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Abstract of Dissertation 
 

The Relationship of the Dimensions of Distributed Leadership  
in Elementary Schools of Urban Districts and 

Student Achievement 
 

The school principal’s role has been expanding since the onset of the standards 

movement. No Child Left Behind, enacted in 2002, requires principals to be not only 

managers of the building and staff but also instructional leaders responsible for increasing 

student achievement. Therefore, the task of being principal has become too extensive; 

principals need to share their responsibilities. Distributed leadership is an effective way 

to facilitate the sharing of responsibilities. According to Elmore (2000) and Spillane 

(2005), it is the most effective way to create leadership throughout the school; according 

to DuFour (2005), it promotes effective professional learning communities.  

This study’s purpose was to investigate the relationship between leadership, as 

represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement at the 

elementary level in two urban school districts. Four dimensions of distributed leadership 

were investigated: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goals; (b) culture; (c) shared 

responsibility; and (d) leadership practices. Quantitative research was employed to 

determine a relationship, either positive or negative, between distributed leadership 

dimensions and student performance on statewide assessments. 

Survey research methods and descriptive statistics were used to determine the 

relationship between distributed leadership dimensions and student reading and math 

achievement in two urban districts; principals and teachers (N = 122) responded to the 

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS-1) (Gordon, 2005). Correlational analysis 
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was utilized to determine the relationship between the independent variables (distributed 

leadership dimensions) and the dependent variable (student achievement). 

The results revealed no significant relationship, either positive or negative, 

between distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement as represented in 

reading and math pass rates on statewide assessments. Conclusions from this study affect 

the study of leadership in general. In an era when researchers desire to find leadership 

practices that impact student achievement, they may influence the culture and learning 

environment of the school; however, quantitative research may not demonstrate a 

relationship with student achievement due to lack to qualitative substance. Distributed 

leadership shares the responsibility of decision making and encompasses effective 

educational strategies beyond the principal’s office, within the entire instructional 

environment. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Overview  

In this age of accountability, what is effective, accountable leadership? For 

several years, education has been under scrutiny by politicians, the media, and the public. 

The current accelerated drive for high academic standards, accompanied by high-stakes 

testing and enhanced by passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB) 

[NCLB, 2002], has underscored the need for the school principal to be a successful leader 

capable of raising the level of student academic achievement. As expectations for 

educational leaders have risen, researchers have demonstrated an increased interest in 

educational leadership practices and their relationship to student achievement. Distributed 

leadership is increasingly viewed as the leadership model for the accountability age 

(Elmore, 2000; Spillane, 2005). 

Prior to the 1990s, the work of the principal included primarily administrative or 

managerial duties. Chalker (1992) perceived a vision of educational leadership for the 

21st century when he maintained, “Educational leadership is more than a science. 

Educational leadership is analogous to directing a symphony. Input must be 

harmoniously blended to create beautiful music. School leaders for the next century must 

learn the art of conducting” (p. 9). Chalker further asserted that guiding a distributed 

leadership environment takes the art of conducting to a new level as the principal’s job 

responsibilities have increased tremendously since 1990.  

The implementation of NCLB has necessitated a dramatic change in the way the 

principal operates within a school; the principal must be an instructional leader as well as 

an administrator. This combination of responsibilities has become too broad for one 
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increased expectations, there has been increased interest in identifying leadership styles 

and approaches that can help educational leaders fulfill their expanded role. Many 

researchers have studied leadership types, styles, characteristics, and theories; however, 

until recently, it has been unclear which leadership practices school administrators should 

utilize to empower their staff and enhance academic growth. 

A leadership practice receiving considerable attention within the educational 

community is distributed leadership. The fundamental premise of distributed leadership 

disperses leadership capacity throughout the faculty, empowers teachers, and assists in 

sustaining change within the organization. Lucia (2004) described distributed leadership 

as the educational leadership practice for the 21st century. In addition, Harris (2003) 

considered “the idea of distributed leadership. . .at the cutting edge of thinking about 

leadership activity in schools” (p. 125). Also contributing to the concept, Gold (2004) 

asserted that the practice of distributed leadership links teacher leadership “with a 

school’s capacity for change and development” (p. 74).  

Although there have been many qualitative studies regarding the practice as well 

as the impact of distributed leadership, quantitative research on the effects of distributed 

leadership has been notably sparse; during this review of the literature only one 

quantitative study was revealed. Given the crucial need for effective leadership in the age 

of accountability with its increased expectations for school administration, the 

relationship between distributed leadership and student academic achievement was 

deemed worthy of investigation. Several researchers and other authors had inferred, 

without quantitative support, a link between distributed leadership and student 

achievement, but Gordon (2005) actually conducted landmark quantitative research 
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regarding distributed leadership and student achievement in Connecticut schools. There 

was a need, however, to conduct further quantitative research of the relationship between 

distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement. 

Statement of the Problem 

Research has revealed that leadership in schools significantly influences student 

achievement (Barkley, Bottoms, Feagin, & Clark, 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & 

Fink, 2006; Harris, 2004; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Waters, 

Marzano, & McNulty, 2004). The literature confirms that the principal’s leadership 

practices are critical in distributing leadership across the school building and in attaining 

substantial and sustainable levels of student achievement. A great deal of attention has 

been focused on distributed leadership and the importance of organizational culture, 

mission, vision, goals, decision making, and professional development within the 

academic environment (Allen, 2003; DuFour, 2005; Elmore, 2000).  

In fact, the University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education Center 

recently received a $4.9 million Annenberg Grant to launch a 4-year distributed 

leadership initiative in collaboration with the school district of Philadelphia (“Annenberg 

Grant,” 2006). According to DeFlaminis, the Center’s Executive Director, “distributed 

leadership is an effort to create more leaders in complex urban schools to improve 

instruction and advance student achievement” (“Annenberg Grant,” p. 1). Although 

substantial attention has been focused on distributed leadership, it is significant to note 

that the focus has been based upon qualitative research. 

