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Abstract

Distributed leadership is now widely known and variously enacted in schools and school systems.
Distributed leadership implies a fundamental re-conceptualisation of leadership as practice and
challenges conventional wisdom about the relationship between formal leadership and organisa-
tional performance. There has been much debate, speculation and discussion about its positive and
negative aspects. This article considers the evidence. It examines the facts concerning distributed
leadership. It does not claim to be a systematic review of the literature but rather draws upon the
available empirical evidence to highlight what we know. The article considers the implications,
arising from the evidence for those in formal leadership positions. It concludes by reflecting upon
the role of the formal leader within distributed leadership and outlines some of the challenges and
tensions associated with distributed leadership practice.
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Introduction

The idea of distributed leadership as leadership practice has generated substantial interest among
researchers, policy-makers and practitioners. Few models of leadership, it seems, have provoked
as much attention, debate, controversy or irritation within the school leadership field. While the
concept of shared, collaborative or participative leadership is far from new, distributed leader-
ship theory has provided an alternative and powerful empirical lens on a familiar theme. The
seminal work of Spillane et al (2001) has provoked renewed interest in leadership practice
focusing essentially on the interactions between leaders, followers and their situation. Distribu-
ted leadership theory reinforces that there are multiple sources of influence within any organisa-
tion and has focused particular attention on the ‘leader plus’ aspect of the leadership work
(Spillane, 2006:3).

Considerations of what exactly constitutes effective educational leadership practice have
encouraged a re-evaluation of multiple sources of influence and agency (Leithwood et al, 2009
a, b). While this shift, in part, reflects disillusionment and weariness with traditional notions of
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leadership as individual practice, often characterised as the ‘great man’ theory, it does not imply in
any way that formal leaders are now redundant. The research evidence reinforces that without the
active and full support of those in formal leadership positions in schools, distributed leadership is
unlikely to flourish or be sustained (Ban Al- Ani and Bligh, 2011). Evidence from an extensive and
contemporary study of highly effective schools, shows that the heads in these schools orchestrated
the structural and cultural conditions where distributed leadership was more or less likely to occur
(Day et al, 2011). In this respect, formal and informal leadership are not incompatible or opposi-
tional, as some have suggested but rather are different parts of leadership practice.

Inevitably, issues of power, authority and inequality loom over distributed leadership as they do
in any other form of leadership and its associated practice. The aim of those writing about distrib-
uted leadership is certainly not to discount or airbrush out these important influences or aspects.
Interestingly, despite several decades of leadership research and writing, issues of race, ethnicity
and gender are still not centre stage within the field (Lumby and Morrison, 2010; Coleman, 2012).
Consequently, while it is acknowledged that we need more empirical studies that address such
issues, as the research base on distributed leadership matures, it is anticipated that there will be
more empirical evidence to focus and inform such discussion.

So what we do we actually know about distributed leadership? What does it really mean?
Robinson (2008) has suggested that the nature of distributed leadership encompasses two main
concepts:-distributed leadership as task distribution and distributed leadership as distributed influ-
ence processes. The first of these has its roots in the theorization of leadership as the performance
of particular tasks (Spillane, 2008) while the second conceptualisation emerges from the view that
leadership is ‘an influence process that changes how others think or act with respect to the content
of the influence (Robinson, 2008; 246). It is self evident that those in formal leadership are a prime
influence upon others. To varying degrees, all change flows through the head’s or principal’s office
as this is ultimately where formal responsibility lies and ultimately where final decisions are made.
As Murphy et al (2009: 4) note, ‘formal leaders are in a critical position to move initiatives forward
or to kill them off, quickly through actions or slowly through neglect’. As the leadership and
management literature clearly shows, those with formal leadership responsibility are important
gatekeepers to organisational change; they can actively encourage or aggressively prevent others
from taking opportunities to lead innovation and change (Bush, 2011).

