hallinger, 2013). The dataset for the review in Sub-study I was 
created as follows. First, with keywords pertinent to prosociality and educational 
leadership, peer-reviewed journals indexed in the Education Resources 
Information Center (ERIC) database were mined. Keywords related to 
prosociality (e.g., prosocial, servant, altruism, empathy, benevolence, 
collectivism, agreeableness, caring, organisational citizenship behaviour [OCB], 
mentoring, knowledge sharing, compassion, empowerment, meaningfulness) 
and educational leadership (e.g., leadership, principal, head teachers, 
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superintendent, administrator, deputy principal, educational leader, vice 
principal) were suggested in previous studies (Berkovich, 2015; Bolino & Grant, 
2016). In addition to the database, a search was performed on Google scholar 
using the same keywords. In the initial search, more than 6,000 articles were 
returned.  

Second, the articles were filtered using the names of representative journals 
because 12 peer-reviewed journals on educational leadership were found. The 
journals were as follows: Journal of Educational Administration, Educational 
Administration Quarterly, Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 
Journal of School Leadership, School Leadership & Management, International Journal 
of Leadership in Education, International Journal of Educational Management, 
Leadership and Policy in Schools, School Effectiveness and School Improvement, Journal 
of Educational Change, Teaching & Teacher Education: An International Journal of 
Research and Studies, and Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice. As a result of 
this filtration, 623 articles were selected.  

Third, the articles were further narrowed down after a careful reading of 
all abstracts for the currently selected articles using inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. The inclusion criteria consisted of (a) relevance to prosocial topics, (b) 
relevance to educational leadership topics, (c) empirical or conceptual nature 
(data or theory reported on the topics), and (d) publications of more than five 
pages. The exclusion criterion was (e) not elaborating theoretical background 
or methods (i.e., lack of clear definition of theoretical elements, insufficient 
explanation of measurement tools or techniques). In addition, four articles were 
not included within the scope of the study because of their availability. 
Ultimately, a total of 83 articles were included in the final corpus of the review, 
consisting of 35 qualitative, 34 quantitative, 5 mixed-method, and 9 conceptual 
or review studies. Amongst 74 empirical studies that included qualitative, 
quantitative and mixed-method approaches, 27 articles (36%) were from North 
America, 23 (31%) from the Middle East, 15 (20%) from Europe, 4 (5%) from 
Africa, 3 (4%) from Asia and 2 (3%) from Oceania. The articles were published 
between 1993 and 2016. 

Subsequently, the collected articles were assigned to the three prosocial 
categories provided by Bolino and Grant (2016): prosocial motivation, prosocial 
behaviour, and prosocial impact. Then, due to the notion of leadership as a 
shared influence, codes were inductively generated for actors whose prosociality 
was discussed in educational leadership contexts. The inductive codes were 
recapitulated into three categories: principals, teachers, and others—including 
heads of department, superintendents, higher educational administrators, and 
organisational climate. With the prosocial and actor categories, it could be 
narratively explored how elements concerning prosociality are discussed in 
educational leadership contexts. 
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4.2.2 The Japanese dataset and the analytical procedure for the quantitative 
study (Sub-study II) 

Sub-study II considered all stakeholders to be agents of educational leadership. 
The Japanese teacher education and recruiting systems are featured through the 
core curriculum for teacher education and training and the equal allocation 
policies on school finance and school staff assignment (Yokota, 2019). After the 
national government (MEXT) sets school finance and staff allocations, the 
prefectural Boards of Education implement broader educational practices, 
including the appointment and assignment of school staff (Yokota, 2019). Within 
this framework, MEXT emphasises the idea of school being a team in which 
professional educators collaborate with one another in order to tackle problems 
they face together (Central Council for Education, 2015). Thus, teachers are 
regarded as the most representative agents for collectively leading educational 
endeavours in the Japanese educational system. 

Data were gathered from teachers working in one municipality in Japan via 
a structured survey. Data sampling was conducted in 2017 in Himeji, a city 
located in western Japan. Japanese teachers working at elementary and junior 
high schools—which provide compulsory education—were invited to participate 
in the study. Thus, a convenience sampling method was employed.  At that time, 
there were 29,276 teachers working in the selected location (Himeji City 
Administration, 2017). First, permission to distribute the survey questionnaire 
was sought from the concerned authorities. After obtaining this permission, one 
of the researchers directly visited each school and gave their principals a set of 
paper-and-pencil questionnaires, together with self-addressed and stamped 
envelopes. Altogether 260 teachers responded to the survey: 150 teachers from 
elementary schools (57.7%) and 110 teachers from junior high schools (42.3%). 
The mean age of the teachers was 39.88 years (SD = 11.51), the mean tenure was 
15.09 years (SD = 11.28), and 39.2% of the teachers were male. Most teachers 
(96.9%) held more than a bachelor’s degree. Although the geographical 
representativeness of the sample, with respect to the entire country, did not 
completely meet, the sample composition was broadly representative of the 
teacher population in the Japanese educational context regarding age, gender, 
education, and school size (MEXT, 2016).  

The survey consisted of four measures: collaboration, prosocial impact, 
prosocial motivation, and turnover intention. Since all the original measures 
were in English, I as a researcher—who is Japanese and fluent in both Japanese 
and English—first translated them into Japanese. Then, the translations of the 
measures were scrutinised by a native Japanese researcher majoring in education. 
Finally, a licensed guide interpreter, who was an English teacher at a Japanese 
high school, proofread the final edition of the measures. Corrections were made 
according to their suggestions, reaching a consensus in order to ensure best 
resemblance to the original measures.  

Collaboration was assessed via a four-item measure developed by one of the 
co-authors on the basis of previous studies (Jäppinen, in press). It assessed degree 
to which the teachers perceived that they collaborate with one another at their 
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schools in order to achieve school goals. Beginning with the leading sentence, 
“When working together, I feel that…,” the four items were as follows: 
“everyone’s contribution is considered,” “we create meaningful measures and 
practices,” “we are able to change our individual opinions as new perspectives 
arise,” and “it results in new ideas and alternative solutions” (α = .76). Teachers 
responded the items using a visual analogue scale, varying from 0 to 50, on which 
the teachers could mark the position that best indicated their response (Dillman 
et al., 2014).  

Prosocial impact was assessed via a three-item measure that was developed 
by Grant (2008b). It assessed how well the teachers perceived prosocial impact. 
It consisted of the following items: “I am very conscious of the positive impact 
that my work has on others,” “I am very aware of the ways in which my work is 
benefiting others,” and “I feel that I can have a positive impact on others through 
my work” (α = .88). Teachers responded to these items using a 7-point Likert 
scale anchored at 1 strongly disagree and at 7 strongly agree. 

Prosocial motivation was assessed via a four-item measure that was also 
developed by Grant (2008a). It assessed how well the teachers perceived 
prosocial motivation. Using a leading question—“Why are you motivated to do 
the work as a teacher?”—the teachers answered the following items: “Because I 
care about benefiting others through my work,” “Because I want to help others 
through my work,” “Because I want to have positive impact on others,” and 
“Because it is important to me to do good for others through my work” (α = .89). 
Teachers answered these items using a 7-point Likert scale anchored at 1 strongly 
disagree and at 7 strongly agree. 

Turnover intention was assessed via a three-item measure that was adapted 
from Camman et al. (1979). It assessed degree to which the teachers intended 
turnover. The items were: “I will probably look for a new job in near future,” “If 
I may choose again, I will choose to work for this school (reversed question),” 
and “I often think about quitting” (α = .66). Teachers responded to these items 
using a 7-point Likert scale anchored at 1 strongly disagree and at 7 strongly 
agree. 

The relationships between collaboration, prosocial impact, prosocial 
motivation, and turnover intention were examined using structural equation 
modelling (SEM), implemented using Mplus version 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 
2012). SEM enabled associations in the hypotheses to be examined through an 
analysis of all variables in the analytical model at the same time. Full information 
maximum likelihood (FIML) was the method of estimation used to account for 
the missing data. Since the amount of the missing data was very small (.0005%) 
and the data were not normally distributed, the robust maximum likelihood 
estimator (MLR) was used together with the missing data method. In FIML, the 
missing data mechanism is assumed to form a mechanism as missing at random 
and the analysis is able to use all parameters in the model without imputing the 
missing values. 



 
 

40 
 

4.2.3 The Finnish dataset and the analytical procedure for the qualitative 
study (Sub-study III)  

In order to understand collective competence in exercising leadership as a shared 
endeavour in Finland, Sub-study III utilised qualitative interview data of Finnish 
principals. Although the OECE project only had a short visit to Finland and 
applied no explicit methodological framework, international scholars noticed 
that Finnish schools have a strong, positive culture of collegial relationship and 
autonomy, which emphasises leadership as a shared influence (Hargreaves et al., 
2007). This is because general school culture in Finland emphasises leadership as 
a shared endeavour (Hargreaves et al., 2007) and many Finnish schools adopt 
team-based leadership that is realised through collaboration between teams, 
including management, subject, event, development, and others (Sahlberg, 2014). 
Hence, principals are known to manifest school competence based on this shared 
culture. Furthermore, Finnish school principals have a broad responsibility to 
recruit educational professionals in order to enhance the idea of school culture. 
Consequently, principals are the ones who can best describe, in detail, what their 
educational leadership culture is. 

From 2016 until 2018, qualitative semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with 12 Finnish principals. Since the aim of this sub-study was to 
understand collective competence in shared leadership contexts, the interview 
questions involved questions about collective competence in accordance with the 
three aspects of shared leadership examined by Carson et al. (2007): shared 
purpose, social support, and voice. 

A purposeful sampling method, with several criteria, was used to select the 
principals to represent information-rich cases that express the intensity of the 
phenomenon intensity, albeit not extremely (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Patton, 2002). 
The chosen interviewees were recommended by the National association of 
principals as being experienced and representative of high leadership quality. In 
order to specify the kind of person being sought, related keywords—such as 
collaboration and working together—were shown to the recommender in the 
association of principals. This selection implied that in-depth interviews would 
permit the capturing of not only the principals’ individual perceptions but also 
of their understanding of collective competence in their schools (Patton 2002). In 
addition, due to the evidenced good quality of Finnish education (Hargreaves et 
al., 2007), the interviewees’ answers can be considered to represent the type of 
knowledge through which essential collective competences can be found.  

The recommended principals were contacted, and face-to-face meetings 
were scheduled with each of the principals who agreed to participate in the study. 
After receiving the participants’ acceptance to partake in the interviews, each 
participating principal was visited at the school at which they were working. 
Finally, a total of 12 principals, including 5 males and 7 females from elementary, 
comprehensive, and lower secondary schools in Finland, participated in the 
study. The average age of the participating principals was 52.00 (SD = 9.05), the 
average number of years of teaching experience was 12.67 (SD = 4.61), and the 
average number of years in a principal position was 12.67 (SD = 4.70). Six 
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participants worked at small schools (201–400 students), four participants 
worked at medium schools (401–700 students), and two worked at big schools 
(701–900 students). The principals were geographically from different parts of 
Finland. The interviews were audio recorded and lasted between 30–84 minutes, 
with the average duration of 53 minutes (SD = 15.70).  

The interviews were held in English, which was the common language of 
me and the principals since all of them also spoke English fluently. According to 
Education First English Proficiency Index (EF EPI, 2018), Finland was ranked as 
the 7th country in the world in terms of English language proficiency and is 
considered to be a country in which this proficiency is very high. In addition, the 
Finnish teacher education system requires the completion of both a bachelor’s (3 
years) and a master’s (2 years) degree. All Finnish principals have conducted 
university-level teacher education. Consequently, the selected principals were 
considered to be eligible for the study. 

The aim of the analysis was to understand how the principals perceived the 
collective competences at their schools using the intersection of the trichotomy of 
knowing–doing–being (Snook et al., 2012) and Boreham's (2004) three principles 
of collective competence. The study utilised a hybrid approach of inductive and 
deductive thematic analysis (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006) in order to ensure 
the realisation of patterns or themes that contain core meanings of recurring 
words and codes (Patton, 2002). The data were coded and analysed using 
qualitative data analysis software, ATLAS.ti 8.0. 

Before analysis, the interview data were manually transcribed. First, the 
data were inductively coded. The coding identified 28 codes of collective 
competence in shared leadership contexts. Second, these codes were deductively 
placed onto the nine intersections of the two models, including the attribute and 
relational models. Finally, the codes within the intersections were interpreted 
and given labels in a theory-driven way that thoroughly represents the codes at 
each intersection. During the analysis process, themes were paid attention to not 
to generate from few anecdotal examples (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Moreover, 
alternative explanations were sought, in accordance with the themes found, and 
checked them against one another (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

4.3 Ethical consideration 

To ensure quality, the entire research process followed the official Finnish 
guidelines on Responsible Conduct of Research and Procedures for Handling 
Allegations of Misconduct in Finland (Finnish Advisory Board on Research 
Integrity, 2012) because the data for the sub-studies were collected from human 
beings, except in Sub-study I.  

To conduct quantitative Sub-study II, the permission to use the 
questionnaire were obtained from all original authors before distributing the 
survey. Since the survey was conducted in Japan, it was confirmed that the 
guidelines adhered to corresponded to the ethical guidelines of Japanese research 
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institutions (Science Council of Japan, 2013) in addition to following the official 
Finnish guidelines on research ethics (Finnish Advisory Board on Research 
Integrity 2012).  

In the preface of the survey, the purpose and the nature of the study were 
explained to the participating educators. This included the fact that 
confidentiality and anonymity were warranted. Voluntary participation in the 
study was assured. The data obtained from the educators were guaranteed to be 
stored in a secured location and accessible only to me and their supervisors for 
research purposes. The educators responded to the survey at their school and 
sent the responses to me using the provided envelopes. None of the information 
that could identify them was presented either in the original sub-study or in this 
dissertation. 

For qualitative Sub-study III, an information sheet was presented. It 
provided detailed reasons and aims for conducting the study prior to the 
interviews. The principals were informed that the study aimed to collect data 
about their perceptions regarding educational leadership as a shared endeavour. 
The information sheet also explained my obligation to protect the principals’ 
confidentiality and anonymity. Participants were assured that participation in 
the interviews was voluntary. It was also mentioned that the principals were able 
to drop out of the interview at any time and to withdraw their responses at any 
point. The sheet further explained that their data were accessible only to me and 
their supervisors and would be kept in a secured location and file. After 
explaining this information, an informed consent form was mutually signed by 
both me and the principals in order to confirm understanding of all ethical issues. 
In interview transcriptions, principal codes were used instead of their real names 
in order to mask the principals’ identities. 
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5.1 Sub-study I: A systematic narrative review of prosociality in 
educational leadership 

Sub-study I explored prosocial elements widely discussed in educational 
leadership research. It applied the systematic narrative review approach. Its first 
aim was to explore the kinds of elements that could be involved in prosociality 
within educational leadership. Its second aim was to investigate the types of 
people who could be involved in the process of prosociality in educational 
leadership. The final corpus for the review consisted of 83 articles published in 
high-quality educational leadership journals between 1988 and 2016.  

First, the findings of the study indicated that prosocial elements could be 
categorised into three themes proposed in organisational studies: prosocial 
motivation, prosocial behaviour, and prosocial impact. Prosocial motivation was 
found in the studies that explore servant leadership, caring, empathy, 
agreeableness, and altruism. Prosocial behaviour is discussed in studies on 
organisational citizenship behaviour, servant leadership, mentoring, induction, 
coaching, and knowledge sharing. Even though prosocial impact was not 
actively focused on, meaningfulness and impact that psychological 
empowerment contains as its elements were closely related to prosocial impact.  

Second, Sub-study I showed that principals, teachers, and other educators, 
such as superintendents and heads of the departments, are the main actors 
involved in educational leadership endeavours through prosociality. Concerning 
prosocial motivation, the findings showed that principals’ prosocial values, such 
as servant leadership, caring, and compassion, are crucial for leading schools. 
Prosocially motivated teachers were analysed in terms of their high job 
satisfaction and performance. Superintendents and heads of departments 
expressed prosocial orientation, although they serve at the district or 
administrative levels.  