Unfortunately, there has been limited quantitative research on the relationship 

between distributed leadership and student achievement. Gordon (2005) completed a 
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quantitative study identifying the critical dimensions of distributed leadership and their 

influence in predicting student performance. The study identified school culture as the 

only significant distributed leadership dimension in predicting school performance, 

whereas the school’s mission, vision, goals, shared responsibility, and leadership 

practices were not found to be significant. As a result, questions remained regarding the 

nature and strength of the relationship between the distributed leadership practices in a 

school and student achievement. This relationship was not well established and, 

therefore, required further study. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between leadership, 

as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement at the 

elementary school level in two urban school districts. Using quantitative research 

techniques, the researcher sought to build upon the results of a study conducted by 

Gordon (2005), which also examined the effect of distributed leadership on student 

achievement. This study’s primary source for related results was Gordon’s study: The 

Effect of Distributed Leadership on Student Achievement. 

Four dimensions were included in the current research: (a) school mission, vision, 

and goals; (b) school culture; (c) shared responsibility; and (d) leadership practices. 

Developing a better understanding of the relationship of leadership dimensions to student 

achievement would enable schools to (a) identify and implement leadership practices that 

improve student achievement and produce sustainable leadership throughout the system; 

and (b) recruit, select, and develop personnel to implement distributed leadership 

practices effectively. According to Gordon (2005), distributed leadership assists in 
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building leadership capacity and sustainability and positively affects student 

achievement; however, these conclusions needed further study. 

Moreover, to date no research correlating math scores to distributed leadership 

dimensions had been conducted, although other studies had investigated the impact of the 

leadership dimensions on reading scores. This study investigated the relationship between 

the distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement in both reading and math. 

Therefore, the math correlation contributes a new component to the current research.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions address the quantitative research gap revealed 

during the review of literature related to distributed leadership:  

1. What is the relationship between leadership, as represented by the distributed 

leadership dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban 

school divisions?  

2. What distributed leadership practices positively relate to student achievement? 

The null hypothesis was stated as follows: There is no relationship between distributed 

leadership dimensions and student achievement at an alpha level of .05 (Ho: r = 0). 

Statement of Potential Significance 

Because school systems are experiencing increasing pressure to produce high 

achieving students, and effective leadership in schools is one of the key forces in 

determining student achievement levels, it is valuable to understand the relationship 

between distributed leadership practices and student achievement. For example, if 

leadership, as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, were found to positively 

influence student achievement in the schools participating in this study, such leadership 
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might positively affect student achievement in other school districts as well. Comparing 

the results of this study with Gordon’s (2005) results also might yield additional useful 

knowledge. Thus, the results might be valuable in further exploration of distributed 

leadership in other school systems. Likewise, it was expected that this study would raise 

other questions about the effect of distributed leadership, such as its impact on broader 

school system performance. Consequently, the study might lead to identification of other 

research questions to advance the understanding of leadership in school systems, as well 

as other implications for the development of leadership theory and practice. 

Moreover, working in cooperation with the districts being researched, it was 

determined that a multirater feedback process could be utilized to assess distributed 

leadership practices, and a baseline of the distributed leadership practice can be provided 

to individual school principals, comparing the principals’ and teachers’ results (Bracken, 

Dalton, Jako, McCauley, & Pollman, 1997). The shared feedback data can facilitate 

administrators’ understanding of current distributed leadership practice within their 

buildings and provide the opportunity for reflective practice and continuous 

improvement. 

Finally, the General Purpose Data components of the Distributed Leadership 

Readiness Scale (DLRS) included limited demographic data and four short answer 

questions. These components of the DRLS provided greater insight regarding which 

individuals were concerned with issues at the school and what those issues were. The 

demographic data can be reviewed for additional investigation and the four questions 

requiring written responses on the General Purpose Data Sheet can be used for further 

study development (Appendix A). 
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Fullan (2001) maintained that leadership is essential for successful educational 

change. This study focused on the ways in which leadership responsibilities, for both 

principals and teachers, must be transformed to meet the NCLB accountability 

requirements for student academics in individual schools, across districts, and throughout 

state education. Harris (2004) stated, “Research evidence has consistently reinforced the 

importance of leadership in securing and sustaining important change” (p. 11). She 

further asserted, “An important blank spot concerns exactly what form or forms of 

leadership practice contribute to sustained school improvement” (p. 12). Gold (2004) 

suggested, “A study of distributed leadership is also, and indeed has to be, an opportunity 

for school improvement of ‘capacity building’ as it is referred to” (p. 76). Hargreaves and 

Fink (2006) maintained that distributed leadership is a sustainable form of leadership 

practice since it highlights emerging leadership talent and validates the leadership 

achievements of a group, not just an individual.  

From the beginning of the accountability movement, the demand for higher 

student achievement has been continuous (Gordon, 2005). In addition, the NCLB 

initiative requires all students to pass academic achievement assessments in both reading 

and math by 2014. The local school is the fundamental instructional source for NCLB’s 

holding principals and teachers accountable for student achievement. Gordon stated, 

“There is a lack of quantitative studies measuring leadership practices on school 

performance” (p. 7); Gordon asserted that further quantitative research to predict a 

school’s capacity to improve school performance would be beneficial. To validate this 

study’s problem and significance, a thorough review of the distributed leadership 

theoretical model was essential to provide further understanding of its foundation. 
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Theoretical Model 

Total Quality Management (TQM) is a management strategy that embeds 

awareness of quality in all organizational processes. W. Edwards Deming, the father of 

the TQM movement, introduced the idea of quality to businesses while working with 

Japanese management. Deming’s ideas were based on Theory Y management practices, 

which maintain that employees seek responsibility and should be given the opportunity to 

assist in solving work-related problems (Ouchi, 1981). McGregor (1960), creator of 

Theory Y, argued, “The organization is likely to suffer if it ignores” (p. 51) the individual 

worker’s needs because people committed to the organization’s objectives “will exercise 

self-direction and self-control” (p. 56). 

Theory Y is a relationship-based approach to leadership; according to Skinner, 

Fleener, Rinchiuso, Sowinski, Patel, & Frame (2003), “studies on leadership . . .  have 

found that the practice of empowering subordinates is a principle component of 

managerial and organizational effectiveness” (p. 4). Skinner et al. (2003) stated further, 

“Effective leadership processes occur when leaders and followers are able to develop 

mature leadership relationships and thus gain access to the many benefits these 

relationships bring” (pp. 8-9). 