From a distributed perspective, social interaction is a critical part of leadership practice. How
formal leaders interact with others, the reciprocal nature or the practice of leadership is considered
far more important than the precise leadership role or the particular leadership functions. While it
is important to know what formal leaders do, and there is a vast volume of literature on this par-
ticular subject (see Leithwood et al, 2009), analysing and understanding patterns of influence gets
us much closer to the actual practice of leadership. There are hundreds of case studies about heads
and principals with associated checklists and summaries of leadership characteristics. But this does
not represent the actual practice of leadership or adequately capture the inter-relationships and
interactions between those in formal and informal leadership roles. In their work, Day et al
(2011) reinforce the centrality of interaction and interdependence between the patterns of leader-
ship and teaching and learning outcomes. They note ‘leadership distribution was perceived to be an
important influence on teaching and schools’ change processes which affected, directly and indir-
ectly, aspects of school culture and conditions. These indirectly impacted on improvement in pupil
academic outcomes’ (Day et al, 2011:75).

Distributed leadership implies a fundamental change in the way formal leaders understand their
practice and the way they view their leadership role. Distributed leadership means actively
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brokering, facilitating and supporting the leadership of others (Harris, 2013). It does not mean, as
some would suggest, that everyone leads or that everyone is a leader. This is to fall back on the
notion of leadership as role and responsibility where leadership is somehow divided up and handed
out to others. Such misconceptions litter the various critiques of distributed leadership, as does the
selective inclusion of only some the available empirical evidence. As frequently stated by those
who research this topic, distributed leadership implies a different view of organisational develop-
ment, one that departs from the bureaucratic or traditional model to an interconnected and dynamic
approach to innovation and change (Leithwood, 2009). Distributed leadership underlines that
heads are only part of the leadership practice in any school as there are inevitably many other
sources of influence and direction.

In a number of countries, distributed leadership is already featured in policy frameworks and in
some cases, is being actively advocated (Wheldon, 2011). Essentially, distributed leadership at
school, district and system level is increasingly being viewed as a strategic lever for building the
capacity for change (Sharratt and Fullan, 2009). Looking at high performing educational systems
around the work there is an emphasis on improving teacher quality through shared or collective
professional learning (Harris et al, 2013). The potential relationship between distributed leadership
and improved system performance has led many countries to advocate this model, albeit in differ-
ent ways. For example, in England, distributed leadership underpins the new models of schooling,
in particular chains of academies and federations of schools (Chapman et al, 2010). In many Scan-
dinavian countries, distributed leadership is concomitant with the principles and practice of dem-
ocratic education (Moos, 2007). In the Netherlands a leadership competency framework has been
developed that reflects the principles of distributed leadership (Kruger, 2009) and in Norway
successful headship is associated with distributed leadership practice (Moller et al, 2005). Finally,
in Wales, distributed leadership is a key part of system wide reform and manifests itself most
clearly through a national infrastructure of professional learning communities within, between and
across schools (Harris and Jones, 2010; Harris, 2011). This is simply to state the facts without
making any inference, assertion or assumption.

Given the widespread interest in distributed leadership, the question remains what does this
imply for formal leaders in schools? What are the implications for formal leaders who may or may
not subscribe to distributed leadership? In order to address this question, the article considers the
definitional issues surrounding distributed leadership and explores the empirical evidence concern-
ing the relationship between distributed leadership and organisational performance. The article
concludes by exploring the implications and challenges surrounding distributed leadership for
those in formal leadership roles in schools.

Definitions

The term ‘distributed leadership’ is often used to mean distinctively different things and such dis-
crepancy of interpretation has allowed and indeed encouraged, researchers to talk past each other
(Mayrowetz, 2008:425). One common misuse of the term is as a convenient descriptor for any
form of shared, collaborative or extended leadership practice. This view is quite prevalent in some
of the literature thus blurring its precise meaning even further. While different conceptualisations
and interpretations of distributed leadership co-exist, persist and prevail as Mayrowetz (2008)
argues it is crucial to inventory the multiple usages of the term ‘distributed leadership’ for two
main reasons. Firstly, because the variation in its meaning results in misunderstanding and
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misrepresentation, secondly, in order to make clearer evaluations of the connections between dis-
tributed leadership and school improvement then more precision is needed.