With respect to prosocial behaviour, the foci of the reviewed studies were 
mainly placed on principals and teachers. While principals’ prosocial behaviour 

5 OVERVIEW OF THE ORIGINAL PUBLICATIONS  
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is mostly explored in these studies in terms of servant leadership behaviour and 
mentoring, teachers’ prosocial behaviour is investigated with particular regard 
to organisational citizenship behaviour.  

Since prosocial impact refers to the judgment that one’s actions benefit 
others and make a positive difference in their lives and work (Grant, 2008b), the 
systematic narrative review including both qualitative and quantitative studies 
uncovered that teachers’ opportunities to participate in leadership process—e.g., 
decision-making—enhance their sense of prosocial impact. Furthermore, 
teachers who find their work meaningful and influential, in terms of what 
happens in the work environment, report higher levels of trust in their principals 
and show more organisational citizenship behaviour. Moreover, the review 
showed that prosocial impact of principals might play an important role in 
leadership effectiveness. For example, the greater the prosocial impact that the 
principals felt, the more their staff felt that the principals exhibited 
transformational leadership. 

Overall, the findings show that prosocial elements in educational 
leadership are discussed in the literature in terms of three aspects: motivation, 
behaviour, and impact. Furthermore, many actors are involved in educational 
leadership through prosociality. Hence, the importance of prosociality is 
emphasised in educational leadership endeavours in which many individuals are 
involved. In addition, the findings indicate that prosociality could be a 
fundamental source of collaboration.  

5.2 Sub-study II: Prosociality as a mediator between teacher col-
laboration and turnover intention 

Sub-study II examined the associations between teacher collaboration and 
turnover intention mediated by prosocial impact and prosocial motivation. Using 
a sample of 260 teachers in Japan, the following research question were 
investigated: (1) How is the perception of collaboration related to prosocial 
impact? (2) How is prosocial impact related to prosocial motivation? (3) How is 
prosocial motivation related to turnover intention? (4) Do prosocial impact and 
prosocial motivation partially mediate the relationship between perception of 
collaboration and turnover intention? 

Applying structural equation modelling, the results showed that 
collaboration was found to be positively related to prosocial impact, which, in 
turn, was found to be positively associated with prosocial motivation. In addition, 
prosocial motivation was negatively related to turnover intention.  

Furthermore, the results also showed that collaboration was positively 
directly related to prosocial motivation and negatively directly related to 
turnover intention. In addition to these direct links, prosocial impact and 
prosocial motivation partially mediated the relationship between collaboration 
and turnover intention.  
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These results point out that collaboration provides teachers with 
opportunities to interact and communicate, which enhance the realisation of their 
own contribution, the enthusiasm to promote effective collaborative work, and 
the willingness to work longer at the workplace. Hence, teachers are motivated 
to help others and do not think about leaving their school. 

5.3 Sub-study III: Understanding collective competence in exer-
cising shared educational leadership  

The purpose of Sub-study III was to explore collective competence in educational 
leadership as a shared endeavour. This result was obtained through cross-
sectional analysis of the intersection of an attribute model applied from 
leadership theories (Snook et al., 2012)—knowing–doing–being—and a relational 
model provided by Boreham (2004)—collective sensemaking, collective 
knowledge, and relationships.  

The intersection of the attribute and relational models resulted in nine 
categories pertinent to collective competences. They were named: Shared 
meaning (knowing-collective sensemaking); Sharing accounts (doing-collective 
sensemaking); Collective mindset (being-collective sensemaking); Knowledge 
sharing and creation (knowing-collective knowledge); Developing contexts 
(doing-collective knowledge); Broad participation (being-collective knowledge); 
Views of relationships (knowing-relationship); Group collaboration (doing-
relationship); and Shared goal-oriented beliefs (being-relationship).  

Since collaborative effort relies, in particular, on the collective competence 
of a group, organisation, or community, recent educational reforms emphasise 
such educational leadership as is realised by collaborative endeavours of diverse 
educational organisation members. Collective competence is usually described 
as a group’s ability to work together (Pearsall & Hanks, 1998). However, this 
study revealed that collective competence in shared leadership contexts is not 
simply understood as knowledge and skills but that it also includes other aspects, 
such as values and attitudes, how to use tools, and relationships with others. 
Importantly, although Sub-study III treated each of the nine categories separately, 
in real life, these categories are, more or less, interwoven.  

Understanding collective competence in leadership as a shared endeavour 
using this intersection of the models helped to comprehend the idea that a belief 
in a shared endeavour for generating successful results encourages a prosocial 
orientation that is characterised by collaboration and helpfulness. This is 
supposed to enhance collective efficacy (Bandura, 2000; Caprara et al., 2012). 
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This dissertation was designed in order to develop understanding of educational 
leadership as a shared endeavour in terms of prosociality and collective 
competence considered through collaboration. This chapter aims at bridging the 
results obtained from the three sub-studies, answering the three research 
questions, and joining the recent academic discussion about educational 
leadership as a shared endeavour.  

In Figure 3, the continuous arrows refer to those relationships between the 
main concepts that were found to be stronger on the grounds of connecting the 
results from the three sub-studies together. The dash arrows point out weaker 
connections that this dissertation suggests between the main concepts. However, 
it is important to note that the arrows do not indicate any cause–effect 
relationships. The interpretations of stronger and weaker connections are based 
on the three perspectives of leadership that are adopted in this study: relational, 
functional, and institutional. The more that the theoretical perspectives manifest 
within the relationships, the stronger the connection is. The arrows point out the 
direction of the relationships when one concept may increase the importance of 
another in terms of the three leadership perspectives. In addition, although this 
study suggests relationships between the main concepts, further research is 
required not only on the relationships represented by the dash arrows but also 
on those represented by the continuous arrows.  

In Figure 3, arrows a and b refer to the answers to the first research question: 
What is the relationship between prosociality (as motivation, behaviour and 
impact) and collaboration in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? 
Arrows c and d address the answer to the second research question: What is the 
relationship between prosociality and collective competence, as collective 
efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared endeavour? Arrows e and f answer 
the third research question: What is the relationship between collaboration and 
collective competence, as collective efficacy, in educational leadership as a shared 
endeavour?  

The next section begins with a synthesis of the key findings of the three 
studies. Subsequently, a deeper understanding of educational leadership as a 

6 GENERAL DISCUSSION 
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shared endeavour is provided in terms of a new concept of collective leadership 
efficacy in educational leadership studies. Finally, an evaluation of the overall 
dissertation and its limitations are presented. 

 

FIGURE 3  The conceptual model of educational leadership as a shared endeavour, con-
sidered through the relationships between prosociality, collective compe-
tence, and collaboration 

6.1 Synthesis of the sub-studies on educational leadership as a 
shared endeavour 

Educational leadership as a shared endeavour requires collective engagement on 
the basis of participation of all organisational members. When organisational 
members are involved in the shared leadership endeavour, prosociality and 
collective competence are manifested through collaboration. However, 
prosociality and collective competence are not widely explored as a shared 
endeavour in existing educational leadership studies, although many researchers 
refer to it (Harris, 2003; Noddings, 2006; Vigoda-gadot et al., 2007). Consequently, 
this dissertation discusses essential issues of the relationships between 
prosociality, collective competence, and collaboration when taking into account 
the relational, functional, and institutional leadership perspectives. 

6.1.1 The relationship between prosociality and collaboration 

Concerning the relationship between prosociality and collaboration, this study 
confirmed that prosociality is associated to collaboration among organisational 
members (Figure 3). Sub-study II showed the importance of the experience of 
benefitting others when organisational members collaborate with one another. 
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By experiencing it, they are likely to be more prosocially motivated, thereby 
leading to behaviour that contributes to organisational effectiveness. This 
explains a stronger relationship, from the relational perspective, of the prosocial 
orientation towards colleagues and educational organisations involving 
benefitting others without directly experiencing the impact of the benefits of a 
specific other (Bolino and Grant, 2016). That is, organisational members are 
prosocially motivated via experiencing benefitting others when they are collaborating 
with each other (Figure 3, arrow a). This result confirms the relationship between 
collaboration and prosociality. 

 Moreover, Sub-study I, as a systematic narrative review, evidenced that 
prosociality could be a source of educational leadership as a shared endeavour. 
Since prosociality indicates relatedness to others, the shared nature of 
educational leadership is essentially relational. Sub-study I showed various 
kinds of relational phenomena in educational leadership, such as empathy, caring, 
and knowledge sharing, which might enhance and lead to collaboration (Figure 3, 
arrow b), taking the institutional perspective that emphasises value and identity. 
However, this study regards the relationship between prosociality and 
collaboration as weaker because the results indicate an implicit and partial 
relationship in this direction. For example, Hu and Liden (2015) suggest the 
relationship between prosociality and collaboration by showing that, when 
organisational members have collective prosocial motivation, they are likely to 
have collaborative actions. To explore a full picture of the relationship between 
prosociality and collaboration, additional studies are needed. 

In addition, regarding the relationship between prosociality and 
collaboration, the findings of this dissertation suggest that prosocial orientation 
could be directed towards the collective composed of the others. For example, 
researchers studying prosociality focus on the relationship between the one and 
the other (Grant, 2007). However, Sub-study II demonstrated that organisational 
members experienced prosocial impact through their collaboration with other 
organisational members. This notion is supported by the argument, by Oplatka 
(2006), for example, that organisational citizenship behaviour—shown as one of 
prosocial behaviour in Sub-study I—has four domains of its orientation: 
individual pupil, classroom, staff, and educational organisation. Moreover, 
Shapira-Lishchinsky and Tsemach (2014) state that teachers’ perception of their 
work as being valued and impactful relates to organisational behaviours and 
effectiveness. Therefore, this dissertation indicates that prosociality could be 
oriented not only towards the relationship between the one and the other but also towards 
collaboration between multiple individuals. Thus, further research should take into 
account when organisational members experience prosocial impact, towards 
whom they are prosocially motivated, and for whom they prosocially act in 
relation to orientations. 

6.1.2 The relationship between prosociality and collective competence 

Regarding the relationship between prosociality and collective competence, the 
most interesting finding, from Sub-study I, was that the current literature points 
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out prosocial elements without noticing that they are essential for collective 
competence in educational leadership as a shared endeavour. Sub-study III also 
reported that collective competence in shared leadership contexts involves 
prosocial elements. That is, prosociality has a value for overcoming the fragmenting 
tendency of organisational members (Figure 3, arrow c) from the institutional 
perspective, which underlines how to create social cohesion in a complex context. 
This is substantiated the notion presented by Hu and Liden (2015) that 
prosociality of an organisation promotes the cohesion of that organisation by 
building stronger emotional ties. Consequently, the findings indicate a stronger 
relationship between prosociality and collective competence, and it could be 
argued that collective competence already involves the nature of human relationships in 
which prosociality initiates and manifests. 

Concerning the relationship between collective competence and 
prosociality, the findings of Sub-study III heavily indicated that collective 
competence in shared educational leadership contexts includes prosocial 
orientations. This relationship is considered in terms of the functional 
perspective, emphasising that leadership is often connected with behaviour. This 
means that, when the organisational members feel collectively competent, their 
willingness to use expertise for social purposes might be enhanced (Figure 3, arrow 
d). Considering the notion that competence is used as a close term to efficacy 
(Deci & Ryan, 2002; Hughes et al., 2011) and Bandura’s notion (2000) about beliefs 
in collective strength leading to prosociality, collective competence in shared 
educational leadership could lead to prosociality. However, the relationship 
between prosociality and collective competence should be taken with caution 
because of the methodological nature of Sub-studies I and III. Further work is 
required to establish the causal direction between prosociality and collective 
competence. 

In addition, the findings of Sub-study III included the important notion of 
autonomy in relationships. In terms of teacher collaboration, this result is 
important because if organisational members do not appropriately understand 
being prosocial and being collective, they may feel that their help and 
collaboration is forced. This caution is examined by Grant (2008a). His study 
reveals that if individuals are prosocially motivated in external ways, then they 
are likely to show lower performance. Datnow (2011) claims that contrived 
collegiality is an administratively designed, compulsory, and fixed form of 
aggregation in time and space. This does not lead to a sense of collective 
competence as collective efficacy. According to Deci and Ryan (2000), there are 
three components of psychological needs: (1) autonomy, which is people’s desire 
to perceive that they can choose what they do and which constitutes the source 
of their own actions; (2) relatedness, which is people’s desire to care about and 
be cared about by others and to feel themselves contribute to something greater 
than themselves; and (3) competence, which is people’s need to grow, flourish, 
and be effective when facing challenges. In sum, the findings of this study 
provided understanding of the relationship between prosociality and collective 
competence as abovementioned relatedness and competence, respectively. 
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However, the role of autonomy is not clear. Since public or service organisations 
are considered to be places in which it is very obvious that a goal is to help others 
(Bright, 2008), organisational members may feel compelled to be prosocial in 
order to collaborate with each other, which is detrimental for collective 
competence (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Grant, 2008a). Future research should be 
undertaken to investigate the role of autonomy in shared leadership endeavours. 

6.1.3 The relationship between collective competence and collaboration 

With respect to the relationship between collective competence and collaboration, 
Sub-study III demonstrated that collective phenomena in shared leadership 
contexts manifest organisational members as collectively competent through successful 
collaboration (Figure 3, arrow e). This relationship is considered from the 
functional perspective that stresses behaviour in leadership and from the 
relational perspective that emphasises leadership constructed through dynamic 
interactions between people. The findings of Sub-study III showed how 
organisational members feel they are able to conduct collaboration. This 
indicated a stronger relationship between collaboration and collective 
competence as collective efficacy. The findings further pointed out that, when 
community members have experienced successful collaboration after tough situations, 
they feel themselves to be competent, represented by their own voices through “we 
can do it.” This notion is supported, for example, by Bandura’s (1997) the theory 
of efficacy where successful experience is one of the most impactful sources of 
efficacy (Klassen et al., 2011).  

On the other hand, the relationship between collective competence and 
collaboration could be enhanced through understanding collective competence 
not only from the knowing–doing–being aspect but also from the subject–tools–
others aspect (Figure 3, arrow f) when taking account of all three relational, 
functional, and institutional perspectives. This is because collective competence 
concerns relationships, behaviours, and how organisational members see 
themselves. However, this study regarded the relationship to be weaker due to 
the nature of the qualitative study. Hence, further research is required to 
determine the role of collective competence as collective efficacy. 

6.1.4 Summary of the relationships between the main concepts 

The main findings can be summarised as follows: 
• Organisational members are prosocially motivated by experiencing 

benefitting others when they are collaborating with one another. 
• Prosociality could be oriented not only towards the relationship 

between the one and the other but also towards the collaboration 
between multiple individuals. 

• Collective competence already involves the nature of human 
relationships in which prosociality initiates and manifests. 

• Organisational members sense themselves as being competent when 
they experience successful collaboration. 
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These findings support the notion of Simons and Ruiters (2001) that a 
collective learning process needs the help of others to fill the ZDP. Thus, the 
results of this dissertation lead to the argument that prosociality could fill the 
ZPD to encourage potential development of collective competence of the 
organisation through collaboration. The insights gained about all the 
relationships between the three concepts—prosociality, collective competence as 
collective efficacy, and collaboration—allow us to label them together as one new 
entity: a new concept in educational research of collective educational leadership 
efficacy, which is further explained in the next section. 

6.2 Suggesting the concept of collective educational leadership 
efficacy for understanding educational leadership as a shared 
endeavour  

Although this dissertation did not collect data on collective leadership efficacy, 
Sub-study III found that collective competence was manifesting as collective 
efficacy and was one of the essential elements in shared leadership contexts. 
Therefore, this dissertation suggests that collective educational leadership 
efficacy is a new and central concept for exploring educational leadership as a 
shared endeavour (Figure 3). Collective educational leadership efficacy is a new 
concept in shared educational leadership contexts and differs from other types of 
efficacy, such as collective teacher efficacy or leader efficacy (Goddard, 2001; 
Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Although the 
concept of collective leadership efficacy is occasionally exploited in some studies 
(Hannah et al., 2008), the concept has not been theoretically defined or applied in 
educational contexts.  

Since this study regards educational leadership to be a conjoined endeavour 
that is shared by many individuals involved, from different educational 
organisation levels, in order to achieve common organisational goals, the sense 
of collective educational leadership efficacy is argued to be based on the 
functional relationship between collective competence and prosociality, realised 
through collaboration.  