Further adaptation of Theory Y resulted in Ouchi’s (1981) publishing Theory Z, a 

hybrid version with a more humanistic management practice. This alternate theory 

includes collective decision making and individual responsibility. In addition, as noted in 

Ouchi and Segal’s (2003) book, Making Schools Work, empowerment is a major 

component of Theory Z, as teachers participate in decision making and assume various 

leadership responsibilities, including accountability for student achievement. The 
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enactment of NCLB in the field of education has made the TQM term quality 

synonymous with accountability for student achievement. Distributed leadership 

incorporates the tenets of empowerment, shared decision making, and individual 

responsibility; leadership is distributed across the building, providing a foundation for 

effective leadership in schools. 

Effective leadership research shaped the conceptual framework for this study. 

Drucker (1954) stated, “Leadership is of utmost importance. Indeed there is no substitute 

for it” (p. 158). Multiple studies on the effects of leadership on the efficiency of 

employees have been conducted in the fields of business and education (Angelo, 2005). 

Because leadership is vital to organizations, schools need principals who can lead and 

distribute leadership effectively.   

According to Barnard’s (1938) theory of formal organization, leadership requires 

the ability to communicate, a willingness to serve, and the sharing of a common purpose. 

He also argued that leadership is not just an administrative position but can and should be 

practiced by any and every organizational member. This assertion is, in essence, the 

premise of distributed leadership: sharing the responsibility of leadership throughout the 

school building.   

Distributed leadership theory extends beyond individual responsibilities and 

positions of leadership to a practice performed throughout a social system. It involves the 

quality and relationship components of TQM, the empowerment and individual 

responsibility components of Theory Z, and the shared vision and collaboration 

components of effective leadership to construct a significant shift in thinking about 

individual leadership. An organization can implement change and sustain it for 
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continuous improvement by building leadership capacity throughout the social system 

and employing distributed leadership practices. 

Summary of the Methodology 

This research encompassed a descriptive quantitative study to investigate the 

relationship between leadership, as represented by the dimensions of distributed 

leadership, and student achievement in reading and math in Grades 3, 4, and 5 in two 

urban school divisions. In this study, principals and teachers were surveyed with regard 

to distributed leadership practices employed in their schools. A survey instrument from 

the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), the Distributed Leadership 

Readiness Scale (DLRS), was utilized. The DLRS addresses the four chief dimensions of 

distributed leadership: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goals; (b) culture; (c) shared 

responsibility; and (d) leadership practices.  

DLRS-1 surveys were distributed to elementary principals and teachers in two 

urban school systems in the mid-Atlantic region. The survey employed a 5-point Likert 

scale. The results of the survey were correlated to the student achievement levels on the 

statewide reading and math assessments given at the end of year. Using Pearson’s r, a 

correlation analysis of the relationship between the distributed leadership dimensions and 

student achievement was conducted to identify inferences reflected in the collected data 

(Toothaker & Miller, 1996). In addition, demographic information was collected 

concerning gender; ethnicity; educational degrees; years in education, district, and 

school; certification; and responsibility. In the following section, the delimitations, 

limitations, assumptions, and key terms of the study are addressed. 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

11

Delimitations 

This study included all principals from elementary sites in two urban school 

districts. Likewise, a non-random sample of five teachers at each school site was 

surveyed. Survey data were correlated with the student achievement data for each school, 

as reflected in statewide assessment tests, the results of which are available to the public 

on the Virginia Department of Education (2006) Web site, to determine whether or not 

there was a significant relationship.  

Limitations 

The initial limitation of the study lay in the fact that the population was limited to 

the principals and a non-random sample of teachers within the elementary schools of two 

urban divisions in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States during the 2006-2007 

school year. A further limitation related to the data’s being obtained through self-

reporting and the context of the variables obtained through personal perceptions rather 

than hard data; therefore, the information was dependent upon the candidness and 

truthfulness of the respondents’ answers on the survey. Finally, two specific districts’ 

elementary schools were surveyed in this study; therefore, the findings cannot be 

generalized beyond those school districts. 

Although socioeconomic status is acknowledged as a factor in student 

achievement, it was not considered in this study. Likewise, professional learning 

communities are acknowledged as a component of a distributed leadership environment. 

Professional learning communities were not a factor in this study; however, they were 

included in the review of the literature. 
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Assumptions 

The first assumption was that the dimensions of distributed leadership as 

practiced by principals could be analyzed and reported. Second, it was assumed that 

information could be obtained to determine the relationship between the dimensions of 

distributed leadership and student achievement. Finally, the assumptions for methodology 

were respected as feasibly possible. Bivariate normality was met by using a critical 

values table for Pearson’s r; however, independence was not fully met because principals 

and teachers were selected from specific schools. Therefore, a non-random sampling of 

teachers surveyed was utilized, with an adequate number of respondents, according to the 

Pearson product-moment correlation analysis formula of principals and teachers of the 

assigned schools, completed and returned the survey instrument in a timely manner 

(Toothaker & Miller, 1996).  

Definition of Key Terms  

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined: 

Culture. Hanson (2001) described school culture as a byproduct of people’s 

working together; culture develops through the blending of values, beliefs, and feelings. 

Although only visible through artifacts and symbols, culture has direct influence on 

policies that empower others.   

Distributed leadership. Harris (2002) stated, “Distributed leadership is 

characterized as a form of collective leadership in which teachers develop expertise by 

working collaboratively” (p. 11). 
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Empowerment. Miller and Miller (2001) defined empowerment “as self-direction, 

allowing teachers to take responsibility and authority for decisions that affect them” (p. 

182). 

Leadership. Spillane (2005, 2006) asserted that leadership refers to activities tied 

to the core work of the organization, designed by organizational members to influence the 

motivation, knowledge, and practices of other organizational members or understood by 

organizational members as being intended to influence their motivation.   

School leadership. Spillane, Diamond, and Jita (2003) defined school leadership 

as “the identification, acquisition, allocation, coordination, and use of the social, material, 

and cultural resources necessary to establish the condition, and use of innovation in 

teaching and learning” (p. 535). 

Sustainability. According to Zairi and Liburd, sustainability is “the ability of an 

organization to adapt to change in the business environment to capture contemporary best 

practice methods and to achieve and maintain superior competitive performance” (as 

cited in Zairi, 2002, p. 1161).  

Sustainable educational leadership. According to Hargreaves and Fink (2006), 

“sustainable educational leadership and improvement preserves and develops deep 

learning for all that spreads and lasts, in ways that do no harm to and indeed create 

positive benefit for others around us, now and in the future” (p. 17).  