Seeking clarity of definition is not assisted by the positioning of distributed leadership as the
antithesis of top-down, hierarchical leadership or as a component of a ‘hybrid model’ of leadership
(Gronn, 2009) or repackaging it as layered leadership or some other variant on a theme. While dis-
tributed leadership is without question an alternative way of understanding leadership practice, it is
not the simply the opposite of formal leadership or indeed any part of a hybrid or amalgam
leadership approach. Distributed leadership encompasses both the formal and the informal forms
of leadership practice within its framing, analysis and interpretation. It is primarily concerned with
the co-performance of leadership and the reciprocal interdependencies that shape that leadership
practice (Spillane, 2006:58). This co-leadership can involve both formal and informal leaders, it
is not an ‘either/or’.

While bringing different leadership concepts together under a new label may be intellectually
satisfying and convenient, in reality it only serves to cause further confusion and to encourage mis-
interpretation. As Leithwood et al (2009:13) point out ‘there seem to be little to be gained in con-
tinuing to debate the merits of informal versus formal leadership, the important point is that they
co-exist and inter-relate and this interrelationship has an associated positive relationship with
improved organisational performance’. From a distributed perspective, it is the nature, form and
the impact of leadership practice that matter most of all. Knowing if, how and in what way distrib-
uted leadership practice influences organisational performance is much more important than fuel-
ling a redundant debate about informal versus formal leadership practice.

It is important however to recognise that distributed leadership is not devoid of controversy or
critique. Writes like Fitzgerald and Gunter (2008), Hargreaves and Fink (2009), Hartley (2009 and
2010) and Lumby (2013) have called into question the motivation of those espousing distributed
leadership, particularly taking a normative stance. In their collective view, distributed leadership is
little more than a palatable way of encouraging gullible teachers to do more work, a way of rein-
forcing standardisation practices, a way of reinforcing the ‘status quo’. Instead of being a more
democratic form of leadership, Hargreaves and Fink (2009) warn that distributed leadership could
simply be another, superficially attractive, mechanism for delivering top down policies. These are
important notes of caution.

Simply advocating distributed leadership without adequate consideration of exactly what is
being distributed is much more than a matter of ideological point scoring, it has real implications
for those working in schools. It is whether and how distributed leadership influences organisational
performance that matters most of all. Consequently, it is important to look at the evidence before
making any assertion, assumption or claim about distributed leadership or indeed affording it any
inherent negative or positive power. It is not and cannot be inherently insidious or dangerous. As
with any form of leadership, it is how that leadership is used or misused that is critical. Distributed
leadership cannot be friend or foe, without subscribing to anthropomorphism, so let’s return to
empirical fact.

Recent evidence shows that high performing organisations in very different sectors, engage in
distributed leadership practice in a carefully managed and strategic way (Hargreaves and Harris
forthcoming; Hargreaves et al, 2011). Such organisations build lateral and vertical teams premised
upon shared leadership and reciprocal accountability. The evidence also shows that the way that
leadership is enacted and shared within an organisation will influence its outcomes. Much also
depends upon whether those in formal leadership roles provide the opportunities for others to fulfil
and realise their full leadership potential.
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As highlighted earlier, the patterns of leadership distribution matter if improved organisational
performance is the aspiration. In their empirical work, Leithwood et al (2009) identified that under
the right conditions purposeful or planned leadership distribution can impact positively on school
performance. This purposeful or planned distribution however cannot take place without the invol-
vement and direction of the head or principal. Similarly, other evidence points towards the impor-
tance of ‘principal directed’ approaches to distributed leadership where the formal leader is the
catalyst for distributed leadership practices within the school (Hulpia and Van Geer 2011). It
remains the case that, without the active support of the formal leaders within schools, purposeful
or planned distributed leadership is unlikely to self-combust or happen randomly.

The two central messages from the empirical base are first that some patterns of distributed
leadership are more likely to contribute to positive organisational change than others and second,
that formal leadership plays a pivotal role in creating the conditions where purposeful and focused
leadership distribution is more likely to occur. The centrality of formal leadership in effective lead-
ership distribution is further reinforced by Day et al, (2011). This research study found that the
most effective heads actively and continually restructure, re-formulate and re-designed their orga-
nisation and widely distribute leadership. The study also highlighted that distributed leadership
was associated with greater involvement in leadership practice which in turn was associated with
better organisational performance and outcomes.