This argument gains support from other researchers who argue that 
organisations with shared leadership have higher collective efficacy than 
organisations led by single leaders (Solansky, 2008). This study also supports for 
this notion, based on the findings of all three sub-studies: (1) educational 
organisation and its leadership manifest through prosociality that could enhance 
collective competence, (2) collaboration among organisation members is key for 
prosociality, and (3) collaboration is related to collective competence in shared 
leadership contexts.  

Importantly, collective educational leadership efficacy is not bound to 
certain social roles, such as those of principals or teachers. For example, Sub-
study III indicated that the effects of collective competence in shared leadership 
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contexts seem not to be on student learning directly but do have indirect effects 
on student learning, as proven in many other studies (Goddard et al., 2000; 
Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). As this study showed, organisational members 
were able to be confident in their efforts and strengths for the effectiveness of the 
entire organisation and not only for better learning. For example, Derrington and 
Angelle (2013) imply collective educational leadership efficacy by stating that, “a 
clear and strong relationship between collective efficacy and the extent of teacher 
leadership in a school” (p. 6). This indicates that, when organisational members 
collectively exert leadership, they experience themselves as collectively 
efficacious.  

In addition, the results of this dissertation support another notion presented 
by Derrington and Angelle (2013) that collective efficacy is natured through and 
active sharing of ideas, informal assistance, and helping others through 
relationships between teachers as leaders. Consequently, collective educational 
leadership efficacy is not only related to student achievement but also to the 
collective achievement that organisational members can realise together. 
Importantly, collective educational leadership efficacy includes a realisation of 
supportive and positive organisational culture that leads to a sustainable work 
environment.  

Collective educational leadership efficacy also differs from efficacy of single 
leaders. In Sub-study III, organisational members experienced themselves to be 
competent when they exerted leadership as a shared endeavour. As this study 
uncovered, many current researchers regard leadership to be a collective 
phenomenon that is based on diverse relationships (Avolio et al., 2009; Denis et 
al., 2012) when organisations can form leadership efficacy collectively. For 
example, Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) approach this issue in terms of the 
educational leaders’ sense of collective efficacy. Moreover, Hannah et al. (2008) 
attempt to explain collective leadership efficacy by claiming that, in order to 
advance leadership efficacy, it is crucial to take an account of the collective 
perspective towards understanding efficacy in leadership, formed through the 
interactions between organisational members at team or organisational levels.  

As such, Hannah et al. (2008) clearly differentiate individual leader efficacy 
from leadership efficacy, where the emergent positive influences happen in an 
organisation of which the leader is a part. They continue that collective 
leadership efficacy would enhance collective agency, energising organisations to 
engage and perform in order to achieve challenging organisational goals.  

In brief, Sub-studies I and II indicated the possibility of enhancing 
prosociality as a result of collective educational leadership efficacy. Sub-study III 
demonstrated that collaboration could be a source of collective efficacy in shared 
educational leadership endeavours. When organisational members notice that 
they are able to form shared endeavours, their confidence in the effective 
collective competence as collective efficacy emerges. Further studies with a 
greater focus on collective educational leadership efficacy are, therefore, 
suggested. 
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6.3 Practical implications 

The findings of this dissertation also offer implications. First, Sub-study II 
suggested the importance of prosocial impact by demonstrating that 
organisational members need to experience prosocial impact in order to have 
prosocial motivation that leads to effective behaviour. In order to enhance 
prosocial impact, educational organisations should regard providing 
opportunities for prosocial impact as being essential. These opportunities include, 
for example, positive feedback, where organisational members acknowledge 
their contribution to others. In this manner, organisational members would be 
able to consider their prosociality as a collective competence. 

Second, the findings of the three sub-studies suggest that prosociality is 
needed to fulfil the ZDP between organisational members when an organisation, 
as a collective, becomes collectively competent. Benefitting behaviour helps 
others learn, thereby leading to organisational learning. However, this notion has 
not been presented often in pre-service teacher training or in-service training 
programs. The idea is important because we are currently facing a complex 
society and educational organisation members, including teachers, should 
internalise the idea of collective educational leadership efficacy in order to tackle 
the common problems arising from this social complexity. Consequently, pre-
service and in-service teacher trainings are suggested for constructing learning 
settings in which various educational professionals can help each other through 
their expertise and learn from each other in order to exert shared leadership. 

Third, when educational policy makers consider educational leadership as 
a shared endeavour, the contributions of organisational members—including 
school leaders, teachers, and other organisational members—and their 
relationships should be reconsidered. For example, even though the Japanese 
government encourages the idea of school as a team, the definition of educational 
leadership in Japanese contexts nevertheless still sticks to principals, middle 
leaders, and superintendents (Owaki, 2005). This dissertation found that 
prosociality and collective competence especially functioned as key factors in 
exercising shared educational leadership. Therefore, educational organisations 
should not perceive organisational members merely as their resources but as 
active social agents for achieving common organisational goals. 

6.4 Trustworthiness, validity, and reliability: Limitations 

As with any research, the current study also has its strengths and limitations. Its 
strength is the utilisation of facet methodology that enables the inclusion of 
different kinds of methods in each sub-study to provide various viewpoints on 
the research aim (Mason, 2011). This approach strengthened the trustworthiness, 
validity and reliability of this study. Given that leadership consists of diverse 
phenomena and multiple dimensions (Northouse, 2013), the three approaches 
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(i.e. review, quantitative and qualitative methods) shed light on educational 
leadership as a shared endeavour. Moreover, the facet methodology assisted this 
study to suggest the concept of collective educational leadership efficacy after 
looking at educational leadership as a shared endeavour from different facets. In 
the next section, the quality of this research is reviewed in terms of 
trustworthiness, validity and reliability. Limitations are also discussed. 

6.4.1 Issues related to trustworthiness in the review and qualitative studies 

With respect to qualitative studies, researchers argue that trustworthiness is 
evaluated through the concepts of credibility, transferability, dependability, and 
conformability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Shenton, 2004). Next, Sub-studies I and III 
are examined from these perspectives. 

Credibility relates to how congruent with and persuasive of the reality the 
results of a study are—for example, in checking the stability of category 
definitions. Sub-study I utilised categories from a previous review on being 
prosocial by Bolino and Grant (2016). To search the relevant literature, Sub-study 
I used the keywords presented in the review. The list of keywords could be 
extended to obtain broader or deeper understanding. The review analyses do not 
include all papers published in well-known journals, unpublished articles, and 
books pertinent to educational leadership. This might have resulted in 
interpretations of the reviewed studies being biased or to certain inadequate 
generalisations being made. However, the aim of the sub-study was to introduce 
a general view of the importance of being prosocial in shared educational 
leadership endeavours. Hence, it can be presumed that the approach was 
justified and that it assured credibility of Sub-study I.  

In Sub-study III, the exact concept of collective competence was not 
mentioned or discussed with the participants during the interviews in order to 
increase trustworthiness of the study. This was important because, when 
collective competence is not understood appropriately, organisational members 
may form contrived collegiality, which is administratively designed, compulsory, 
and fixed in time and space (Datnow, 2011). During the analysis phase, the 
categorisations of the data and the credibility of the interpretations were 
evaluated and elaborated through collegial discussions.  

In addition, although collective competence is realised by organisational 
members as a whole, Sub-study III only focused on the principals. This focus is 
due to research showing that a collaborative school culture is related to 
leadership as a shared endeavour, where educational leaders in different levels 
of the school are the key actors forming the school culture (Carpenter, 2015). 
However, the principals may not fully represent the voice of other organisational 
members when talking about the school culture. To mitigate this limitation, the 
present study focused on Finnish principals in organisations where leadership is 
manifested through collaboration as a shared endeavour. In addition, the 
principals were asked to regard their educational organisation as a whole when 
answering the interview questions. In this way, organisational competency was 
considered as being collective rather than individual. This direction would be a 
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fruitful area for future work that investigates the voice of other organisational 
members, including teachers, students, parents and other educational 
professionals working in the school. 

Transferability addresses the extent to which the results of a study can be 
reproduced in other contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Concerning Sub-study I, 
the idea was transferred from a review study within organisational research 
(Bolino & Grant, 2016) to use the same prosocial construct in organisational and 
educational leadership research. The results of Sub-study III were specific to 
particular environments and contexts. Hence, conventional generalisability was 
not possible in this kind of qualitative study because generalisation may belittle 
the importance of the contextual elements that impinge on the case (Shenton, 
2004). However, the results do provide an example for future research. Therefore, 
adequate contextual information was given to ensure that other researchers 
could realise a research transfer in the future, if necessary. 

Dependability refers to the extent to which other researchers and readers can 
follow the way in which the research is presented and conducted and whether 
they can repeat it—even if the same results are not obtained (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985). The nature of the systematic narrative review, its process, and the steps to 
conduct it were made transparent. Sub-study I reported the process and steps 
taken to explain the research design, providing operational detail of data 
gathering and giving a reflective appraisal of the study (Shenton, 2004). 
Concerning Sub-study III, aiming to understand collective competence, a 
theoretical intersection was applied as an analytical lens. Since Sub-study III 
utilised a hybrid thematic analysis, codes were assigned based on my 
interpretation, which may lead to bias. To mitigate this bias, the member-
checking strategy was used and discussed both preliminary and finalised 
categories with colleagues. 

Conformability refers to the extent to which other researchers and readers 
can accept the results of a study based on its collected data and analysis (Lincoln 
& Guba, 1985). Sub-study I was a systematic review, which takes certain steps to 
reduce the effect of investigator bias. For example, the study used both inclusion 
and exclusion criteria when selecting target articles. One issue to be noted is the 
language of the target articles—i.e., English. Sub-study III also reported the steps 
of the analysis and diagrammatically showed the codes and categories. However, 
the interviews were conducted in English, which was not the first language of 
either mine or the interviewees. Since special attention was paid not to cause 
linguistic misunderstandings that would impact the credibility of the study, the 
interpretations of the interview data were discussed with Finnish colleagues who 
are highly familiar with the Finnish educational leadership context. 

6.4.2 Issues relating to validity and reliability in the quantitative study 

First, the data for Sub-study II were collected at one time point utilising self-
reports as the means of data collection. Self-reported data may lead to common 
source bias, where participants use cognitive schema to generalise their 
evaluations (Mitchell, 1985). Moreover, due to the cross-sectional data, it is not 
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possible to draw inferences regarding the causal relationships between the 
studies. Although the analysis was conducted based on a solid theoretical 
framework provided by Grant (2007) and our results supported this framework, 
it is possible that reverse associations may also exist. For example, some research 
has shown that collective prosocial motivation leads to employee cooperation 
(Hu and Liden 2015). Therefore, future research should employ a cross-lagged 
longitudinal design in combination with various data sources, including data on 
collaboration evaluated by outside persons in order to shed more light on the 
issue. 

Second, when conducting quantitative research, especially with 
measurements, the concepts of validity and reliability are central for evaluating 
the quality of the study. Validity can be divided into two types: internal and 
external validity. Internal validity refers to how accurately a measurement 
captures concepts or constructs (Hoy, 2010). There are three major types of 
internal validity that should be given attention: content validity, criterion validity, 
and construct validity.  

Content validity is important because variables represent concepts in 
measurement when the concepts are encapsulated into operational definitions 
(Hoy, 2010). During the translations of the measures in Sub-study II, the original 
English items and the concepts represented there were verified by the three 
native Japanese speakers including me who are familiar to with Japanese 
education.  

Criterion validity represents the relationship between the measurement 
scores and a certain measurable criterion, such as the other measurement score 
that was already utilised (Muijs, 2011). The relationships of collaboration, 
prosocial impact, prosocial motivation, and turnover intention in Sub-study II 
showed in the similar pattern as in the theoretical framework by Grant (2007). 
Although the relationship between collaboration and turnover intention was not 
indicated in the theory by Grant (2007), the relationship was supported by other 
empirical studies (Kraft et al., 2016; Simon and Johnson, 2015; Smith and Ingersoll, 
2004). These facts demonstrated criterion validity.  

Construct validity is related to factor constructs. It refers to “the extent to 
which a particular measure or instrument for data collection conforms to the 
theoretical context in which it is located” (Cohen et al., 2011). Thus, the 
construction must correspond to other constructions of the same issues in other 
research contexts. The sub-study made use of the measurements regarding 
prosocial impact, prosocial motivation, and turnover intention that were used in 
many studies, except for the measurement of collaboration. The measurement of 
collaboration has not previously been validated in any study, which may 
compromise the validity of the survey.  

External validity refers to how well the outcome of the study can be 
expected to predict in other contexts (Muijs, 2011). In Sub-study II, data was 
collected only from schools in the city of Himeji, located in midwestern Japan, 
using a convenience sampling method. The sample was limited to the teachers 
working at elementary and junior high schools in Japan. This may affect the 
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external validity of Sub-study II. Moreover, the survey did not comprise a 
random sample, which could lead to possible selection bias. This possibility may 
weaken the generalisability of the findings. Despite these challenges, the sample 
in Sub-study II represented the general teacher-population in the Japanese 
educational context (MEXT, 2016). However, it should be noted that it is 
recommended for future research to use a larger and more diverse samples, 
selected using random sampling methods. 

Reliability has main two forms: repeated measurement and internal 
consistency (Muijs, 2011).  Internal consistency reliability refers to the extent to 
which measurements stably and consistently yield the same or similar results 
under different conditions (Streiner & Norman, 2008). Although the original 
measurements were translated into Japanese, the internal reliability scores 
indicated by Cronbach’s alpha of the collaboration, prosocial impact, prosocial 
motivation, and turnover intention measurements showed them all to be reliable. 
Repeated measurement reliability indicates how strong the relationship is 
between the scores on the same measurement with the same respondent at two 
time points. Due to the cross-sectional data, the repeated measurement reliability 
has not confirmed, which may compromise the reliability of the survey.  
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In the final stage of this dissertation, I found the methodological choice and 
methods used in the sub-studies to be fruitful while some different choices could 
have been applied. Through the utilisation of facet methodology (Mason, 2011), 
this study could approach the multidimensionality of research problems. When 
reflecting on the research process, beginning first with a review study (Sub-study 
I) was a rational decision because of the lack of systematic understanding 
regarding prosociality in educational leadership. The dataset of the review study 
yielded an orientation and foundation for the following empirical studies. 
Second, collecting data from Japan in Sub-study II provided a useful picture and 
an insight that Japanese teachers hold the concept of prosociality in relation to 
collaboration even though their educational leadership structure is culturally 
different. Third, the data from Finnish principals in Sub-study III afforded a more 
detailed description of shared leadership and its collective implementation. 

This dissertation aimed to provide new understanding of educational 
leadership as a shared endeavour by exploring prosociality and collective 
competence in relation to collaboration in Finland and Japan. First, the findings 
of the study demonstrated the relationship between prosociality and 
collaboration in shared educational leadership endeavours. While prosociality 
seems fundamental for collaboration, prosocial impact and motivation were 
likely to be generated from collaboration. Second, the relationship between 
prosociality and collective competence was confirmed. The findings of the study 
showed that, while prosociality works as a value for overcoming the fragmenting 
tendency of organisational members when constructing collective competence, 
the willingness of organisational members to use their expertise for social 
purposes could be enhanced when they feel collectively competent. Third, this 
study found the relationship between collaboration and collective competence in 
shared educational leadership endeavours.  

The findings indicated that, when organisational members have 
experienced successful collaboration in challenging situations, they perceive 
themselves to be collectively competent. Moreover, organisational members can 
acknowledge their competence through aspects of knowing–doing–being and 

7 CONCLUSIONS 
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subject–tools–others. Although this dissertation found the abovementioned 
relationships and provided some understanding about the direction of their 
impact, the causal directions between the three concepts—prosociality, collective 
competence, and collaboration—were not explored fully. One way to do this 
would be to include a larger number of organisational members, such as leaders, 
teachers, the other educational professionals, students and parents, into a 
longitudinal mixed-method research design. Furthermore, this study introduced 
a new concept of collective educational leadership efficacy, through the use of 
which organisational members would be able to be confident in their prosocial 
efforts and strength, leading to collaboration for the attainment of common 
organisational goals. It seems that, due to collective educational leadership 
efficacy, ZPD as a common organisational learning place could be broadened. 