Summary 

Numerous research studies have focused on leadership types, styles, 

characteristics, and theories; each has added breadth and depth to the knowledge of 

leadership skills and talents. In general, the principal has been perceived as the leader 
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within the school building, who should have the final say in school decisions and 

practices, with limited input from teachers. Additionally, the principal’s leadership 

practice can enhance leadership capacity for the school and impact student achievement 

(Barkley et al., 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2004; Leithwood 

et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2004).  

Distributed leadership is an effective practice for developing leadership strengths 

and abilities at all levels while holding everyone responsible for student achievement; it 

should not be confused with other forms of leadership (Spillane, 2005). “People 

frequently use the terms collaborative leadership, shared leadership, co-leadership, 

democratic leadership, situational leadership, and distributed leadership,” stated 

Spillane (2006, p. 22); however, the specific focus of this study was distributed 

leadership that encourages leadership capacity throughout the school. Distributed 

leadership empowers teachers; therefore, that leadership capacity permeates the 

organization, and everyone’s expertise contributes to leadership practice. Additionally, 

the distribution of leadership across school levels improves the sustainability of 

leadership capacity accordingly (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). 

This study was designed to investigate the relationship between leadership, as 

represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement in reading and 

math in elementary schools in two mid-Atlantic urban school districts. Findings are 

important as school districts and local schools analyze effective leadership practices in 

relation to increased student achievement and leadership sustainability. 

Chapter 2 of this study features a review of current literature regarding the 

theoretical model for distributed leadership, the emergent view of effective school 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

15

leadership, the role of the principal, the impact of school culture, the effects of a learning 

community, and the impact of school leadership on student achievement. Chapter 3 

provides a description of the survey, as well as information about the methodology and 

data collection procedures. Chapter 4 presents the study findings, and chapter 5 includes 

interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations related to the study results.  



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

16

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction 

The numerous responsibilities of the school principal encompass many facets of 

leadership, from managing the building and staff to being the instructional leader for the 

teachers. The literature review revealed that multiple empirical studies had been 

conducted to assess principals’ leadership styles and abilities, whereas a few had focused 

on determining the ways in which principals choose to direct their staffs. The studies 

differed with regard to research subjects, methodology, and results. Recent research on 

school leadership demonstrated that the leader’s style and practices significantly impact 

student achievement (Barkley et al., 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; 

Harris, 2004; Leithwood et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2004). In addition, Manthey (2004) 

maintained, “Leadership that matters is leadership that is sustained. Sustaining leadership 

requires a plan for distributing it to others” (p. 13).  

The aforementioned findings raised a question that needed to be addressed 

further: What leadership practices can a principal demonstrate to develop teachers who 

act cooperatively and accept responsibility for student achievement while creating an 

empowered learning community (Harris, 2002)? To understand fully how the principals 

bestow leadership practice and capacity by empowering teachers and school staff 

collectively required an examination of the related literature. This literature review 

investigated how distributed leadership empowers school personnel responsible for 

student achievement and other staff members to ensure that the school operates 

effectively. 
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Adequate review of the literature required the use of several terms during the 

investigation. Multiple terms were included in the search: distributed leadership, shared 

leadership, school leadership, organizational leadership, leadership styles, principal 

leadership, educational leadership, teacher leadership, leadership capacity, learning 

communities, culture, climate, TQM, and Theory Z. Likewise, the search necessitated 

using various search engines to locate peer-reviewed journal articles, policy reports, 

dissertations, and other scholarly publications. The Web sites included AREA, JSTOR, 

ERIC, Google, ProQuest, Lexis Nexis, EBSCO, and Educational Abstracts. Each search 

provided publications that helped the researcher develop the literature review. To gain 

more specific information, a few of the experts in distributed leadership were contacted 

through e-mail. Their responses assisted with examination of the literature and confirmed 

areas that needed to be addressed. 

Two terms are used interchangeably throughout this literature review: principal 

and administrator. The literature review on distributed leadership includes seven specific 

sections: the theoretical model for distributed leadership, the emergent view of effective 

school leadership, the role of the principal, the impact of distributed leadership on school 

culture, the effects of a learning community with regard to distributed leadership, the 

impact of distributed leadership on student achievement, and the impact of self-

assessment with regard to distributed leadership.  

Theoretical Model for Distributed Leadership 

The evolving role of the principal has required change from a top-down 

management approach to an empowering practice of leadership. In the 1950s Japanese 

automakers and electronics manufacturers championed the practice of Total Quality 
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Management (TQM) based on Deming’s theories about quality. This practice allowed the 

Japanese companies to catch up and surpass the American markets in both profits and 

market share (O'Toole, 2005). Therefore, Deming has been regarded as the “intellectual 

father of the quality movement” (Whiteley, 2006). The TQM approach is based on 

teamwork; the cultural aspect of TQM development is relative to leadership 

empowerment (Leonard & McAdam, 2002).  

TQM’s influence continued during the 1970s and 1980s, permeating throughout 

“all aspects of business and management” (Leonard & McAdam, 2002, p. 509). In 1995 

TQM was described by Powell as a “pervasive strategic force in today’s economy” (as 

cited in Leonard & McAdam, p. 509). The evolution of TQM in today’s society has 

involved major financial institutions and large corporations such as Ford and General 

Electric in the form of Six Sigma programs. According to Walton (1986), as Deming 

developed TQM he continuously perfected his 14 points for effective management and 

embraced a significant change from supervision to leadership. All of Deming’s 14 points 

focused on creating responsible, effective personnel; 7 points are specifically relevant to 

today’s educational quality: (a) create constancy of purpose for improvement of product 

and service, (b) adopt the new philosophy, (c) improve constantly and forever the system 

of production and service, (d) break down barriers between staff areas, (e) remove 

barriers to pride of workmanship, (f) institute a vigorous program of education and 

retraining, and (g) take action to accomplish the transformation (Walton). 

Based upon the fundamental concepts of McGregor’s Theory Y management 

practices, TQM maintains that employees desire responsibility and, therefore, should be 

given the opportunity to assist in solving work-related problems (McGregor, 1960). 
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McGregor, creator of Theory Y, maintained that employees are likely to undertake 

greater responsibility and exercise self-control and self-direction when “they are 

committed to” (p. 56) an organization’s objectives; if employees are not committed, the 

organization suffers. This belief initiated a new view of relationship-based leadership 

principles.  