As noted earlier, a transatlantic research study of high performing organisations in sport, busi-
ness and education, underlines the importance of lateral and vertical collaboration in securing and
sustaining exceptional performance (Hargreaves and Harris, 2010; Harris and Hargreaves, 2013).
The evidence showed that the most effective leaders, albeit in very different sectors, actively cre-
ated and nurtured distributed leadership as a deliberate strategy for improving organisational
performance. It showed that the way leadership is distributed explains much of its subsequent
effect on organisational outcomes and that the nature and extent of the distribution is dependent
upon those in formal leadership roles. These findings are consistent with the broader empirical
evidence about distributed leadership and organisational development.

Evidence

The empirical evidence about distributed leadership is located in a number of different research
fields and intellectual traditions. Studies that offer insights into distributed leadership are located
in the literatures pertaining to school improvement; organisational change; teacher leadership and
school leadership (Harris, 2011). This research terrain is diverse drawing upon various methodo-
logical traditions and positions. However, despite the broad and miscellaneous nature of the evi-
dential base, there are some consistent messages about distributed leadership and organisational
development that are worth noting. The work of Spillane et al (2001; 2006; 2011) has shown that
it is perfectly possible to research distributed leadership practice. This rich and detailed empirical
work continues to provide the basis for much of the contemporary evidence about the nature and
effects of distributed leadership practice (Spillane, 2006; 2011, Spillane and Coburn, 2011).

In addition, there are a growing number of studies that have started to focus attention explicitly
on the potential impact of distributed leadership upon teaching and learning processes and out-
comes (Leithwood et al, 2009). These studies provide emerging evidence about the nature, form
and impact of distributed leadership practices in schools. Studies by Camburn and Han (2009),
Hallinger and Heck (2009) and Mascall and Leithwood (2009) highlight a positive relationship
between distributed leadership and certain types of student learning outcomes. In addition, there
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is increasing evidence of a positive relationship between leadership distribution and improved
organisational outcomes (Harris, 2011b; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). This evidence shows that
that broad based involvement in leadership enhances teachers’ self-efficacy and motivation (Day
et al, 2011) and generates a much higher commitment among teacher to the organisation and orga-
nisational performance (Hulpia and Van Geer, 2011; Harris and Muijs, 2009).

Evidence about high performing organisations reinforces that the formal leaders utilise all the
available talent within the organisations (Harris and Hargreaves, 2012). This is a deliberate stra-
tegic action. The empirical evidence also shows that high performing organisations create new
teams, generate flattener structures and essentially give individuals greater responsibility for their
work. Through this organisational redesign the formal leaders create opportunities for others, with
the appropriate expertise, to lead and to take responsibility for critical aspects of change and devel-
opment. The evidence also reinforces that distributed leadership has the potential to positively
influence organisational outcomes and individual performance but only under the right conditions
(Harris 2011; Landoli & Zollo, 2008).

In their extensive research, Hallinger and Heck (2009) explored the impact of system policies
on the development of distributed school leadership and school improvement. Their quantitative
analysis and results support a positive relationship between distributed leadership and the school’s
capacity to improve. They conclude that distributed leadership is an important co-effect of school
improvement processes. Their subsequent study (Heck and Hallinger, 2010) examined the effects
of distributed leadership on school improvement and growth in student math achievement in 195
elementary schools in one state over a 4-year period. Using multilevel latent change analysis, the
research found significant direct effects of distributed leadership on change in the schools’ aca-
demic capacity and indirect effects on student growth rates in math.

More recent empirical evidence shows that distributed leadership is positively correlated to the
certain conditions within the organisation, including staff morale, which in turn relates positively
to student behaviour and student learning outcomes. This study concluded that there is a connec-
tion between increased distribution of leadership roles and responsibilities and improved organisa-
tional outcomes (Day et al, 2011: 234). It was also noted that the most effective heads
progressively and selectively distributed leadership over time and that the nature of this distribu-
tion was determined by the school’s phase of development, the readiness of staff, the levels of trust
and the head’s own training, experience and leadership capability. But what exactly are the impli-
cations of this empirical evidence for school leaders?