 The methodological approach and the findings introduced in this 
dissertation also indicated that—in shared educational leadership contexts and 
endeavours—prosociality, collective competence, and collaboration are related 
to one another in order to generate dynamics and synergy for organisational 
members to respond to the demands of the society through collective educational 
leadership efficacy. The results obtained in this dissertation could enrich the 
existing theories of collaboration, prosociality, collective competence, and 
collective efficacy in educational leadership. Finally, aiming to respond to the 
notion of the lack of adequate training for collaboration in educational 
organisations (Main, 2007), the findings of this study could provide new 
understanding about how teacher training and educational leadership could be 
developed. This could be done by considering educational leadership as a shared 
endeavour—in terms of prosociality, collective competence and collaboration—
and as collective educational leadership efficacy. 

In summary, this study provided a practical outcome—pointing out that the 
collective learning process is enhanced by prosociality to fill the ZDP. That means 
that prosociality could fulfil the ZPD in order to develop the potential collective 
competence of an organisation through collaboration. The theoretical outcome of 
this study clarified the relationships between the three studied concepts—
prosociality, collective competence as collective efficacy, and collaboration as a 
new concept for educational research of collective educational leadership efficacy.  
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SUMMARY IN FINNISH 

Viime aikoina koulutusjohtamista on tarkasteltu yhteisen pyrkimyksen eikä niin-
kään yksilöiden näkökulmasta. Tähän on monia syitä. Ensinnäkin koulutusorga-
nisaatioiden nykytilanteeseen vaikuttavat monet epävakaat, epävarmat ja moni-
mutkaiset haasteet, joita kukaan yksittäinen johtaja ei pysty ratkaisemaan. Jotta 
voidaan proaktiivisesti reagoida näihin tilanteisiin, useiden ammattilaisten on 
sovellettava asiantuntemustaan ja tehtävä yhteistyötä yhteisten tavoitteiden saa-
vuttamiseksi. Toiseksi koulutusuudistusten, innovaatioiden ja haasteiden ratkai-
semiseksi monien koulutusalan ammattilaisten osallistuminen on välttämätöntä, 
mukaan lukien rehtorit, opettajat, psykologit, ohjaajat, koulun henkilökunta ja 
koko työyhteisö.  

Näistä taustatekijöistä johtuen tämä väitöstyö keskittyy tiettyihin tärkeisiin 
aiheisiin, prososiaalisuuteen ja kollektiiviseen kompetenssiin, jotka liittyvät lä-
heisesti koulutusjohtamisen tarkasteluun yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä. Prososiaali-
suus koskien motivaatiota, käyttäytymistä ja kokemusta auttaa muita on yksi 
niistä tekijöistä, jotka liittävät organisaation jäsenet toisiinsa. Kollektiivinen kom-
petenssi on puolestaan aito yhteisöllisen johtajuuden ilmentymä todellisessa 
koulutuselämässä.  

Tämän väitöskirjan tavoitteena on tutkia prososiaalisuutta ja kollektiivista 
kompetenssia koulutusjohtamisen toteuttamisessa yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä yh-
teisöllisyyden kautta. Tarkemmat tutkimuskysymykset ovat: 1) Kuinka prososi-
aalisuus (motivaatio, käyttäytyminen ja vaikutukset) ja yhteisöllisyys liittyvät 
toisiinsa, kun koulutusjohtamista toteutetaan yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä? 2) 
Kuinka prososiaalisuus ja kollektiivinen kompetenssi (erityisesti kollektiivinen 
tehokkuus) liittyvät toisiinsa, kun koulutusjohtamista toteutetaan yhteisenä pyr-
kimyksenä? 3) Kuinka yhteistyö ja kollektiivinen kompetenssi liittyvät toisiinsa, 
kun koulutusjohtamista toteutetaan yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä? 

Tämä väitöstyö koostuu kolmesta alatutkimuksesta. Osatutkimuksessa I 
käytettiin aiempia prososiaalisuuteen liittyviä tutkimusjulkaisuja systemaattisen 
analyysin aineistona. Osatutkimuksessa II hyödynnettiin japanilaisten opettajien 
kvantitatiivista tutkimusaineistoa (N = 260). Osatutkimus III aineisto kerättiin 12 
suomalaiselta rehtorilta kvalitatiivisina teemahaastatteluina. Kvantitatiivista ai-
neistoa analysoitaessa käytettiin tilastollisia ohjelmia kuten SPSS ja Mplus ja kva-
litatiivista aineistoa analysoitaessa Atlas.ti ohjelmistoa. 

Ensiksi tämän väitöstutkimuksen tulokset paljastivat, että monet prososiaa-
liset ilmiöt koskevat suhteita muihin, kuten empatiaa, välittämistä ja huolehti-
mista ja tiedon jakamista. Lisäksi prososiaalisuutta sai aikaan kokemus siitä, että 
hyödyttää toisia yhteistyössä heidän kanssaan. Prososiaalisuus voi siten olla sekä 
välttämätöntä yhteisöllisyydelle ja johtaa siihen. 

Toiseksi tulokset osoittivat, että nykyisessä tutkimuskirjallisuudessa on 
kyllä epäsuorasti keskusteltu prososiaalisista tekijöistä, mutta huomaamatta, että 
ne ovat välttämättömiä kollektiiviselle kompetenssille, kun koulutusjohtamista 
toteutetaan yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä. Tulokset osoittivat myös, että prososiaali-
suus rohkaisee organisaation jäsenten kollektiivisen kompetenssin tunnetta, 
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koska prososiaalisuus pystyy ylittämään hajanaisuuteen tähtäävät taipumukset. 
Kun organisaation jäsenet tunnistavat olevansa päteviä, heidän halukkuutensa 
käyttää asiantuntemustaan sosiaalisiin tarkoituksiin voi kasvaa. 

Kolmanneksi tulokset osoittivat, että kun organisaation jäsenet ovat koke-
neet yhteisöllisiä onnistumisia haastavissa tilanteissa, he näkevät itsensä kollek-
tiivisesti päteväksi. Yleisesti voidaan todeta, että nämä tulokset rikastuttavat tie-
tämystämme siitä, kuinka prososiaalisuus, kollektiivinen kompetenssi ja yhtei-
söllisyys liittyvät toisiinsa koulutusjohtamisessa yhteisenä pyrkimyksenä. 

Yhteenvetona voidaan todeta, että tulokset viittaavat siihen, että kokemuk-
set hyödyttää toisia ovat merkityksellisiä. Koulutuksen ammattilaisten tulisi 
saada näitä kokemuksia, jotka lisäävät prososiaalista motivaatiota, mikä puoles-
taan johtaa yhteisölliseen toimintaan. Yksi tapa tähän, mikä nousi tuloksista, on 
se, että toisten auttamisen kokemuksen lisäämiseksi koulutusorganisaatioiden 
tulisi tarjota mahdollisuuksia niille, esimerkiksi antamalla ja vastaanottamalla 
positiivista palautetta, jotta koulutuksen ammattilaiset tunnistavat hyödyttä-
vänsä muita. Näin koulutuksen ammattilaiset näkevät prososiaalisuutensa kol-
lektiivisena kompetenssina. 

Lisäksi tulokset nostavat esiin sen mahdollisuuden, että toisia hyödyttävä 
käyttäytyminen edistää muiden oppimista. Koulutuksen ammattilaisten oppimi-
sen edistämiseksi opettajien perus- ja täydennyskoulutus voisi rakentaa sellaisia 
oppimisympäristöjä, joissa monenlaiset ammattilaiset pystyvät auttamaan toi-
nen toisiaan omalla asiantuntemuksellaan ja oppia toisiltaan. Tämä on tärkeää, 
koska koulutuksen ammattilaiset mukaan lukien opettajat kohtaavat yhä moni-
mutkaisemman yhteiskunnan.  

Tämän väitötyön tulokset korostavat lisäksi, että koska yhteisöllisyys, pro-
sosiaalisuus ja kollektiivinen komeptenssi ovat koulutusjohtamisen avainteki-
jöitä, koulutusorganisaatioiden ei pidä nähdä koulutuksen ammattilaisia pelkäs-
tään resurssina, vaan aktiivisina sosiaalisina toimijoina saavuttaakseen organi-
saation yhteiset tavoitteet. Siksi koulutuksen ammattilaisten panos ja heidän suh-
teensa tulisi miettiä uudesta näkökulmasta, mukaan lukien rehtorit, johtajat, 
opettajat ja muut organisaation jäsenet. 

Lopuksi voidaan todeta, että tämän väitöstyön tulokset rikastuttavat tietä-
mystämme siitä, kuinka prososiaalisuus, kollektiivinen kompetenssi ja yhteisöl-
lisyys liittyvät toisiinsa koulutusjohtamisen yhteisissä toimintakonteksteissa ot-
tamalla käyttöön uusi käsite kollektiivisen koulutusjohtamisen vaikuttavuus. 
 



 
 

62 
 

REFERENCES 

Alonderiene, R., & Majauskaite, M. (2016). Leadership style and job satisfaction 
in higher education institutions. International Journal of Educational 
Management, 30(1), 140–164.  

Anderson, M. (2011). The struggle for collective leadership: Thinking and 
practice in a multi-campus school setting. Educational Management 
Administration & Leadership, 40(3), 328–342.  

Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., Murry, W., & Sivasbramaniam, N. (1996). Building 
highly developed teams: Focusing on shared leadership process, efficacy, 
trust, and performance. In M. M. Beyerlein, D. A. Johnson, & S. T. Beyerlein 
(Eds.), Advances in interdisciplinary studies of work teams: Team leadership (Vol. 
3, pp. 173–209). JAI Press. 

Avolio, B. J., Walumbwa, F. O., & Weber, T. J. (2009). Leadership: Current 
theories, research, and future directions. Annual Review of Psychology, 60(1), 
421–449.  

Avolio, B. J., Zhu, W., Koh, W., & Bhatia, P. (2004). Transformational leadership 
and organizational commitment: Mediating role of psychological 
empowerment and moderating role of structural distance. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 25(8), 951–968.  

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Freeman. 
Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human agency through collective efficacy. 

Current Directions in Psychological Science, 9(3), 75–78.  
Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2008). The Bass handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and 

managerial applications (4th ed.). Free Press. 
Batson, C. D. (1987). Prosocial motivation: Is it ever truly altruistic? Advances in 

Experimental Social Psychology, 20, 65–122. 
Berkovich, I. (2015). Educational leaders and emotions: An international review 

of empirical evidence 1992–2012. Review of Educational Research, 85(1), 129–
167.  

Blaikie, N. (2007). Approaches to social enquiry. Polity Press. 
Bogler, R., & Somech, A. (2005). Organizational citizenship behavior in school: 

How does it relate to participation in decision making? Journal of 
Educational Administration, 43(5), 420–438.  

Bolden, R. (2011). Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory 
and research. International Journal of Management Reviews, 13(3), 251–269.  

Bolino, M. C., & Grant, A. M. (2016). The bright side of being prosocial at work, 
and the dark side, too: A review and agenda for research on other-oriented 
motives, behavior, and impact in organizations. Academy of Management 
Annals, 10(1), 599–670. 

Boreham, N. (2004). A theory of collective competence: Challenging the neo-
liberal individualisation of performance at work. British Journal of 
Educational Studies, 52(1), 5–17.  

Bozeman, B., & Su, X. (2015). Public service motivation concepts and theory: A 
critique. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 700–710. 



 
 

63 
 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. 
Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.  

Brief, A. P., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizational behaviors. 
Academy of Management Review, 11(4), 710–725. 

Bright, L. (2008). Does public service motivation really make a difference on the 
job satisfaction and turnover intentions of public employees? The American 
Review of Public Administration, 38(2), 149–166. 

Brown, J. S., Collins, A., & Duguid, P. (1989). Cognition and the culture of 
learning. Educational Researcher, 18(1), 32–42. 

Browne-Ferrigno, T., & Muth, R. (2004). Leadership mentoring in clinical 
practice: Role socialization, professional development, and capacity 
building. Educational Administration Quarterly, 40(4), 468–494.  

Camman, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesh, J. (1979). The Michigan 
Organizational Assessment questionnaire [Unpublished manuscript]. 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, USA. 

Caprara, G. V., Alessandri, G., & Eisenberg, N. (2012). Prosociality: The 
contribution of traits, values, and self-efficacy beliefs. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 102(6), 1289–1303.  

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Borgogni, L., & Steca, P. (2003). Efficacy beliefs 
as determinants of teachers’ job satisfaction. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 95(4), 821–832.  

Carpenter, D. (2015). School culture and leadership of professional learning 
communities. International Journal of Educational Management, 29(5), 682–694.  

Carson, J. B., Tesluk, P. E., & Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared leadership in teams: 
An investigation of antecedent conditions and performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 50(5), 1217–1234. 

Central Council for Education. (2015, December 21). Team toshiteno arikatato 
kongono kaizenhousakunitsuite [School as a team and future perspectives]. 
MEXT. 
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/toushin/__ic
sFiles/afieldfile/2016/02/05/1365657_00.pdf 

Cerit, Y. (2009). The effects of servant leadership behaviours of school principals 
on teachers’ job satisfaction. Educational Management Administration & 
Leadership, 37(5), 600–623. 

Cisse, M., & Okato, T. (2011). The organizational strategies of school 
management in Japan: Focus on primary school principals. Journal of College 
Teaching & Learning (TLC), 6(5), 39–50.  

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research methods in education (Vol. 
7). Routledge.  

Collins, J. A., & Fauser, B. C. J. M. (2005). Balancing the strengths of systematic 
and narrative reviews. Human Reproduction Update, 11(2), 103–104.  

Cotton, J. L., Vollrath, D. A., Froggatt, K. L., Lengnick-hall, M. L., & Jennings, K. 
R. (1988). Employee participation: Diverse forms and different outcomes. 
Academy of Management Review, 13(1), 8–22. 

https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/toushin/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2016/02/05/1365657_00.pdf
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/toushin/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2016/02/05/1365657_00.pdf
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo0/toushin/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2016/02/05/1365657_00.pdf


 
 

64 
 

Crawford, M. (2019). Solo and shared leadership. In T. Bush, L. Bell, & D. 
Middlewood (Eds.), Principles of educational leadership and management (3rd 
ed., pp. 57–72). SAGE. 

Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods 
research (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2018). Qualitative inquiry and research design: 
Choosing among five approaches (4th ed.). SAGE. 

Crevani, L., Lindgren, M., & Packendorff, J. (2007). Shared leadership: A post-
heroic perspective on leadership as a collective construction. International 
Journal of Leadership Studies, 3(1), 40–67. 

Crippen, C., & Wallin, D. (2008). Manitoba superintendents: Mentoring and 
leadership. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 36(4), 546–
565.  

Crowther, F., Ferguson, M., & Hann, L. (2009). Developing teacher leaders: How 
teacher leadership enhances school success. Corwin Press. 

Cunliffe, A. L., & Eriksen, M. (2011). Relational leadership. Human Relations, 
64(11), 1425–1449. 

Datnow, A. (2011). Collaboration and contrived collegiality: Revisiting 
Hargreaves in the age of accountability. Journal of Educational Change, 12(2), 
147–158.  

Day, D. V., Gronn, P., & Salas, E. (2004). Leadership capacity in teams. 
Leadership Quarterly, 15(6), 857–880.  

Day, D. V., Gronn, P., & Salas, E. (2006). Leadership in team-based 
organizations: On the threshold of a new era. The Leadership Quarterly, 
17(3), 211–216.  

De Dreu, C. K. W. (2006). When too little or too much hurts: Evidence for a 
curvilinear relationship between task conflict and innovation in teams. 
Journal of Management, 32(1), 83–107. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (Eds.). (2002). Handbook of self-determination research. 
University of Rochester Pres. 

Denis, J. L., Langley, A., & Sergi, V. (2012). Leadership in the plural. Academy of 
Management Annals, 6(1), 211–283.  

Derrington, M. L., & Angelle, P. (2013). Teacher leadership and collective 
efficacy: Connections and links. International Journal of Teacher Leadership, 
4(1). 