Gibb, the originator of the term distributed leadership, based his view of a 

relationship-based approach to leadership within and across an organization on TQM in 

1954 (as cited in Gronn, 2000). As principals have recognized that they cannot do it all, 

they have found it necessary to adopt new leadership models. Distributed leadership has 

emerged in the educational environment as it incorporates the tenets of quality, 

organizational goals, employee participation in continuous improvement at all levels, and 

consistency of purpose, that is, culture. High levels of student achievement represent the 

standard for schools in ensuring a high-quality education for students.  

Therefore, administrators must spread fundamentals of leadership across the 

school to empower teachers in working toward continuous improvement in educational 

quality (Fitzgerald, 2004). Ouchi (1981) postulated that Theory Y assumed “people are 

fundamentally hard-working, responsible, and need only to be supported and 

encouraged” (p. 59). In Theory Z, Ouchi extended TQM to include empowerment. 

Skinner et al. (2003) stated, “Studies on leadership . . . have found that the practice of 

empowering subordinates is a principle component of managerial and organizational 

effectiveness” (p. 4). Skinner et al. added, “Effective leadership processes occur when 

leaders and followers are able to develop mature leadership relationships and thus gain 

access to the many benefits these relationships bring” (pp. 8-9). 
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The foundation of Theory Z is trust; trust building requires leaders to be open and 

honest with their personnel and anticipates that the employees will reciprocate (Ouchi, 

1981). Ouchi maintained, “Each person and each group within an organization is indeed 

like an organ in the body” (p. 168); for the organization to function well each organ must 

operate effectively. Working with Cooper, Segal, and DeRoche, Ouchi led a study of 223 

schools in six cities. The study, which was funded by the National Science Foundation, 

included two objectives:  

Our study has two goals: first, to create a base of empirical data on the 

organization of large districts and second, to test the proposition that among these large 

organizations as among large businesses, decentralization will be associated with higher 

performance both in student achievement and in administrative intensity at the central 

office. (Ouchi, Cooper, Segal, & DeRoche, 2002, p. 4)  

The 2001-2002 qualitative case study by Ouchi et al. (2002) compared analyses of 

central office budgets, accountability systems, and organizational structures of 232 

schools in Edmonton (Canada), Seattle, and Houston with schools in New York, Los 

Angeles, and Chicago. The researchers also analyzed standardized test scores, graduation 

rates, and other student performance measures. They used structured and unstructured 

interviews and visited several classrooms to eliminate the “expert/key informant” 

concern. The researchers found that high-performing schools had decentralized 

management systems in which everyone at the school level shared the responsibility for 

student performance. Conversely, Ouchi and Segal (2003) found that low-performing 

schools were controlled by central office mandates for school practices, including 

budgets and hiring. The validity of this research was enhanced by the researchers’ use of 
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the weighted student formula. This budgetary tool included most of the NCLB categories: 

non-English speaking students, students from low-income backgrounds, and special 

needs students; the only NCLB category excluded from analysis was ethnicity. 

Limitations of the study by Ouchi et al. (2002) included the following: (a) the 

intended sample was expected to display dramatically different types of organization, (b) 

some schools were not considered because it was difficult to acquire permission to visit 

those schools, and (c) all of the districts studied were large. Although a researcher 

technically cannot generalize findings from a qualitative study, the authors inferred that 

the results could apply to other large districts. Teacher, staff, and student empowerment 

was found to be a critical component in schools’ high academic performance, a finding 

that reinforced Ouchi’s Theory Z. Empowerment was found to be a significant 

component of distributed leadership, which develops human capacity and leadership 

throughout the building. 

Deming’s TQM and Ouchi’s Theory Z provide the theoretical foundation for 

distributed leadership, which necessitates the decentralization of leadership and builds 

organizational capacity by creating collective leadership. Empowering teachers to 

develop leadership expertise while working collaboratively with the building’s principal 

and each other maximizes human and leadership capacity in an educational setting and 

sustains continuous improvement. To achieve student academic growth and develop 

greater leadership capacity, the principal must adapt his or her role for the era of 

accountability. Everyone within the school walls will feel the effect of enhanced 

leadership capacity distributed across the learning institution.  
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Distributed leadership extends beyond an individual or position of leadership to 

authority allocated throughout the social system. It includes the quality and relationship 

components of TQM, the empowerment and individual responsibility components of 

Theory Z, and the shared vision and collaboration components of effective leadership; 

these components are needed to construct a significant shift in thinking about individual 

leadership. This shift progresses from the previously accepted wisdom of the “Great 

Man” traits or characteristics, situational leadership, charismatic leadership, and 

transactional-transformational leadership to the notion of building leadership capacity 

within the organization through distributed leadership practices. Jaworski (1996) 

observed that leaders develop and deploy leadership capacity by sensing and recognizing 

the patterns of change and conveying that awareness and knowledge to others. His 

concept of synchronicity promoted the development of leadership capacity to encourage 

the collective potential of an organization working to shape its future. Further review of 

effective school leadership is presented in the next section. 

The Emergent View of Effective School Leadership 

In conjunction with Theory Z’s serving as the theoretical model for this study, 

effective school leadership functions as the conceptual framework. School leadership has 

become a focal point of attention due to the increased demands placed on the principal 

and the school staff in this age of accountability. Previously, school leadership was 

considered a one-person job with centralized power; however, school leadership capacity 

is being extended beyond the boundaries and limitations of an individual. According to 

the Southern Regional Education Board, the leadership of a school makes a difference; 

therefore, schools must find the best way for building leadership capacity (Barkley et al., 
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2002). Multiple studies have included research on the fundamental elements of 

educational leadership, including personal behaviors and leadership style. What has been 

discovered is that the core of educational leadership seeks “to align people behind a 

vision and inspire them to make that vision a reality” (Vasudevan & John, 2004, p. 2). 

This notion is particularly critical at a time of significant change with today’s educational 

accountability initiatives. In an attempt to adjust to the accelerated change, the principal’s 

leadership role is evolving, and the view of school leadership is transforming. The 

emerging view of the principalship, from a managerial hierarchy to instructional 

leadership, and ultimately to facilitation of a distributed leadership environment, is 

examined in this portion of the literature review. 

Traditionally, the principal has been perceived as a manager who handles the day-

to-day operations that occur within the school environment. On a daily basis, principals 

deal with phone calls from parents, teacher inquiries and disagreements, paperwork, 

budget issues, and various other managerial responsibilities. The historic school design 

has been that of a top-down bureaucratic institution, with teachers at the bottom and 

principals at the top of the policymaking chain. Shellard (2003) stated that the 

administrative role of the principal was built on the fundamental concept of one-person 

leadership and that leadership long has been synonymous with management. 