Implications

There is an important distinction between observation and prescription. The leadership field is
already replete with formulaic solutions and neat check lists of advice that fail to deliver all they
promise. The remainder of this article will therefore offer a few observations and reflections about
the role of formal leaders within distributed leadership and will consider the challenges that face
those who choose to engage with and embrace this particular leadership approach.

Evidence highlights how those occupying formal leadership positions are increasingly recog-
nizing the limitations of existing structural arrangements to secure organisational growth and trans-
formation (Fullan, 2001; 2006, Chapman et al 2010). As a consequence, many heads and principals
are actively restructuring, realigning and redesigning leadership structures, responsibilities and
processes in their school. As school systems become more complex, diffuse and networked, the
talents of the many rather than the few will be required to respond to quickly shifting and changing
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contexts (Muijs et al, 2011). Multiple sources or points of leadership will be needed to ensure that
the individual organisation or entire system has sufficient leadership capacity to be responsive to
unpredictable change (Marchionini and Moran, 2012). Considering what we know about distrib-
uted leadership and organisational change, formal leaders in the future will need to take greater
responsibility for routinely re-designing and re-structuring their schools in order to maximise the
capacity to lead innovation and improvement. They will need to focus primarily on cultivating;
creating and supporting patterns of distributed leadership practices that are most likely to result
in improved organisational performance (Mitchell and Learmond 2010).

One thing is absolutely clear; formal leaders acting alone will not achieve school and system
transformation. Meeting the educational needs of the 21st century will require greater leadership
capability and capacity the ever before within, between and across schools. It will demand that for-
mal leaders concentrate their efforts on developing the leadership capability and capacity of others,
both in their school and other schools. But distributed leadership is not simply about creating more
leaders. The steady accumulation of more and more leaders does not equate with distributed
leadership. The issue is not one of increasing the numbers of leaders but rather one of increasing
leadership quality and capability.

The ‘so what’ of distributed leadership is the recognition that the core task of the formal leader
is to support those with the expertise to lead, wherever they reside within the organisation. It is to
judge when this expertise is needed for the development of the organisation and to engage this
expertise in an authentic and respectful way. The main challenge for formal leaders who want
better performance and better outcomes is to actively build the leadership capacity within their
organisation, so that productive change and continuous improvement can become a real possibility.
To build the leadership capacity within their school, formal leaders need to harness the collective
will, skill and leadership of all those in their organisation in a carefully sequenced way so that the
organisation, as a whole, benefits (Harris, 2011a).

As the evidence shows, exceptional organisational performance is not a random event; instead
exceptional performance is achieved through careful planning, design and ‘discipline’ (Collins and
Hansen, 2011). It requires organisational alignment, mutual understanding and flexibility, rather
than rigidity, prescription or coercion (Harris and Hargreaves, 2012). For formal leaders seeking
improved organisational performance and better outcomes the challenge is to create the conditions
where professional knowledge and skills are enhanced, where effective leadership exists, at all lev-
els, and where the entire organisation is working interdependently in the collective pursuit of better
outcomes.

But there are some challenges. Distributed leadership implies shifts in power, authority and
control. Research by Arrowsmith (2012) provides some warning signals about distributed leader-
ship from head-teachers who felt an acute sense of personal accountability and responsibility for
the school’s performance. Ultimately, those at the apex of the organisation will be judged based
on the performance of their organisation. This is a real tension and dilemma for those leaders who
feel the weight of responsibility squarely on their shoulders, alone. But as highlighted earlier, this
is no different from other sectors and organisations where individual responsibility and distributed
leadership practice are not mutually exclusive. Another challenge concerns the extent of the dis-
tribution of power and control. There are some emerging examples where ‘distributed leadership’
has been used to undermine formal authority and to negate the influence of the head (Harris,
2013). There is a ‘dark side; of distributed leadership, as with any form of leadership, if power,
influence and authority are misused or abused. While such examples are rare, it presents a real
challenge for those in formal leadership roles wishing to engage in distributed leadership practice.
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It signals the need to maintain a balance of control so that no individual or group can undermine,
disrupt or derail the efforts of formal leaders to move the organisation forward.