Devaney, K. (1987). The lead teacher: Ways to begin. Carnegie Forum on Education 
and the Economy. 

Dewitt, P. (2017). Many hands make light work: How collaborative leadership 
leads to collective efficacy. Principal, 97(1), 29–33. 

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and 
mixed-mode surveys: The tailored design method. John Wiley & Sons. 

DiPaola, M. F., & Hoy, W. K. (2005). School characteristics that foster 
organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of School Leadership, 15(4), 387–
406. 



 
 

65 
 

DiPaola, M. F., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). Organizational citizenship 
behavior in schools and its relationship to school climate. Journal of School 
Leadership, 11(5), 424–447. 

Duncombe, R., & Armour, K. (2004). Collaborative professional learning: From 
theory to practice. Journal of In-Service Education, 30(1), 141–166.  

Edge, K. (2013). Rethinking knowledge management: Strategies for enhancing 
district-level teacher and leader tacit knowledge sharing. Leadership and 
Policy in Schools, 12(3), 227–255.  

Education First English Proficiency Index (EF EPI). (2019). Finland. 
https://www.ef.com/wwpt/epi/regions/europe/finland/ 

Eells, R. J. (2011). Meta-analysis of the relationship between collective teacher efficacy 
and student achievement [Doctoral dissertation, Loyola University Chicago]. 
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/133 

Enforcement Regulations for the School Education Law 2000 (JAPAN). 
https://elaws.e-
gov.go.jp/search/elawsSearch/elaws_search/lsg0500/detail?lawId=322M
40000080011_20170401_999M40000080011&openerCode=1 

Eteläpelto, A., Vähäsantanen, K., & Hökkä, P. (2015). How do novice teachers in 
Finland perceive their professional agency? Teachers and Teaching, 21(6), 
660–680.  

European Union. (n.d.). Finland. Retrieved May 11, 2020, from 
https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries/member-
countries/finland_en 

Fereday, J., & Muir-Cochrane, E. (2006). Demonstrating rigor using thematic 
analysis: A hybrid approach of inductive and deductive coding and theme 
development. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 5(1), 1–11.  

Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity. (2012). Responsible conduct of 
research and procedures for handling allegations of misconduct in Finland. 
http://www.tenk.fi/sites/tenk.fi/files/HTK_ohje_2012.pdf 

George, J. M., & Bettenhausen, K. (1990). Understanding prosocial behavior, 
sales performance, and turnover: A group-level analysis in a service 
context. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(6), 698–709.  

Gioia, D. A., & Chittipeddi, K. (1991). Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic 
change initiation. Strategic Management Journal, 12(6), 433–448. 

Goddard, R. D. (2001). Collective efficacy: A neglected construct in the study of 
schools and student achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(3), 
467–476.  

Goddard, R., & Goddard, M. (2006). Beginning Teacher Burnout in Queensland 
Schools: Associations with Serious Intentions to Leave. The Australian 
Educational Researcher, 33(2), 61–76. 

Goddard, R. D., & Goddard, Y. L. (2001). A multilevel analysis of the 
relationship between teacher and collective efficacy in urban schools. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 807–818.  

Goddard, R. D., Goddard, Y. L., Sook Kim, E., & Miller, R. (2015). A theoretical 
and empirical analysis of the roles of instructional leadership, teacher 

https://www.ef.com/wwpt/epi/regions/europe/finland/
https://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/133
https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries/member-countries/finland_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries/member-countries/finland_en
http://www.tenk.fi/sites/tenk.fi/files/HTK_ohje_2012.pdf


 
 

66 
 

collaboration, and collective efficacy beliefs in support of student learning. 
American Journal of Education, 121(4), 501–530.  

Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Hoy, A. W. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its 
meaning, measure, and impact on student achievement. American 
Educational Research Journal, 37(2), 479–507. 

Goddard, R. D., LoGerfo, L., & Hoy, W. K. (2004). High school accountability: 
The role of perceived collective efficacy. Educational Policy, 18(3), 403–425.  

Goddard, R. D., Skrla, L., & Salloum, S. J. (2017). The role of collective efficacy 
in closing student achievement gaps: A mixed methods study of school 
leadership for excellence and equity. Journal of Education for Students Placed 
at Risk, 22(4), 220–236.  

Goddard, Y. L., Goddard, R. D., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2007). A theoretical 
and empirical investigation of teacher collaboration for school 
improvement and student achievement in public elementary schools. 
Teachers College Record, 109(4), 877–896. 

Grant, A. M. (2007). Relational job design and the motivation to make a 
prosocial difference. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 393–417. 

Grant, A. M. (2008a). Does intrinsic motivation fuel the prosocial fire? 
Motivational synergy in predicting persistence, performance, and 
productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(1), 48–58. 

Grant, A. M. (2008b). The significance of task significance: Job performance 
effects, relational mechanisms, and boundary conditions. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 93(1), 108–124. 

Grant, A. M. (2012). Leading with meaning: Beneficiary contact, proscoial 
impact, and the performance effects of transformational leadership. 
Academy of Management Journal, 55(2), 458–476.  

Grant, A. M., & Berg, J. M. (2011). Prosocial motivation at work: When, why, 
and how making a difference makes a difference. In K. Cameron & G. 
Spreitzer (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of positive organizational scholarship (pp. 
28–44). Oxford University Press. 

Grant, A. M., Campbell, E. M., Chen, G., Cottone, K., Lapedis, D., & Lee, K. 
(2007). Impact and the art of motivation maintenance: The effects of contact 
with beneficiaries on persistence behavior. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 103(1), 53–67. 

Grant, A. M., & Sonnentag, S. (2010). Doing good buffers against feeling bad: 
Prosocial impact compensates for negative task and self-evaluations. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 111(1), 13–22. 

Grint, K. (2005). Leadership: Limits and possibilities. Palgrave MacMillan. 
Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 13(4), 423–451.  
Gumus, S., Bellibas, M. S., Esen, M., & Gumus, E. (2016). A systematic review of 

studies on leadership models in educational research from 1980 to 2014. 
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 46(1), 25–48.  



 
 

67 
 

Hallinger, P. (2013). A conceptual framework for systematic reviews of research 
in educational leadership and management. Journal of Educational 
Administration, 51(2), 126–149.  

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (2010a). Collaborative leadership and school 
improvement: Understanding the impact on school capacity and student 
learning. School Leadership & Management, 30(2), 95–110. 

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (2010b). Leadership for learning: Does collaborative 
leadership make a difference in school improvement? Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 38(6), 654–678. 

Hamamura, T. (2012). Are cultures becoming individualistic? A cross-temporal 
comparison of individualism-collectivism in the United States and Japan. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(1), 3–24.  

Hannah, S. T., Avolio, B. J., Luthans, F., & Harms, P. D. (2008). Leadership 
efficacy: Review and future directions. Leadership Quarterly, 19(6), 669–692.  

Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2008). Distributed leadership: Democracy or 
delivery? Journal of Educational Administration, 46(2), 229–240.  

Hargreaves, A., Halász, G., & Pont, B. (2007). School leadership for systemic 
improvement in Finland. Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD). 

Harris, A. (2003). Teacher leadership as distributed leadership: Heresy, fantasy 
or possibility? School Leadership & Management, 23(3), 313–324.  

Harris, A. (2011). Distributed leadership: Implications for the role of the 
principal. Journal of Management Development, 31(1), 7–17.  

Harris, A. (2013). Distributed school leadership. Routledge. 
Heikonen, L., Pietarinen, J., Pyhältö, K., Toom, A., & Soini, T. (2017). Early 

career teachers’ sense of professional agency in the classroom: associations 
with turnover intentions and perceived inadequacy in teacher–student 
interaction. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 45(3), 250–266.  

Hoy, W. K. (2010). Quantitative research in education: A primer. SAGE 
Publications, Inc. 

Hu, J., & Liden, C. R. (2015). Making a difference in the teamwork: Linking 
team prosocial motivation to team processes and effectiveness. Academy of 
Management Journal, 58(4), 1102–1127. 

Hughes, A., Galbraith, D., & White, D. (2011). Perceived competence: A 
common core for self-efficacy and self-concept? Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 93(3), 278–289.  

Ingersoll, R. M. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortage. American 
Educational Research Journal, 38(3), 499–534. 

Jäppinen, A.-K. (2018). Successful together! Ten keys for collaborative leadership. 
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-94-0270-0 

Jäppinen, A.-K. (in press). Toward a process paradigm of educational 
leadership. In V. Wang (Ed.), Educational Leadership: Perspectives, 
Management and Challenges. Nova Science Publishers, Inc. 

http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-94-0270-0


 
 

68 
 

Jäppinen, A.-K., & Ciussi, M. (2016). Indicators of improved learning contexts: 
A collaborative perspective on educational leadership. International Journal 
of Leadership in Education, 19(4), 482–504.  

Jäppinen, A.-K., Leclerc, M., & Tubin, D. (2015). Collaborativeness as the core of 
professional learning communities beyond culture and context: Evidence 
from Canada, Finland, and Israel. School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement, 27(3), 315–332. 

Johnson, R. B., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Turner, L. A. (2007). Toward a definition 
of mixed methods research. Educational Researcher, 1(2), 112–133.  

Khasawneh, S. (2011). Shared leadership and organizational citizenship 
behavior in Jordanian public universities: Developing a global workforce 
for the 21st century. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 
39(5), 621–634.  

Klassen, R. M. (2010). Teacher stress: The mediating role of collective efficacy 
beliefs. Journal of Educational Research, 103(5), 342–350.  

Klassen, R. M., Tze, V. M. C., Betts, S. M., & Gordon, K. A. (2011). Teacher 
efficacy research 1998–2009: Signs of progress or unfulfilled promise? 
Educational Psychology Review, 23(1), 21–43. 

Klassen, R. M., Usher, E. L., & Bong, M. (2010). Teachers’ collective efficacy, job 
satisfaction, and job stress in cross-cultural context. Journal of Experimental 
Education, 78(4), 464–486.  

Knoblauch, D., & Hoy, A. W. (2008). “Maybe I can teach those kids.” The 
influence of contextual factors on student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Teaching 
and Teacher Education, 24(1), 166–179.  

Kraft, M. A., Marinell, W. H., & Shen-Wei Yee, D. (2016). School organizational 
contexts, teacher turnover, and student achievement: Evidence from panel 
data. American Educational Research Journal, 53(5), 1411–1449.  

Krüger, M. (2009). The Big Five of school leadership competences in the 
Netherlands. School Leadership & Management, 29(2), 109–127.  

Kukenberger, M. R., & D’Innocenzo, L. (2019). The building blocks of shared 
leadership: The interactive effects of diversity types, team climate, and 
time. Personnel Psychology, 73(1), 125–150.  

Kusagai, Y. (2014). Factors influencing thinking about leaves of absence and 
resignation among public elementary and junior high school teachers. The 
Japanese Journal of Personality, 23(2), 67–79. 

Lahtero, T. J., Lång, N., & Alava, J. (2017). Distributed leadership in practice in 
Finnish schools. School Leadership and Management, 37(3), 217–233.  

Lahtero, T. J., & Risku, M. (2014). Symbolic leadership culture and its 
subcultures in one unified comprehensive school in Finland. International 
Journal of Educational Management, 28(5), 560–577.  

Lee, J. C. K., Zhang, Z., & Yin, H. (2011). A multilevel analysis of the impact of a 
professional learning community, faculty trust in colleagues and collective 
efficacy on teacher commitment to students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 
27(5), 820–830.  



69 

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2005). A review of transformational school 
leadership research 1996–2005. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 177–
199.  

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2008). Linking leadership to student learning: The 
contributions of leader efficacy. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 
496–528.  

Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective leadership effects on student 
achievement. Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 529–561. 

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. SAGE. 
Lindahl, R. (2008). Shared leadership: Can it work in schools? The Educational 

Forum, 72(4), 298–307. 
Little, J. W. (1990). Teachers as colleagues. In A. Lieberman (Ed.), Schools as 

collaborative cultures: Creating the future now (pp. 165–193). Falmer Press. 
 Little, J. W. (1988). Assessing the prospects for teacher leadership. In A. 

Lieberman (Ed.), Building a professional culture in schools (pp. 78–106). 
Teachers College Press. 

Main, K. M. (2007). A year long study of the formation and development of middle 
school teaching teams [Doctoral dissertation, Faculty of Education, Griffith 
University]. https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/
handle/10072/366879/02Whole.pdf?sequence=1 

Marks, H. M., & Louis, K. S. (1997). Does teacher empowerment affect the 
classroom? The implications of teacher empowerment for instructional 
practice and student academic performance. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis, 19(3), 245–275. 

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for 
cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224–253. 

Mason, J. (2011). Facet methodology: The case for an inventive research 
orientation. Methodological Innovations Online, 6(3), 75–92.  

Miller, K. I., & Monge, P. R. (1986). Participation, satisfaction, and productivity: 
A meta-analytic review. Academy of Management Journal, 29(4), 727–753. 

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sport, Science and Technology Japan. (2016). 
Statistical abstract 2016 edition. 
https://www.mext.go.jp/component/b_menu/other/__icsFiles/
afieldfile/2018/03/28/1395303_03.pdf

Mitchell, T. R. (1985). An evaluation of the validity of correlational research 
conducted in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 10(2), 192–205. 

Mølstad, C. E., & Karseth, B. (2016). National curricula in Norway and Finland: 
The role of learning outcomes. European Educational Research Journal, 15(3), 
329–344.  

Moolenaar, N. M., Sleegers, P. J. C., & Daly, A. J. (2012). Teaming up: Linking 
collaboration networks, collective efficacy, and student achievement. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(2), 251–262.  

Motokane, M. (2014). Kouchouno senmonsyokukijyun saikentouno 
houkouseiwo tou [Reconsidering the professional standards for principals]. 

https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/366879/02Whole.pdf?sequence=1
https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/366879/02Whole.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.mext.go.jp/component/b_menu/other/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2018/03/28/1395303_03.pdf


 
 

70 
 

Bulletin of the Japanese Association for the Study of Educational Administration, 
56, 192–198. 

Muijs, D. (2011). Doing quantitative research in education with SPSS (2nd ed.). 
SAGE Publications Ltd.  

Muta, H. (2000). Deregulation and decentralization of education in Japan. 
Journal of Educational Administration, 38(5), 455–467.  

Muthén, L., & Muthén, B. (2012). Mplus user’s guide (7th ed.). Muthén & 
Muthén. 

National Commission on Educational Reform. (2000). Kyouikuwo kaeru 17no teian 
[Seventeen proposals for changing education]. https://www.kantei.go.jp/
jp/kyouiku/houkoku/1222report.html 

Noddings, N. (2006). Educational leaders as caring teachers. School Leadership & 
Management, 26(4), 339–345. 

Nonaka, I., Toyama, R., & Konno, N. (2000). SECI, Ba and leadership: A unified 
model of dynamic knowledge creation. Long Range Planning, 33(1), 5–34.  

Northouse, P. G. (2013). Leadership theory and practice (6th ed.). SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Leech, N. L. (2005). Taking the ‘“Q”’ out of research: 
Teaching research methodology courses without the divide between 
quantitative and qualitative paradigms. Quality & Quantity, 39, 267–296. 

Oplatka, I. (2006). Going beyond role expectations: Toward an understanding of 
the determinants and components of teacher organizational citizenship 
behavior. Educational Administration Quarterly, 42(3), 385–423. 

Oplatka, I. (2012). Emotional aspects of extra-role behaviours in prevention 
education: Insights from interviews with exceptional teachers and school 
principals. Teachers and Teaching, 18(6), 717–732. 

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It’s construct clean-up 
time. Human Performance, 10(2), 85–97.  

Ostinelli, G. (2009). Teacher education in Italy, Germany, England, Sweden and 
Finland. European Journal of Education, 44(2), 291-308.  

Owaki, Y. (2005). School leader kyouikuno system kouchikunikansuru souten 
[Discussion on development of system for school leader education: 
Conceptual framework and system]. Bulletin of the Japanese Association for 
the Study of Educational Administration, 47, 24–35. 