With the accountability movement, however, the concept of leadership with 

regard to schools is emerging; leadership is no longer perceived to be the same as 

management (Lashway, 1998). In the past, a strong top-down leader who firmly took 

charge, pointed out the direction to move, and led the way was considered to be an 

effective principal (Lashway). A new focus on higher student achievement has compelled 
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principals to play a more comprehensive, critical role as instructional leaders (Cotton, 

2003). Principals must work to create a positive, dynamic workplace for teachers, who 

will develop learning environments that are essential for high achievement of all students. 

Although instructional leadership is currently perceived to be the principal’s most 

important responsibility, his or her management responsibilities usually leave too little 

time to fulfill effectively the instructional leadership role (Shellard, 2003). Frequently, 

administrators are overwhelmed by their daily management responsibilities, and their 

opportunities for instructional leadership become limited. Yet, a principal’s leadership is 

the key in providing an effective learning environment (Allen, 2003), and contemporary 

principals must understand the fundamentals of the essential role as an instructional 

leader (DuFour, 2005).   

Members of the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) 

discussed the characteristics of quality leadership in their profession (Ferrandino, 2002), 

after which they developed a public statement of six standards they desired principals to 

attain. Standard One placed instructional leadership at the center of everything a principal 

must do. This ranking prioritized student and professional staff learning above all the 

other responsibilities of the principal.  

The responsibilities inherent in the instructional leadership role include ensuring 

the quality of instruction, modeling effective teaching practices, supervising curriculum 

development, and ensuring the quality and availability of teaching resources (Portin, 

2004). In this role, principals also must direct their teachers to seek and use instructional 

strategies that will assist their students to master academic standards; adhering to this 

direction necessitates considerable learning on the part of the teachers (Lashway, 1998). 
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Academic standards are not simply instructional goals but bureaucratic mandates that 

students acquire mastery as a criterion factor for a school’s accountability determination.  

Because academic standards are the basis for statewide assessments, there is 

pressure on teachers to ensure their students pass the statewide tests. Therefore, teachers 

may choose to overuse practice skill drills necessary for test success rather than 

implement their well-crafted lessons (Lashway, 1998). To ensure that teachers’ 

instructional practices remain current and that well-crafted lessons are taught, principals 

must embrace the role of instructional leader within the building. 

Because principals’ roles and responsibilities have changed, their leadership 

practices must change, as well. The previous principal mantra of “I must do it all myself” 

must be replaced with “together all things are possible” (Riggins-Newby, 2004). The new 

understanding that principals cannot do it all poses many questions: for example, how can 

increased teacher leadership be accomplished, and what type of authority should be 

allocated?  

This change of focus has directed educational leaders such as Elmore, a professor 

of Educational Leadership at Harvard University, to promote enhancing the capacity of 

building administrators and teachers to meet the goal of high student achievement by 

implementing a distributed leadership model. Elmore (2000) maintained,  

The job of administrative leaders is primarily about enhancing the skills and 

knowledge of the people in the organization, creating a common culture of 

expectations around the use of skills and knowledge, holding the various pieces of 

the organization together in a productive relationship with each other, and holding 

individuals accountable for their contributions to the collective results. (p. 15) 
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Elmore (2002) further explained that distributed leadership assists educators by 

making them more aware of the connection between their own instructional practices and 

student learning and accountability measures. Distributed leadership has been described 

as a model in which “decision-making responsibility, accountability, and authority . . . 

including the control of some resources. . . . are placed within the individual subdivisions 

and units” (Myrsiades, 2001, p. 798). In this type of environment the principal must be 

the facilitator of the school’s distributed leadership practice.  

Lindsay (as cited in Shellard, 2003) asserted that principals should be cognizant 

of their schools’ complexities and use their knowledge for the implementation of 

distributed leadership in their schools. Lindsay (2001) also maintained, 

Good principals work in collaborative masses knowing that they can’t control 

everything—especially people. . . . The principal’s work demands re-assigning 

ideas, re-inventing solutions, re-interpreting theories, recommitting energies, and 

remembering and honoring the history of a place. . . . The wise and energized 

principal knows all of these things can only happen in concert with others—

distributive leadership. (Distributing Leadership, ¶ 1)  

New policies and practices must be put in place to provide building administrators 

(a) the training necessary to be effective distributive leaders and (b) the right to make 

decisions concerning the structure of instructional leadership in their buildings as well as 

the ways in which the leadership will be evaluated (Archer, 2004).  

Another important issue is the sustainability of effective leadership practices. 

According to Hargreaves and Fink (2006), Lester Brown coined the term sustainability. 

Early in the 1980s, Brown, founder of the Worldwatch Institute, maintained, “A 
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sustainable society as one that is able to satisfy its needs without diminishing the 

opportunities of future generations to meet theirs” (as cited in Hargreaves & Fink, p. 16). 

The term, however, has multiple connotations; Zairi and Liburd stated in 2001 that it is 

“the ability of an organization to adapt to change in the business environment to capture 

contemporary best practice methods and to achieve and maintain superior competitive 

performance” (as cited in Zairi, 2002, p. 1161). Educational leaders must adapt to the 

educational change demanded by the mandates of NCLB to ensure meaningful learning 

for all, students and staff alike. Sustainable educational leadership is required: leadership 

that spreads and lasts, in ways that does no harm and indeed creates positive benefits for 

all, now and in the future (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). 

Finally, the emerging model for an effective principal has evolved from being a 

manager to including instructional leadership and, currently, to facilitating a culture of 

high-level student achievement. The facilitative proficiencies of the principal must be 

present emerge when directing a school with distributed leadership to assist in guidance 

and decision making, just as the view of educational leadership is transforming. 

Fundamental leadership components affected by distributed leadership are addressed in 

the continued review of literature. 

The Roles of the Principal 

Given the current accountability movement, it is difficult to predict how schools 

of the 21st century will differ from those in the past; however, it is certain that schools 

require a new form of leadership. One of the emerging forms of leadership is distributed 

leadership (Spillane, 2006). Development of this form of leadership requires that the role 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

28

of principal include political and facilitator proficiencies to develop leadership capacity 

throughout the school. The following sections provide insight into these principal roles.  