One final challenge concerns the importance of building relational trust so that distributed lead-
ership is authentic and is not simply delegation by another name. Successful distribution of lead-
ership depends upon the firm establishment of mutual trust —this is the glue that makes all highly
effective organisations perform at the highest level. In their research findings, Day et al (2011)
reinforce that trust is essential for the progressive and effective distribution of leadership. They
note that building and sustaining trust is a critical feature of highly effective school leaders and
that without the ability to nurture trusting relationships the potential to improve organisational
performance will be dramatically reduced.

In an era of greater accountability and ever more stringent measures of performance those in
formal leadership roles in schools face a demanding and some would argue daunting task. In the
pursuit of better outcomes for all young people, whatever their background, there are difficult
decisions to make and many potential trades-offs to be considered. Distributed leadership does
not guarantee better performance; it is not a panacea for success, it does not posses any innate
good or bad qualities, it is not friend or foe. Much depends on how leadership is distributed and
the intentions behind it. If distributed leadership is to make any difference at all, one thing is
clear- those in formal leadership positions have a substantial and integral role to play in making
it happen.

References

Ban Al-Ani AH and Bligh MC (2011) Collaborating with ‘virtual strangers’ Towards developing a framework
for leadership in distributed teams. Leadership 7: 219-249

Chapman C, Lindsay G, Muijs D, Harris A, Arweck E and Goodall A (2010) Governance, Leadership and
Management in Federations of Schools, School Effectiveness and School Improvement 22(1): 53-75

Coleman M (2012) Leadership and diversity. Educational Management Administration & Leadership 40:
592-609.

Day C, Sammons P, Leithwood K, Harris A and Hopkins D (2009) The Impact of Leadership on Pupil
Outcomes, Final Report, London: DCSF.

Camburn E and Han SW (2009) ‘Investigating connections between distributed leadership and instructional
Change’ in Harris A. Distributed Leadership: Different Perspectives, Netherlands Springer Press.

Fitzgerald T and Gunter H (2006) Teacher leadership? A new form of managerialism, New Zealand Journal of
Educational Leadership 21(2): 44-57

Fullan M (2001) Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Fullan M (2006). Turnaround Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Fullan M (2011b) The Moral Imperative Realized, Thousand Oaks CA: Corwin Press, Ontario Principals
Council, Toronto

Gronn P (2009) ‘Hybrid leadership’ in Leithwood K, Mascall B and Strauss T (eds) Distributed Leadership
According to the Evidence. London: Routledge, 17—40.

Hallinger P and Heck R (2009) ‘Distributed Leadership in Schools: Does System Policy Make a Difference?
in Harris A. Distributed Leadership: Different Perspectives. Netherlands: Springer Press.

Hartley D (2007) The emergence of distributed leadership in England: why now? British Journal of Educa-
tional Studies 55(2): 202-14.

Hartley D (2009) Education policy, distributed leadership and socio-cultural theory. Educational Review
61(2): 139-50.



Harris: Distributed Leadership 553

Hartley D (2010) Paradigms: how far does research in distributed leadership ‘Stretch’? Educational Manage-
ment, Administration & Leadership 38: 271-285.

Hargreaves A and Fink D (2009) ‘Distributed Leadership: Democracy or Delivery? in Harris A. Distributed
Leadership: Different Perspectives. Netherlands: Springer Press.

Hargreaves A, Harris A, Boyle A, Ghent K, Goodall J, Gurn A, McEwen L, Reich M and Stone Johnson C
(2010) Performance beyond expectations. London: National College for Leadership of Schools and
Children’s Services and Specialist Schools and Academies Trust.

Harris A and Muijs D (2004) Improving Schools Through Teacher Leadership. London: Oxford University
Press.