Packer, M. J., & Goicoechea, J. (2000). Sociocultural and constructivist theories 
of learning: Ontology, not just epistemology. Educational Psychologist, 35(4), 
227–241.  

Pardey, D. (2007). Introducing leadership. Elsevier Ltd. 
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (3rd ed.). SAGE. 
Pearce, C. L., & Conger, J. A. (2003). Shared leadership: Reframing the hows and 

whys of leadership. SAGE. 
Pearsall, J., & Hanks, P. (1998). The new Oxford dictionary of English. Clarendon 

Press. 

https://www.kantei.go.jp/%E2%80%8Cjp/%E2%80%8Ckyouiku/houkoku/1222report.html
https://www.kantei.go.jp/%E2%80%8Cjp/%E2%80%8Ckyouiku/houkoku/1222report.html


 
 

71 
 

Perry, J. L., Hondeghem, A., & Wise, L. R. (2010). Revisiting the motivational 
bases of public service: Twenty years of research and an agenda for the 
future. Public Administration Review, 70(5), 681–690. 

Pietarinen, J., Pyhältö, K., & Soini, T. (2017). Large-scale curriculum reform in 
Finland—Exploring the interrelation between implementation strategy, the 
function of the reform, and curriculum coherence. Curriculum Journal, 28(1), 
22–40.  

Podolny, J. M., Khurana, R., & Besharov, M. L. (2010). Revisiting the meaning of 
leadership. In N. Nohria & R. Khurana (Eds.), Handbook of leadership theory 
and practice (Chap. 3). Harvard Business School Press. 

Pont, B., Nusche, D., & Moorman, H. (2008). Improving school leadership volume 1: 
Policy and practice. OECD. 
https://www.oecd.org/education/school/44374889.pdf 

Pounder, D. G., Ogawa, R. T., & Adams, E. A. (1995). Leadership as an 
organization-wide phenomena: Its impact on school performance. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 31(4), 564–588.  

Raelin, J. (2003). Creating leaderful organisations. Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 
Reid, D. B. (2019). Shared leadership: A comparative case study of two first year 

US principals’ socialization around teacher evaluation policy. Educational 
Management Administration and Leadership, 47(3), 369–382.  

Rennison, B. W. (2018). Theories of leadership. Journal of Leadership and 
Management, 3(13), 185–199. 

Risku, M. (2014). A historical insight on Finnish education policy from 1944 to 
2011. Italian Journal of Sociology of Education, 6(2), 36–68. 

Rosenblatt, Z., Shapira-Lishchinsky, O., & Shirom, A. (2010). Absenteeism in 
Israeli schoolteachers: An organizational ethics perspective. Human 
Resource Management Review, 20(3), 247–259.  

Ross, J. A., Hogaboam-Gray, A., & Gray, P. (2004). Prior student achievement, 
collaborative school processes, and collective teacher efficacy. Leadership 
and Policy in Schools, 3(3), 163–188.  

Rubin, H. (2009). Collaborative leadership: Developing effective partnerships for 
communities and schools (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications. 

Sahlberg, P. (2007). Education policies for raising student learning: The Finnish 
approach. Journal of Education Policy, 22(2), 147–171.  

Sahlberg, P. (2014). Finnish lessons 2.0: What can the world learn from educational 
change in Finland? Teachers College Press. 

Schein, E. H. (2010). Organizational culture and leadership (4th ed.). John Wiley & 
Sons. 

Science Council of Japan. (2013). Code of Conduct for Scientists. 
http://www.scj.go.jp/ja/info/kohyo/pdf/kohyo-22-s168-1.pdf 

Scott, W. R. (2008). Approaching adulthood: The maturing of institutional 
theory. Theory and Society, 37(5), 427–442.  

Senge, P. M. (1993). Transforming the practice of management. Human Resource 
Development Quarterly, 4(1), 5–32. 

http://www.scj.go.jp/ja/info/kohyo/pdf/kohyo-22-s168-1.pdf


 
 

72 
 

Shapira-Lishchinsky, O. (2012). Teachers’ withdrawal behaviors: Integrating 
theory and findings. Journal of Educational Administration, 50(3), 307–326. 

Shapira-Lishchinsky, O., & Tsemach, S. (2014). Psychological empowerment as 
a mediator between teachers’ perceptions of authentic leadership and their 
withdrawal and citizenship behaviors. Educational Administration Quarterly, 
50(4), 675–712. 

Shenton, A. K. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative 
research projects. Education for Information, 22(2), 63–75.  

Shields, C. M. (2004). Dialogic leadership for social justice: Overcoming 
pathologies of silence. Educational Administration Quarterly, 40(1), 109–132.  

Shinohara, K. (Ed.). (2018). Gakkoukanrisyoku Youseikouza: School leader 
ikuseinotameno 12kou [School leaders training programme textbook]. 
Minerva syobou. 

Simon, N., & Johnson, S. (2015). Teacher turnover in high poverty schools: What 
we know and can do. Teachers College Record, 117(3), 1–36. 

Simons, P. R.-J., & Ruiters, M. C. P. (2001). Work related learning: Elaborate, 
expand, externalise. In L. Nieuwenhuis (Ed.), Dynamics and stability in VET 
and HRD (pp. 1–19). Twente University Press. 

Skaalvik, E. M., & Skaalvik, S. (2007). Dimensions of teacher self-efficacy and 
relations with strain factors, perceived collective teacher efficacy, and 
teacher burnout. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(3), 611–625.  

Slater, L. (2005). Leadership for collaboration: An affective process. International 
Journal of Leadership in Education, 8(4), 321–333. 

Slater, L. (2008). Pathways to building leadership capacity. Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 36(1), 55–69. 

Smith, T. M., & Ingersoll, R. M. (2004). What are the effects of induction and 
mentoring on beginning teacher turnover? American Educational Research 
Journal, 41(3), 681–714. 

Snook, S., Nohria, N., & Khurana, R. (Eds.). (2012). The handbook for teaching 
leadership: Knowing, doing, and being. SAGE. 

Solansky, S. T. (2008). Leadership style and team processes in self-managed 
teams. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 14(4), 332–341.  

Somech, A. (2010). Participative decision making in schools: A mediating-
moderating analytical framework for understanding school and teacher 
outcomes. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(2), 174–209.  

Sonnentag, S., & Grant, A. M. (2012). Doing good at work feels good at home, 
but not right away: When and why perceived prosocial impact predicts 
positive affect. Personnel Psychology, 65(3), 495–530. 

Sosik, J. J., & Godshalk, V. M. (2000). Leadership styles, mentoring functions 
received, and job-related stress: A conceptual model and preliminary 
study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(4), 365–390.  

Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed leadership. Jossey-Bass. 
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2001). Investigating school 

leadership practice: A distributed perspective. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 
23–28.  



73 

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: 
Dimensions, measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 
38(5), 1442–1465. 

Streiner, D. L., Norman, G. R., & Cairney, J. (2014). Health measurement scales: A 
practical guide to their development and use (5th ed.). Oxford University Press. 

Stryker, S., & Burke, P. J. (2000). The past, present, and future of an identity 
theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 63(4), 284–297. 

The Ministry of Education and Culture in Finland. (2009). The Finnish education 
system and PISA. https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/
10024/75640/opm46.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

The Ministry of Education and Culture in Finland. (2012). Perusopetuksen 
laatukriteerit: Perusopetuksen aamu- ja iltapäivätoiminnan sekä koulun 
kerhotoiminnan laatukriteerit [Quality criteria for basic education: Morning 
and afternoon activities in primary education and school club activities]. 
Opetus- Ja Kulttuuriministeriön Julkaisuja. 
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75311/okm29. 
pdf 

Tian, M., & Risku, M. (2019). A distributed leadership perspective on the 
Finnish curriculum reform 2014. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 51(2), 229–
244.  

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism & collectivism. Westview. 
Triandis, H. C. (2001). Individualism and collectivism: Past, present, and future. 

In D. Matsumoto (Ed.), The handbook of culture and psychology (pp. 35–50). 
Oxford University Press. 

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). Collaboration and the need for trust. Journal of 
Educational Administration, 39(4), 308–331.  

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Barr, M. (2004). Fostering student learning: The 
relationship of collective teacher efficacy and student achievement. 
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(3), 189–209.  

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Gareis, C. R. (2004). Principals’ sense of efficacy: 
Assessing a promising construct. Journal of Educational Administration, 42(5), 
573–585.  

Uhl-Bien, M. (2006). Relational leadership theory: Exploring the social processes 
of leadership and organizing. Leadership Quarterly, 17(6), 654–676.  

Vangrieken, K., Dochy, F., Raes, E., & Kyndt, E. (2015). Teacher collaboration: A 
systematic review. Educational Research Review, 15, 17–40.  

Vigoda-gadot, E., Beeri, I., Birman-Shemesh, T., & Somech, A. (2007). Group-
level organizational citizenship behavior in the education system: A scale 
reconstruction and validation. Educational Administration Quarterly, 43(4), 
462–493.  

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 
processes. Harvard University Press. 

Välijärvi, J. (2012). The history and present of the Finnish education system [Paper 
presentation]. Sino-Finnish Seminar on Education Systems, Shanghai, 
China. https://www.scribd.com/document/325916736/The-History-and-
Present-of-the-Finnish-Education-System. 

https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75640/opm46.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75640/opm46.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75311/okm29.pdf
http://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/75311/okm29.pdf


 
 

74 
 

Wang, D., Waldman, D. A., & Zhang, Z. (2014). A meta-analysis of shared 
leadership and team effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(2), 181–
198.  

Ware, H., & Kitsantas, A. (2007). Teacher and collective efficacy beliefs as 
predictors of professional commitment. Journal of Educational Research, 
100(5), 303–310. 

Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K. M., & Obstfeld, D. (2005). Organizing and the process 
of sensemaking. Organization Science, 16(4), 409–421.  

Woods, P. A., & Roberts, A. (2019). Collaborative school leadership in a global 
society: A critical perspective. Educational Management Administration & 
Leadership, 47(5), 663–677. 

Xu, L., Stewart, T., & Haber-Curran, P. (2015). Measurement invariance of the 
servant leadership questionnaire across K–12 principal gender. School 
Leadership & Management, 35(2), 202–214. 

Yamamoto, Y., Enomoto, N., & Yamaguchi, S. (2016). Policies and practices of 
school leaderships in Japan: A case of leadership development strategies in 
Akita. Educational Considerations, 43(3), 27–36.  

Yokota, H. (2019). Mapping four leadership styles in Japan: How has the role of 
the principal been shaped by policies? Journal of Educational Administration, 
58(2), 187–207.  

Yukl, G. (2002). Leadership in organizations. Prentice Hall. 
Yukl, G., & Lepsinger, R. (2007). Getting it done: Four ways to translate strategy 

into results. Leadership in Action, 27(2), 3–7. 
 



 
 

75 
 

APPENDIX 

Appendix. Survey measures used in Sub-study II 

 

 
 
 

1. あなたはなぜ教員としての仕事にやる気付けられていますか？あなたの当てはまると思うものに

◯をして下さい。 
        1 

全くそう思わない 
 
そう思わない 

      4   
 

 
そう思う 

      7 
   とてもそう思う 

 

1. 仕事を通して他人のためになることに関心があるため。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 仕事を通して誰かの手助けをしたいため。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 他人に対してポジティブな影響を与えたいため。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. 仕事を通して誰かのために良いことをすることは私にとって重要なた

め。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. あなたの当てはまると思うものに◯をして下さい。 

        1 
全く当てはまらない 

 
当てはまらない 

      4   
 

 
当てはまる 

      7 
 とても当てはまる 

 

1. 私は私の仕事が持つ他人に与えるポジティブな影響をいつも意識して

いる。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 私は私の仕事が他人の役に立つ方法をいつも意識している。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 私は私の仕事が誰かにポジティブな影響を与えることができると感じ

る。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. 近いうちに新しい職を探そうと考えている。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. もし選べるのであれば、またこの職場を選ぼうと思う。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. 私はよく教職を辞めることを考える。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 以下の項目は教員の協働行動に関する質問です。あなたに当てはまると思う部分にチェックマーク

（   ）をしてください。 
 
 
＊協働して仕事をしている時、私は以下のように感じる。 全くそう思わない         とてもそう思う 

1. 一人一人が貢献することが大事だ。  

2. 私たちは意味のある方策や実践を作り出している。  

3. 新しい見方が出てきた時、私たちは個人的な意見を変えることができ

る。 
 

4. 協働作業は結果として新しいアイデアや別の解決策につながっている。  

【例】：全くそう思わない                                  とてもそう思う 
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Article

A systematic narrative review
of prosociality in educational
leadership

Takumi Yada and Aini-Kristiina Jäppinen

Abstract
Organizational scholars have vigorously and long studied being prosocial in defining ‘prosociality’ as
motivation, behavior, and impact to help or benefit others. This study attempts to provide an
overview of previous studies that have approached the elements of being prosocial in educational
leadership contexts. However, most of the prosocial elements in education are not explicitly
defined as prosociality and have not yet been systematically studied. Thus, this study explored the
research questions: (a) What elements could be involved in prosociality within educational lead-
ership? (b)Who could be involved in the process of prosociality in educational leadership? The final
corpus of this study was 83 articles published between 1993 and 2016. The reviewed concepts
were categorized into three themes proposed in organizational studies: prosocial motivation,
prosocial behavior, and prosocial impact. Moreover, the multiple educational actors related to
prosocial elements were identified. The findings provide an outline of possible directions for future
research according to the three themes.

Keywords
Prosocial, educational leadership, review, empowerment, organizational citizenship behavior

Being prosocial has attracted growing attention because it brings about meaningful work life and

organizational effectiveness (Grant, 2007; Grant and Berg, 2011). Prosociality, in which people are

motivated to engage in actions intended to benefit others, is well known to make a difference in the

lives of others (Bolino and Grant, 2016). A narrative review of being prosocial in organizational

contexts (Bolino and Grant, 2016) revealed that studies on being prosocial have explored three

themes: prosocial motives (the desire to benefit others or expand effort out of concern for others),

prosocial behaviors (acts that promote or protect the welfare of individuals, groups, or organiza-

tions), and prosocial impact (the experience of making a positive difference in the lives of others

through one’s work). As to the growing body of research in emphasizing sharing in changing

educational contexts (Fullan, 2016), it is suggested important to examine the conceptualization of
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prosociality also within this area. There, we concentrate on educational leadership that is widely

considered the main actor in coping with the change of today (Fullan, 2016).

In educational leadership studies, many researchers emphasize that interaction, sharing, coop-

eration, and collaboration are increasingly required in today’s educational leadership (Hallinger

and Heck, 2010; Jäppinen et al., 2015). This is because people in educational organization are

benefitting and helping others in order to solve problems and achieve goals (Benoliel and Somech,

2010; Somech, 2010). Thus, there are many prosocial elements existing in educational leadership

studies. However, they are scattered in educational leadership studies under the umbrellas of, for

example, servant leadership, empathy, and caring, and do not form a coherent entity. It is suggested

that the concept of prosociality allows to put together many kinds of educational leadership

conceptualizations and models that emphasize prosocial aspects. As shown in a conceptualization

in Figure 1, this is an attempt to compress diverse studies under the umbrella of the concept of

prosociality.

To explore prosocial elements for this overview, we adopted a systematic narrative review

approach (Collins and Fauser, 2005). This systematic review was based on two assumptions,

applied from organizational studies (Bolino and Grant, 2016). First, prosociality in educational

leadership contexts was studied under three sub-concepts: motive, behavior, and impact. Second,

we considered educational leadership as a process by which individuals influence a group of

individuals to achieve shared goals (Jäppinen et al., 2015; Northouse, 2013). Therefore, this review

includes prosociality of not only educational leaders but also other educational professionals, such

as teachers.

Defining prosocial

We will define prosociality according to general organizational studies due to a lack of rigorous

research in educational leadership contexts. To begin, Bolino and Grant (2016) found that in an

organizational context, prosociality can be described using three closely connected but distinct

concepts: motivation, behavior, and impact. Unlike traditional types of motivation that focus on

the self or the task, such as intrinsic or extrinsic motivation, prosocial motivation places the focus

on social aspects of work by emphasizing individuals’ interest in how their actions can affect or

Figure 1. Conceptual model of prosocial elements in educational leadership.
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promote others’ welfare (Grant, 2007). Prosocial motivation refers to the desire to expand effort to

benefit others (Batson, 1987). Research has revealed that individuals can be motivated to engage in

their work not only for self-advancement or wages but also, more importantly, for the opportunity

to benefit others or promote their welfare (Grant, 2007, 2008).