Political expert. Principals are expected to have the mastery-level knowledge 

necessary to be politically savvy in dealing with their communities and businesses while 

serving as strong instructional leaders; to be able to manage finances, curriculum, 

discipline, and other school operations; and to facilitate distributed leadership teams and 

their decisions. Successful distributed leadership guidance requires concentrated and 

strategic thought and implementation (Anthes, 2005).  

Anthes (2005), in an Education Commission of the States report, explored the 

leadership standards developed by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC), the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), the 

Education Leaders Constituent Council (ELCC), the Southern Regional Education Board 

(SREB), and the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL). He 

reviewed these standards to assess the extent to which district leaders were prepared, the 

function of distributed leadership, and the culture of schools and the district.  

Similarly, Hale and Moorman (2003) asserted that a consensus is developing that 

hierarchical leadership in schools will not work in the age of accountability; the 

leadership required has many names and forms including distributed leadership. Hale and 

Moorman contended that principals must lead student learning, know curriculum content, 

guide teachers to better instructional practices, analyze student data, and encourage 

leadership practices outside the classroom. The role of the successful principal is 

emerging to encompass familiarity with school and instructional practices to improve 

student learning, bring about positive change by working with teachers, provide the 
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support necessary for teachers to implement successful instructional practices, and guide 

teachers whose students are high performing to share with others and become leaders 

(Hale & Moorman). Based upon a national perspective, Hale and Moorman provided a 

succinct overview of ways that preparation and professional development programs 

should refocus their attention in developing the role of the principal.  

Another characteristic of a principal’s political proficiency is the ability to 

communicate a vision and create buy-in with teachers. Leadership research by Kouzes 

and Posner (1989) acknowledged that leaders enable others to act by incorporating a 

process that inspires a shared vision, fosters collaboration, models expected behaviors, 

and encourages the heart through appreciation of effort. Likewise, Senge’s (1990) The 

Fifth Discipline outlined five disciplines of a learning organization: encouraging personal 

mastery, reflecting upon mental models, creating shared vision, transforming team 

learning, and employing systems thinking. These groundbreaking researchers and others 

demonstrated the need for effective leadership and noted specific behaviors that leaders 

should employ. These leadership concepts have moved into the educational environment; 

at the school level, leadership influences overall school effectiveness and, consequently, 

student achievement. Advancing the model of administrative leadership, Jantzi and 

Leithwood (1996) defined six dimensions critical to leadership practice: (a) identifying 

and articulating a vision, (b) fostering the acceptance of group goals, (c) providing 

individual support, (d) ensuring intellectual stimulation, (e) providing an appropriate 

model, and (f) setting forth high performance expectations (pp. 514-515).   

Because many traits overlap between the political and facilitator proficiencies of a 

principal, the roles appear interchangeable in certain circumstances. Nevertheless, it is 
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necessary to describe the role of facilitator; this information is presented in the next 

section. 

Facilitator. The National College for School Leadership (NCSL) conducted a 

case study research project (Macbeath, Oduro, & Waterhouse, 2004) that included 11 

schools in the United Kingdom (Essex, Suffolk, and Hertfordshire) to investigate the 

practical implications of distributed leadership. Data were collected from 302 teachers 

and 11 headmasters through questionnaires, shadowing, and interviews. The NCSL 

report, Distributed Leadership in Action, stated that an environment of distributed 

leadership interjects the necessity of the principal’s relinquishing the role of ultimate 

decision maker and trusting others to make the best decisions for specific situations 

(Macbeath et al.). Likewise, the report concluded that dimension of facilitator should be 

added to the role of principal: facilitator; principals must be active in serving as 

consultant, commander, and consensus developer. Being proactive in these areas helps 

principals know when to direct, intervene, or stand back. The NCSL data triangulation 

reinforced the reliability and validity of the findings; however, this qualitative study 

would have been enhanced with a quantitative link to the effectiveness of the distributed 

leadership practice.  

Additionally, Elmore’s (2000) paper, Building a New Structure of School 

Leadership, focused on “the imperatives of public school leadership and the demands 

standards-based accountability place upon it” (p. 3). Elmore maintained that to create a 

successful distributed leadership environment two main tasks are required of the 

principal:  
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1. Describing the ground rules, which leaders of various kinds would have to 

follow in order to engage in large scale improvement; and,  

2. Describing how leaders of various kinds in various roles and positions would 

share responsibility in a system of large scale improvement. (p. 19) 

To accomplish these two main tasks, Elmore (2000) asserted, principals require 

additional expertise related to every facet of their job: (a) enhancement of skills and 

knowledge of the staff, (b) creation of a common culture, (c) fostering the use of the 

skills and knowledge, (d) attainment of productive relationships among the multiple 

components in schools, and (e) shared accountability for individual contributions toward 

the collective result. These distributed leadership practices conflict with hierarchical or 

autonomous settings, which espouse ambiguous goals and values (Elmore). 

Elmore (2000) also maintained, however, that there are challenges for a 

distributed leadership principal. The principal must delegate responsibilities and authority 

for instructional guidance and direction, increase decision-making capability to include 

what to do and how to do it well, and ensure that decision making is comprehensively 

directed toward the enhancement of student learning. According to Elmore, the 

foundation of distributed leadership focuses on five principles: 

1. The purpose of leadership is the improvement of instructional practices and 

performance, regardless of the role; 

2. Instructional improvement requires continuous learning; 

3. Learning requires modeling;  
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4. The roles and activities of leadership flow from the expertise required for 

learning and improvement, not from the formal dictates of the institution; 

and, 

5. The exercise of authority requires reciprocity of accountability and capacity. 

(pp. 20-21) 

Since Elmore’s (2000) study, administrators have embraced the trustworthiness of 

his findings and transferred the fundamentals to their settings. Nevertheless, this 

qualitative study would have been enhanced with a quantitative link to the effectiveness 

of the distributed leadership practice.  

As a facilitator, the principal should incorporate the routine of reflection. In 

groundbreaking research on distributed leadership, Spillane, Hallett, and Diamond (2003) 

studied the leadership activities that enable leaders to review their practice reflectively 

and analytically. The researchers maintained that leadership is neither a person nor a 

group; however, the practice of distributed leadership, with a focus on student academic 

achievement, affects everyone in the school. Their distributed leadership study was a 4-

year longitudinal qualitative study focusing on leadership, which was conducted in eight 

Chicago public elementary schools. Spillane et al. studied instructional leadership 

through interviews and observations of 84 teachers in eight schools. They concluded that 

leadership performance is not related solely to an individual’s skill and knowledge; 

however, it is correlated to situations and the requirements of each activity.  