Harris A (2007) Distributed Leadership: Conceptual Confusion and Empirical Reticence International Jour-
nal of Leadership in Education 10(3): 1-11

Harris A (2008) Distributed Leadership: Developing Tomorrow’s Leaders. London: Routledge.

Harris A (2009) Distributed Leadership: Different Perspectives. The Netherlands: Springer Press.

Harris A and Jones M (2011) Professional Learning Communities in Action. London: Leannta Press.

Harris A (2011a) System improvement through collective capacity building. Journal of Educational Admin-
istration 49(6): 624-636.

Harris A (2011b) Distributed leadership: current evidence and future directions. Journal of Management
Development 30(10): 20-32.

Harris A (2013) Distributed Leadership Matters, Potential, Practicalities and Possibilities. Thousand Oaks
CA: Corwin Press.

Harris A and Hargreaves A (2013) Schools Performing Beyond Expectations. London: Routledge.

Heck R and Hallinger P (2010) Testing a longitudinal model of distributed leadership effects on school
improvement. Leadership Quarterly 21: 867-885.

Hulpia H, Devos G and Van Keer H (2011) The relation between school leadership from a distributed per-
spective and teacher’s organizational commitment. Examining the Source of the Leadership Function.
Educational Administration Quarterly 47: 728.

Leithwood K. and Jantzi D (2000) ‘The effects of different sources of leadership on student engagement in school.
In K. Riley and K. Louis (eds), Leadership For Change and School Reform. London: Routledge, 50-66.
Leithwood K and Mascall B (2008) Collective leadership effects on student achievement. Educational

Administration Quarterly 44(4): 529-561.

Leithwood K, Mascall B and Strauss T (2009a) Distributed Leadership According to the Evidence. London:
Routledge.

Leithwood K, Mascall B, Strauss T, Sacks R, Memon N and Yashkina (2009b) Distributing Leadership to
Make Schools Smarter: Taking Ego out of the System, in Leithwood K, Mascall B and Strauss T Distrib-
uted Leadership According to the Evidence. London: Routledge.

Lumby J and Morrison M (2010) Leadership and diversity: theory and research, School Leadership and
Management 30(1): 3—17.

Marchionini G and Moran B (2012) Informational Professionals 2050: Educational Possibilities and Path-
ways, University of North Carolina.

Mayrowetz D (2008) Making Sense of distributed leadership: exploring the multiple usages of the concept
in the field, Educational Administration Quarterly 44(3): 424-435.

Mitchell C and Learmond D (2010) Go Where There Be Dragons, Leadership Essentials for 2020 and
Beyond. The Conference Board Inc.

Moller J, Eggen A, Fuglestad OL, Langfeldt G, Presthus A, Skrevset S, Stjernstrom E and Vedoy G (2005)
Successful school leadership: the Norwegian case; the international successful school principalship proj-
ect. Journal of Educational Administration 43(6): 584.



554 Educational Management Administration & Leadership 41(5)

Murphy J, Smylie M and Seashore Louis K (2009) The role of the principal in fostering the development of
distributed leadership. School Leadership and Management 23: 9.

Silins H and Mulford W (2002) ‘Leadership and school results’. Second International Handbook of Educa-
tional Leadership and Administration. K. Leithwood and P. Hallinger (eds). Dordrecht, The Netherlands:
Kluwer, 561-612.

Spillane J, Halverson R and Diamond J (2001) ‘Towards a Theory of Leadership Practice: A Distributed
Perspective’. Northwestern University, Institute for Policy Research Working Article.

Spillane JP and Camburn E (2006) The Practice of Leading and Managing: The Distribution of Responsibility
for Leadership and management in the Schoolhouse. San Francisco, CA: American Educational Research
Association.

Spillane JP (2006) Distributed leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Spillane JP and Coldren AF (2011) Diagnosis and Design for School Improvement. New York, NY: Teachers
College Press.

Sharrat L and Fullan M (2009) Realization: The Change Imperative for Deepening District Wide Reform.
San Francisco, CA: Corwin Press.

Whelan F (2009) Lessons learned: How Good Policies Produce Better Schools. Bodmin, UK: MPG Books.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