Prosocial behavior is behavior that is achieved by organizational members with the intention or

expectation that such behavior will benefit the individuals, group, or organization at which they are

directed (Brief and Motowidlo, 1986). Hence, prosocial behavior can be regarded as helpful and

can be either role-prescribed or discretionary extra-role behavior (George and Bettenhausen,

1990). Furthermore, engaging in prosocial behavior may or may not be rewarded (Organ et al.,

2006).

Prosocial impact describes the experience or feeling of making a positive difference in the lives

of others (e.g. customers, colleagues, or other stakeholders) through one’s work (Grant, 2007;

Grant and Sonnentag, 2010). Prosocial impact is related to prosocial motivation in that people who

possess prosocial motivation tend to be more interested in benefitting others through their work;

however, prosocial impact refers not to motivation itself, but to the realization that one’s efforts at

work are making a difference for others (Bolino and Grant, 2016).

Method

To draw an overview of prosociality in educational leadership, this review attempts to answer the

following research questions.

1. What elements could be involved in prosociality within educational leadership?

2. Who could be involved in the process of prosociality in educational leadership?

Data analysis: literature search procedure and inclusion and exclusion criteria

In order to answer the research questions, we chose a systematic narrative review approach that is

best suited to comprehensive topics (Collins and Fauser, 2005). The first step was to collect data on

the extensive publications in peer-reviewed journals concerning educational leadership, in using

keywords related to prosociality and educational leadership (Berkovich, 2015; Bolino and Grant,

2016). The authors mined the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) database for peer-

reviewed articles published using combinations of educational leadership keywords (e.g. leader-

ship, principal, head teachers, superintendent, administrator, deputy principal, educational leader,

vice principal) and prosociality keywords (e.g. prosocial, servant, altruism, empathy, benevolence,

collectivism, agreeableness, caring, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), mentoring, knowl-

edge sharing, compassion, empowerment, meaningfulness). Furthermore, we carried out a search

with the same keywords in Google Scholar for peer-reviewed articles. The initial search produced

more than 6000 articles.

The second step was to find the most representative articles using inclusion and exclusion

criteria. For this purpose, electronic searches in ERIC were used to identify the peer-reviewed

journals that frequently published articles in English on educational leadership. We identified

12 such peer-reviewed educational journals: Journal of Educational Administration, Educational

Administration Quarterly, Educational Management Administration & Leadership, Journal of

School Leadership, School Leadership & Management, International Journal of Leadership in

Education, International Journal of Educational Management, Leadership and Policy in Schools,
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School Effectiveness and School Improvement, Journal of Educational Change, Teaching &

Teacher Education: An International Journal of Research and Studies, and Teachers and Teach-

ing: Theory and Practice.

Third, the initial search results of articles were filtered using the identified journals. Conse-

quently, 623 articles were obtained from the journals. Fourth, the corpus was narrowed to 87

articles by reading and assessing the abstracts of all the articles the authors had identified based

on the following inclusion criteria: (a) relevance to prosocial topics, (b) relevance to educational

leadership topics, (c) empirical or conceptual nature (data or theory reported on the topics), and

(d) publications of more than five pages. Then, we excluded articles if they did not elaborate

theoretical constructs or methods, which would have hampered inferences pertaining to the

contribution of the results to understanding prosocial phenomena in the context of educational

leadership (i.e. lack of clear definition of components, insufficient explanation of measurement

tools). In addition, four articles were not within the scope of our study purposes. As a result, the

final corpus consisted of 83 articles: 35 qualitative, 34 quantitative, five mixed-methods, and

nine conceptual or review. As seen from Figure 2, our final corpus of research included articles

from 1993 to 2016.

Findings

We found that many concepts concerning helping others and promoting others’ welfare have been

discussed in different educational leadership journals, as presented in Table 1. The numbers of

Figure 2. Number of selected articles on being prosocial in educational leadership contexts published
biyearly, 1993–2016.
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Table 1. Distribution of articles concerning prosocial elements by concept and journal.

Concepts Sub-concepts

Total n JEA EAQ EMAL JSL SLM TTE IJLE IJEM LPS SESI TT JEC

83 16 15 15 8 8 3 6 5 4 1 1 1

Prosocial Altruism 5 2 2 1
Motivation Servant leadership 9 2 1 3 1 1 1

Caring 15 5 2 2 1 3 1 1
Empathy 6 1 1 3 1
Agreeableness 3 1 1 1

Prosocial Organizational citizenship behavior 15 2 5 2 2 3 1
Behavior Servant leadership 4 2 1 1

Mentoring 24 9 5 7 2 1
Induction 7 1 1 2 1 1 1
Knowledge sharing 1 1

Prosocial Meaning/meaningfulness 4 1 1 1 1
Impact Impact 6 2 1 1 1 1

JEA: Journal of Educational Administration; EAQ: Educational Administration Quarterly; EMAL: Educational Management Administration & Leadership; JSL: Journal of School Leadership;
SLM: School Leadership & Management; TTE: Teaching & Teacher Education: An International Journal of Research and Studies; IJLE: International Journal of Leadership in Education;
IJEM: International Journal of Educational Management; LPS: Leadership and Policy in Schools; SESI: School Effectiveness and School Improvement; TT: Teachers and Teaching: Theory
and Practice; JEC: Journal of Educational Change.
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articles in each concept in the table are not congruent with the total numbers of articles in each

journal because certain articles include several concepts.

In addition, our review identified different educational actors taking the position of leadership

in diverse contexts and situations, such as principals, teachers, and superintendents who hold,

exert, or experience prosociality, as shown in Table 2.

Prosocial motivation

We identified a number of prosocial components related to motivation that are not explicitly

defined as ‘prosocial’. In this section, we discuss the following topics: (a) What elements could

be involved in prosocial motivation within educational leadership? and (b) Who could have

prosocial motivation in educational leadership?

What elements could be involved in prosocial motivation within educational leadership? Elements of

prosocial motivation or value of helping others, although not directly referred to, were found in

many approaches concerned with servant leadership, altruism, empathy, caring, and agreeableness.

Servant leadership was found to be a starting point for thinking about prosocial motivation

because it has been discussed as leaders’ personal identity or a world view, and concerned how to

help others to utilize their potential (Stewart, 2012). Servant leadership stems from Greenleaf’s

(1977) critique of the dehumanizing effect that mechanistic hierarchies have on our lives and an

ardent belief that people carry an intrinsic will to help others (Stoten, 2013). Next, we consider four

emotional aspects that are often connected to servant leadership.

Table 2. Distribution of articles concerning prosocial elements by concept and actor.

Prosocial
Motivation n

Prosocial
Behavior n

Prosocial
Impact n

Principals Servant leadership 5 Servant leadership 4 Impact 2
Empathy 3 Mentoring 21 Meaning/

meaningfulness
1

Caring 5 Induction 2
Altruism 2 Coaching 3
Agreeableness 1

Teachers Servant leadership 1 Organizational
citizenship
behavior

18 Impact 3

Empathy 1 Mentoring 6 Meaning/
meaningfulness

3

Caring 2 Induction 2
Agreeableness 1 Knowledge

management
1

Others (such as head of
department, superintendents, higher

educational administration,
organizational climate)

Servant leadership
Caring
Caring climate

3
2
2

Servant leadership
Induction

1

1
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Prosocial leaders are driven by altruism or the importance of the value of others (Cerit, 2009)

and may hold empathy (Gurr et al., 2006). Altruism refers to a leader’s desire to make a positive

difference in others’ lives by putting others’ professional development ahead of one’s own

self-interest or cost (Cerit, 2009; Xu et al., 2015). Empathy refers to an awareness of others’

feelings, needs, and concerns (Aas and Vavik, 2015). Empathy or other-centeredness to appreciate

circumstances from another’s perspective helps leaders understand an individuals’ need for emo-

tional support that, in turn, cultivates creativity and performance in educational organizations

(Gurr et al., 2006; Stewart, 2012).

In contrast to the review in general organizational studies (Bolino and Grant, 2016), caring was

found as a form of prosocial motivation. Caring has been widely explored because it is character-

ized by motivational displacement or desire to help others (Noddings, 2006) and go into the other

person’s world to understand what he or she is going through (Kroth and Keeler, 2009). Further-

more, agreeableness, which refers to getting along with others in pleasant and cooperative rela-

tionships (Lazaridou and Beka, 2015; Somech, 2010), may overlap with prosocial motivation.

Highly agreeable people may tend to be prosocial and cooperative with others; in contrast, less

agreeable people tend to be self-centered, skeptical of the others’ intentions, and competitive

(Benoliel and Somech, 2010).

Who could have prosocial motivation in educational leadership? Since prosocial motivation in general

organization studies has been argued to be the leading value (Oplatka, 2012; Shapira-Lishchinsky

and Rosenblatt, 2010; Taylor et al., 2007), this review found many educational professionals who

display prosocial motivation.

First, many studies have reported on principals’ prosocial motivation. Wilson (2016) main-

tained that principal’s prosocial motivation or caring is crucial in leading schools, especially in

racially minoritized contexts. In fact, principals themselves seem to understand the importance

of prosocial values and at least try to present themselves as caring persons (Van der Vyver

et al., 2014). Taylor et al. (2007) corresponded and found that when principals regard them-

selves as an ‘other-centered servant leader’, their practices were highly regarded by teachers.

Principals’ caring about teachers’ needs was found to be likely to increase teacher OCB

(Oplatka, 2006, 2013), contribute to students’ academic support, and encourage teacher col-

laboration, thereby leading to academic achievement (Louis et al., 2016). This is because such

values and beliefs are conducive to capacity building such as teaching and learning of school

staff (Gurr et al., 2006). Prosocial values are also sometimes developed by religious belief,

such as compassion (McClain et al., 2010), or even by leadership preparation programs (Gerstl-

Pepin et al., 2006).

Second, prosocial motivation among teachers has been discussed. For example, socially allo-

centric teachers generate high job satisfaction and provide excellent performance when they

engage in leadership for a common goal (Benoliel and Somech, 2010). Interestingly, one study

showed that prosocial orientation can be developed through service-learning in teacher training

(Stewart, 2012).

Third, superintendents have also been found to clearly exhibit prosocial orientation,

although they serve at the district and community levels. Alston (2005) found that black female

superintendents are deeply caring from their spirituality in their mission to serve and lead

people into making meaning of their lives. Crippen and Wallin (2008) realized that super-

intendents were more influenced by their mentors, especially regarding inner characteristics

such as building community, commitment to the growth of people, and foresight, as compared
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to outer characteristics such as listening, healing, empathy, and persuasion because of the role

of the superintendent, who remains at a distance and does not face the day-to-day dilemmas of

schooling.

Fourth, some studies referred to prosocial motivation of the other educators such as heads of

departments and higher education administrators. Brown and Rutherford (1998) found that heads

of departments hold other-orientation in a much more mundane way. For example, when arranging

the ‘staffing request’ (who teaches what to which class) for the next year, the head would try to take

the wishes of the teachers and the best interests of the students into consideration. Uusiautti (2013)

argued that other-orientation among higher education administrators leads to positive work

experiences.

Finally, the prosocial climate of organizations has been explored. For example, a caring climate

is one in which the employees are genuinely interested in each other’s welfare (Shapira-

Lishchinsky, 2012b). A caring climate in schools, in the long term, is likely to lead to a colla-

borative and supportive school culture, thereby mitigating anxiety, stress, and less withdrawal

behavior (Menon, 2012; Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2012b).

Prosocial behavior

In this section, the following topics are discussed: (a) What elements could be involved in prosocial

behavior within educational leadership? and (b) Who could exhibit prosocial behavior in educa-

tional leadership?

What elements could be involved within prosocial behavior in educational leadership? In addition to the

motivational aspects, servant leadership behavior has also been discussed in terms of leadership

behavior or style (e.g. Alonderiene and Majauskaite, 2016; Cerit, 2009, 2010; Chikoko et al.,

2015). According to the definition of servant leadership of Laub (1999: 23), ‘servant leadership

is an understanding and practice of leadership that places the good of those led over the self-interest

of the leader.’ Therefore, the prosocial behavior of servant leadership is oriented toward individ-

uals as well as organizations (Cerit, 2009, 2010; Chikoko et al., 2015).

As in organizational studies, OCB is one of the most explored constructs considered as proto-

typical prosocial behavior. According to the definition of Brief and Motowidlo (1986: 711),

prosocial organizational behavior is

(a) performed by a member of an organization, (b) directed toward an individual, group, or organiza-

tion with whom he or she interacts while carrying out his or her organizational role, and (c) performed

with the intention of promoting the welfare of the individual, group, or organization toward which it is

directed.

Organ et al. (2006) suggests that OCB includes actions such as helping, loyalty, sportsmanship,

civic virtue, individual initiative, and giving voice, which may be either in-role (role-prescribed) or

extra-role (voluntary) behavior. Bolino and Grant (2016) also argued that some OCBs such as

helping have a more fundamentally prosocial flavor than others. This argument strongly connects

organizational studies of prosociality with educational contexts when it is widely agreed that

teachers as well as principals consider the helping of others, such as students, as one of their main

tasks and duties (Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
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In educational leadership studies, teacher OCB has mostly been discussed as voluntary behavior

(DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Shapira-Lishchinsky and Tsemach, 2014) or extra-role

behaviors (e.g. Oplatka, 2006, 2013; Oplatka and Stundi, 2011; Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007) because

the teaching profession cannot be exactly prescribed by teachers’ job descriptions (DiPaola and

Hoy, 2005; DiPaola and Mendes da Costa Neves, 2009). Schools cannot anticipate the complete

pattern of behavior necessary to achieve goals through formally stated in-role job descriptions

(Belogolovsky and Somech, 2010). Therefore, the term extra-role behavior is interchangeably used

with OCB (Belogolovsky and Somech, 2010; Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2000).

As teacher OCB is unprescribed and includes a wide range of behavior, it can be seen through

different dimensions. For example, Vigoda-Gadot et al. (2007) supported a two-dimensional model

toward the individual or organization. In addition, many researchers follow a three-orientation

model: (a) OCB toward the students (e.g. staying an extra hour, helping disadvantaged students);

(b) OCB toward the team (e.g. orienting a new teacher, assisting a teacher with a heavy workload);

and (c) OCB toward the school as a unit (e.g. making innovative suggestions to improve the

school) (Belogolovsky and Somech, 2010; Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2000). Furthermore,

Oplatka (2006) suggests four dimensions of teacher OCB orientation: individual pupil, classroom,

staff, and school organization.

Also, mentoring has been identified as prosocial behavior because it has been described as a

series of behaviors aimed at the professional development of mentees that provide various types of

support (Boerema, 2011; Enomoto and Gardiner, 2006; Kirkham, 1995; Southworth, 1995). Tra-

ditionally, a more experienced person as a mentor provides a less experienced person as a mentee

with guidance (Hansford and Ehrich, 2006; Walker et al., 1993). However, the current trend

mirrors a shift in the basic understanding of educational leadership to more socially interactive

or negotiated models (Boerema, 2011; Bush and Coleman, 1995; Jones, 2010; Shapira-

Lishchinsky and Levy-Gazenfrantz, 2016) in order to sustain effective schools (Msila, 2016). For

example, an effective mentoring relationship requires all partners (e.g. mentor, mentees, principal)

to be ready to engage in the mentoring process (Shapira-Lishchinsky, 2012a) or in ‘a collaborative

partnership in which individuals share and develop mutual interests’ (Tillman, 2005: 612).

There are also other types of prosocial behavior, such as induction, coaching, and knowledge

sharing. Induction aims at ushering the new teacher, who needs greater support, into the career

(Bickmore and Bickmore, 2010; Menon, 2012). Coaching focuses on the practice of providing

deliberate support to another individual to help someone clarify and achieve goals, while mentor-

ing is a process-oriented, career-development measure (Aas and Vavik, 2015; Yirci et al., 2014).

Knowledge sharing is also considered as prosocial because it is aimed at facilitating organizational

members’ own learning and practice, and creating common understanding and trust (Edge, 2013).

Who could exhibit prosocial behavior in educational leadership? This review found that educational

leaders and teachers as subjects of prosocial behavior are pertinent to educational leadership.

Educational leaders’ prosocial behaviors. First, we found servant leadership of educational leaders

as prosocial behavior. Servant leadership behaviors are likely to promote teachers’ trust (Chikoko

et al., 2015), job satisfaction (Al-Mahdy et al., 2016; Alonderiene and Majauskaite, 2016; Cerit,

2009), and teachers’ school commitment by valuing and developing people (Cerit, 2010).

The other major topic related to the prosocial behavior of educational leaders is mentoring and

induction. Studies on mentoring or induction for educational leaders, including principals and
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superintendents, were arranged according to three types of beneficiaries, explained in the

following.

First, a new educational leader or novice teacher as mentee is a beneficiary who embraces the

benefits of mentoring when provided with opportunities to have privileged access to experienced

professionals. The benefits of mentoring are, for example, improving leadership and management

skills, instilling professional values, and psychological support (Tahir et al., 2016). Moreover,

providing social support and feedback about performances reduces professional isolation and

instills confidence during change and uncertainty of early career stages (Bush and Coleman,

1995; Ehrich et al., 2004; Kirkham, 1995). Méndez-Morse (2004) found that when educational

leaders have difficulties in finding formal mentors, they set a role model – for example, previous

principals or parents, as informal mentors. Notably, principals influence the mentoring or induction

processes of novice teachers directly or indirectly through direct mentoring, mentor selection,

training, and support (Youngs, 2007).

Second, mentoring relationships have been described as mutually beneficial relationships,

whereby the career enhancement, personal development, and emotional fulfillment of each partner

are addressed (Browne-Ferrigno and Muth, 2004; Creasap et al., 2005; Loy and Boon, 1998;

Walker et al., 1993). Thus, the benefits of mentoring are not limited to mentees. Bush and Coleman

(1995) noted that the gains of mentors are the opportunity to discuss professional issues with an

equal partner; improved problem analysis; valuable insight into current practice; and insight into

the nature of different approaches to leadership.

Third, the mentoring process also provides benefits to schools as organizations (Daresh, 2004;

Walker et al., 1993). For example, mentoring works as a means of transmitting school culture

(Bush and Coleman, 1995; Tillman, 2005), instructional growth (Pogodzinski, 2015), and a climate

of collegial support. This is because mentees are grateful for having received support from men-

tors, and they may volunteer to serve as mentors in the future (Daresh, 2004).

The last type of prosocial behavior that the review identified was coaching. Aas and Vavik

(2015) reported that peer coaching among school leaders enables to develop their context-based

identity through group coaching, which is understood as a learning relationship within a group of

school leaders who are committed to promoting mutual leadership development and well-being.

Teachers’ prosocial behaviors. Teachers’ OCB was found the most typical in the review. This

review is organized according to three types of determinants of OCB: personal elements, princi-

pals’ leadership, and organizational factors.

As for personal elements, researchers have reported that job satisfaction (Somech and Drach-

Zahavy, 2000), self-efficacy (Bogler and Somech, 2004; Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2000), status

(Bogler and Somech, 2004), perceived supervisor support (Somech and Ron, 2007), and accep-

tance of absenteeism (Shapira-Lishchinsky and Raftar-Ozery, 2016) were positively related to

teacher OCB while negative affectivity was negatively related (Somech and Ron, 2007). Interest-

ingly, Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2000) indicated that while teacher self-efficacy was positively

related to teacher OCB toward team and organization, their job satisfaction was positively related

to teacher OCB toward individuals, team, and organization. Namely, personal elements are likely

to be related to different levels of beneficiaries.

Regarding leadership as a determinant of teachers’ OCB, the first issue to be noted is partic-

ipation in leadership. Researchers agree that participative leadership and shared responsibility

promote greater job autonomy and encourages and facilitates teacher OCB (Bogler and Somech,

2004; Khasawneh, 2011; Oplatka and Stundi, 2011; Somech, 2010). Bogler and Somech (2005)
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explain that opportunities for teachers to participate in the decision-making process enhance their

sense of empowerment, whereby teachers are, in turn, encouraged to engage in OCB. The second

issue to promote prosocial behavior is principals’ prosocial values, such as caring about teachers’

needs. Oplatka (2013) found that when the principal is perceived as a person who goes beyond the

formal role expectations and is caring about the staff, teachers are likely to engage in OCB since

such principals simply become a behavioral model. The third issue is the perception of leadership,

such as transformational and authentic leadership. Some studies showed that these types of other-

orientated leadership had an impact on teacher OCB (Nasra and Heilbrunn, 2016; Nguni et al.,

2006; Shapira-Lishchinsky and Tsemach, 2014).

The third determinant of teacher OCB was organizational factors. Researchers agree that other-

oriented climates are likely to promote teacher OCB. For example, positive collegial interactions

and a sense of belonging (Oplatka, 2006), collegial leadership (DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran,

2001), and ethical climate (Shapira-Lishchinsky and Raftar-Ozery, 2016) were explicitly con-

nected to teacher OCB. This is because their personal goals are congruent with the organization’s

mission (Somech, 2010; Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2000).

Next, mentoring and induction were found to belong to teachers’ prosocial behaviors. These

kinds of behaviors are required not only from teachers at the beginning of the leadership level

(Heilbronn et al., 2002) but also from novice teachers (Menon, 2012). Beginning teachers pointed

to the need for organizational measurements such as induction programs (Bickmore and Bickmore,

2010; Menon, 2012) because early-career teachers often struggle with classroom management

issues as well as with curriculum and pedagogical skills (Jimerson et al., 2015; Menon, 2012).

In terms of leadership, mentoring works as a catalyst of leadership when new teachers view

mentoring as an integral part of their socialization into the school culture (Clarke et al., 2015),

while personal benefits for mentees include support, sharing ideas, and professional development

(Hansford and Ehrich, 2006).

Furthermore, knowledge sharing was also identified as teacher’s prosocial behavior. When a

knowledge-sharing infrastructure is built, it provides opportunities that encourage voluntary tacit-

to-tacit knowledge sharing, build school-level knowledge, and develop expertise-creating syner-

gies across a district (Edge, 2013).

Prosocial impact

As with the general organizational research (Bolino and Grant, 2016), the current study found that

very little attention has been paid, so far, to the role of prosocial impact in educational leadership

contexts. Prosocial impact refers to the judgment that one’s actions benefit others and make a

positive difference in their lives (Grant and Campbell, 2007; Grant and Sonnentag, 2010). For the

people involved in educational leadership, positive experiences of success are related to activities

aimed at fostering a greater good that benefits the whole organization, employees, students, and

people connected to the organization. Therefore, people involved in educational leadership expe-

rience prosocial impact. For example, meaningful experiences among teachers play an important

role in their job satisfaction (Winter et al., 2006). Mentors of educational leaders get positive

experiences in mentoring that causes them to be productive and cohesive team members (Playko,

1995) and to derive satisfaction from helping colleagues (Walker et al., 1993) and from seeing the

values of a school system handed over to a new generation (Daresh, 2004). These prosocial

experiences may also play as intangible rewards, not as monetary rewards (Guramatunhu-

Mudiwa and Scherz, 2013).
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What elements could be involved in prosocial impact within educational leadership? This review found

only a few concepts that are closely connected with the idea of prosocial impact. Some studies have

investigated the aspect of impact in psychological empowerment, which partially explains proso-

cial impact. Impact is defined as the degree to which employees experience that their performance

makes a difference (Spreitzer, 1995). In addition to impact, the aspect of meaning in psychological

empowerment refers to the employees’ feeling that their work is worthwhile (Spreitzer, 1995). In

the teaching profession, the professional respect and appreciation that teachers expect to receive

from colleagues for their knowledge and expertise are considered meaningful (Shapira-

Lishchinsky and Rosenblatt, 2010).

Who could experience prosocial impact in educational leadership? Regarding teachers’ prosocial

impact, Moye et al. (2005) showed that teachers who find their work important and mean-

ingful (i.e. meaning) and who perceive they have a great deal of influence on what happens

in the work environment (i.e. impact) report higher levels of trust in their principals.

Further, teachers’ prosocial impact is likely to mediate between teachers’ perception of

leadership and their behavior. Shapira-Lishchinsky and Tsemach (2014) found that when

principals are perceived as authentic leaders, the teachers are likely to have a prosocial

experience of impact and meaning at work; these feelings of impact and meaningfulness

caused more OCB and less absence, respectively. Bogler and Somech (2005) argued that

teachers’ opportunities to participate in the process of decision-making enhance their sense

of teacher empowerment that includes an impact aspect, which in turn spurs them to engage

in OCB.

Finally, the prosocial impact of educational leaders were also found. Schermuly et al. (2011)

found that when vice principals felt that their jobs were meaningful, their job satisfaction was

enhanced. Interestingly, they indicated that prosocial impact may alleviate emotional exhaustion

indirectly through job satisfaction. Moreover, prosocial impact may play an important role in

leadership effectiveness. Rose (2007) showed that the greater the psychological empowerment

the principals felt, the more their assistant principals felt that the principals exhibited transforma-

tional leadership.

Discussion

Despite not including all published or unpublished articles and books on prosociality and educa-

tional leadership, this review provided a broad overview of prosocial phenomena and showed an

increasing interest in prosociality in educational leadership contexts (Figure 2). Moreover, in line

with what the general organizational review (Bolino and Grant, 2016) suggested, we confirmed the

same structure in educational leadership research consisting of prosocial motivation, behavior, and

impact. However, we did not review some important areas – for example, the dark side of

prosociality (e.g. Kruse and Louis, 1997), because the studies we reviewed had a limited range

of research foci in this topic.

In answering who could be involved in the process of prosociality in educational leadership, we

suggest that it is not enough that only single principals could have an effect on prosociality. People

from different positions, levels, and sectors in educational leadership are needed for a richer,

deeper, and wider prosocial process that goes beyond the limits of one school or organization and

into the surrounding society. We further suggest that this kind of enlarged process might enable to

reach better, more diverse stakeholders, such as teachers, students, their parents, and other
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community members, according to the variety of elements of prosociality in education, introduced

in Figure 1. Many of these elements are not solely directed to formal leaders but can touch working

places, families, and district administration.

Implications for future research on prosocial motivation

We found that the will to help others was found to play a critical role for educational leadership that

enables to make educational organizations more effective. However, studies of educational lead-

ership on prosocial motivation have been focusing on the individual level and mainly on educa-

tional leaders such as principals, superintendents, and heads of departments (e.g. Alston, 2005;

Brown and Rutherford, 1998; Crippen and Wallin, 2008; Gerstl-Pepin et al., 2006; Oplatka, 2013;

Taylor et al., 2007). Therefore, the prosocial motivation of other actors, such as teachers and staff,

could be further explored because the will to help others or promote the welfare of organizational

members has been shown to be an important key for successful leadership processes and organiza-

tional effectiveness (Hu and Liden, 2015).

Although the importance of the will to help others has been emphasized, little research has been

carried out to answer the question towards whom prosocial motivation is directed. This may be due to

the fact that the reviewed studies regard constructs related to prosocial motivation as stable disposi-

tional tendencies that educational professionals could carry across time and situations. However, the

beneficiary of prosocial motivation can vary from individual to whole organization depending on the

time and the situation. For example, principals in inclusive education settings are forced to make

decisions in dilemma situations when the decisions have controversial effects on the individual and/

or the collective best interests of students (Frick et al., 2012). Thus, we still do not know with whom

and when educational professionals become prosocial or whether they are consistently prosocial.

Finally, it might be interesting to explore the relationship between cultures and prosocial

motivation. One clue to revealing cultural effects on prosocial motivation may be autonomous

regulation (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Although education is a service occupation and the core goals

and objectives of people in educational institutions are defined in terms of helping others (Grant

and Campbell, 2007), one study suggested that prosocial motivation can be based on different

levels of autonomous regulation (Grant, 2008). In a certain culture, educational professionals may

be forced to hold prosocial values due to a prevalent culture of peer pressure or a collectivist

culture (e.g. Cerit, 2010). On the other hand, in another culture, the ethical and humanistic

dimensions of education may frequently act as a source of teachers’ autonomous will (e.g. Belo-

golovsky and Somech, 2010; De Dreu and Nauta, 2009; Grant and Berry, 2011).

Implications for future research on prosocial behavior

As many researchers have noted, the border of behavior between being prosocial or not is unclear.

For instance, OCB is considered a prototypical prosocial behavior (Bolino and Grant, 2016) since

OCB consists of constructs that range from highly to not very prosocial (Organ et al., 2006). In

addition, the question of the ambiguous border between in-role and extra-role prosocial behavior

remains. For example, in mentoring and induction, whether such practices are formal or informal

may influence their effectiveness. Some researchers have argued that informal relationships are

more effective, although it is difficult for organizations to track their effectiveness (Méndez-

Morse, 2004; Pogodzinski, 2012; Walker et al., 1993). Furthermore, informal mentoring may be

more prosocial than the formal type because of mentors’ initiative and greater openness in

992 Educational Management Administration & Leadership 47(6)



relationships. One study reported that preschool teachers are likely to provide more mentoring

when they have more autonomy (Waaland, 2016). Therefore, we recommend exploring in-role and

extra-role prosocial behavior and their effectiveness.

Implications for future research on prosocial impact

As with general organizational research, this study found that prosocial impact was the least-

explored prosocial topic. We suggest that psychological empowerment may be a comprehensive

concept. However, the measures used in the reviewed studies do not necessarily refer to the targets

of meaning and impact. That is to say, it does not necessarily mean that one’s job should benefit

others. Since organizational research has found that prosocial impact is a key component for

organizational effectiveness, with implications for leadership as well as employee performance,

and emotional well-being (e.g. Bellé, 2013; Grant, 2008, 2012), we suggest that future research

should pay more attention to the roles of prosocial impact in contexts of educational leadership.

In addition, it might be important to investigate toward whom educational leaders and teachers

most effectively direct prosocial impact. Essentially, teachers wish to benefit their students and

receive satisfaction in the classroom (Klassen and Chiu, 2010; Oplatka, 2012). However, educators

may feel prosocial impact toward students, colleague, or even the entire organization when the

effectiveness of educational organization enhances. Although some studies have investigated how

messages on prosocial impact from beneficiaries and leaders affect employees’ prosocial impact

(Bellé, 2013; Grant and Hofmann, 2011), little is known about the targets of prosocial impact.

Therefore, future research could be undertaken to explore the relationship between prosocial

impact and leadership processes that attempts to explain prosocial impact in relation to collabora-

tion. Some studies have inferred that participation in leadership processes at the decision-making

level may enhance prosocial impact (Benoliel and Somech, 2010; Bogler and Somech, 2005).

Furthermore, when leadership is shared through consultation with other colleagues to achieve

school goals, the process may foster teachers’ sense of value and self-worth since teachers feel

that they not only performed for themselves but also colleagues (Guramatunhu-Mudiwa and

Scherz, 2013; Podsakoff and Mackenzie, 1994). On the contrary, while making a collective

decision, people feel cared about and welcomed when their input is required and welcomed; that

is, in caring workplaces, people tend to collaborate with colleagues as well as work autonomously

(Green and Tucker, 2011). Thus, in collaborative environments, it seems that prosocial impact may

play an important role both in profiting from and bolstering the collaborative leadership process.

However, the relationship between these two aspects has not yet been explored.

Conclusion

The current review enhanced the understanding of being prosocial and the concept of ‘prosociality’

in educational leadership contexts and provided a framework for future studies. Although the find-

ings were incisive, this review contained some limitations. First, we principally utilized keywords

used by Bolino and Grant (2016) in general organizational studies. Further research could extend the

list of keywords or consider further educational concepts to get a broader or deeper understanding

regarding prosociality in the field (Figure 1). Second, it might have occurred that some inadequate

generalizations were made during the analysis phase. However, we believe that despite the limita-

tions, our work was able to introduce a general view of the importance of being prosocial in

educational leadership and we wish that it paves the way for future research of this important topic.
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