The study’s underlying assumption was that school leadership is critical for 

change in teachers’ instructional practices (Spillane, Hallett, and Diamond, 2003). The 

researchers applied two types of coding. First, during the data analysis, they focused on 
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coding three attributes: (a) who and what, (b) influence with regard to instruction, and (c) 

identification of the influential leader. Second, they coded the data to reflect economic 

capital, cultural capital, human capital, structural capital, and demographics. Their 

examination found that the instructional leader role of the principal in fact motivates, 

enables, and supports teachers’ efforts to learn about and change their instructional 

practices. This seminal study established the groundwork for distributed leadership in 

schools; however, it was limited by the numbers of participants and the need for 

additional verification. Therefore, Spillane continued his work with the National Science 

Foundation and the Spencer Foundation in the Chicago school system ultimately to 

include 13 schools. Although, this qualitative study provided rich data, it could have been 

enhanced with a quantitative link to the effectiveness of the distributed leadership 

practice. 

Expanding further upon the facilitator role of the principal, Lovely (2005) stated 

that the functions of leadership in high-achieving schools bear resemblance to a spider’s 

web, with principals’ drawing the lines to match teacher leaders to specific roles and to 

match jobs to teachers’ interests and abilities. Basing her article on DuFour’s (2005) 

literature and her own work in the field on professional learning communities, Lovely 

compared the principal’s role to a basketball team, where success is not measured by an 

individual’s performance but by the way the team plays the game or season together. In a 

distributed leadership environment, the responsibility for success flows throughout the 

halls of the schools; the sources of action are the leadership teams the principal has put in 

place as well as the individuals with whom responsibilities have been shared. 
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As the new proficiencies of the principal have emerged, the role of the principal 

has been transformed from that of the past. Principals with political and facilitative 

proficiencies assist teachers and teams in guiding the leadership of the school. Distributed 

leadership practice and direction influence many other areas: the culture of the school, the 

entire learning community, and student achievement. Further development of these areas 

of focus follows in this review of literature. 

The Impact on School Culture 

 The culture of an organization develops from the social system within it. Hanson 

(2001) stated that school culture is a byproduct of people’s working together, asserting 

that culture forms around the blending of values, beliefs, and feelings. Although culture is 

visible only through artifacts and symbols, it directly influences policies that empower 

others.   

Essentially, the social system of distributed leadership built on mutual trust affects 

all stakeholders. Getting people involved and sharing ideas can be problematic; any 

suspicion can erode the school’s culture. According to the aforementioned National 

College for School Leadership (NCSL) report, distributed leadership necessitates a 

mutual trust goal as it matures and evolves into “cultural distribution” throughout the 

staff (Macbeath et al., 2004, p. 44). This process includes a moral imperative to be 

willing to put oneself in other people’s shoes and treat others with integrity (Macbeath et 

al., 2004).   

Anthes’ (2005) review of effective educational leadership for an Education 

Commission of the States (ECS) report included analysis of information from multiple 

states. With regard to effective leadership, Anthes found there was a need for leaders to 
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create school cultures that engage teachers in meaningful ways; engage the community 

and parents in meaningful ways; and focus and align school improvement strategies that 

create a culture of learning for all members of the community—students, parents, 

teachers, and principals (p. 7). 

Incorporated into Anthes’ (2005) report were many resources, ranging from 

policy papers on leadership to research journal articles. Although the research was based 

“on the findings of a MetLife survey of teachers, principals, parents, and students on the 

quality of school leadership in their buildings and communities” (p. 8), this reviewer 

found that these positive traits of organizational culture had been highlighted in many 

other reports and reviews of school culture, for example, the McREL meta-analysis 

(Waters et al. 2004). 

Elmore (2000) agreed that the goal of improved instruction and a common 

framework for ensuring improved instruction represents the underpinning of a school’s 

culture, and, therefore, declared that distributed leadership is different from other forms 

of school leadership. In his highly acclaimed paper, Building a New Structure of School 

Leadership, Elmore reported the following key concepts for disseminating culture within 

a school:  

1. Respect, defined as listening to and valuing the views of others;  

2. Personal regard, defined as intimate and sustained personal relationships that 

undergird professional relationships;  

3. Competence, defined as capacity to produce desired results in relationships 

with others; and  

4. Personal integrity, defined as truthfulness and honesty in relationships.  
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\Without these key concepts in place, Lovely (2005) maintained, distributed leadership 

will not function as a true leadership model, but as a “flavor of the month.” 

As noted in the previous section regarding the roles of the principal, Spillane, 

Hallett, and Diamond (2003) completed an important study of distributive leadership. 

They asserted, “Teachers most often construct administrators as leaders because of their 

cultural capital or interactive style, rather than their human or economic capital” (¶ 3). 

Their findings from the data gathered in the Distributed Leadership Project established 

the groundwork for distributed leadership’s effect on the cultural capital of a school. 

Cultural capital and interactive style are important because they provide the keystone for 

teacher perception of the principal’s leadership.  

Kannapel and Clements (2005) completed another essential study for the Prichard 

Committee for Academic Excellence, studied eight Kentucky elementary schools using 

project researchers who interviewed team members and principals. The researchers 

focused their qualitative case study on the fundamental characteristics of high-

performing, high-poverty schools that contribute to student achievement and practices. 

They also differentiated these schools from low-performing schools or schools with large 

achievement gaps and then examined specific factors that might be connected with school 

success. They found the following common characteristics of high-performing, high-

poverty schools: (a) a school-wide ethic of high-expectations for faculty, staff, and 

students; (b) caring, respectful relationships; (c) strong academic, instructional focus; (d) 

systems for assessing individual students on a regular basis; (e) collaborative decision 

making led by nonauthoritarian principals; and (f) teacher recruitment, hiring, and 

assignment strategies (Kannapel & Clements, p. 14). 
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Each of the characteristics of high-performing, high-poverty schools exhibited 

qualities of a distributed leadership culture as well as a professional learning community, 

thereby bolstering the research on effective schools (Kannapel & Clements, 2005). 

Although the research involved a limited number of elementary schools in Kentucky, it is 

not difficult to infer transferability to similar elementary schools across the states or to 

secondary schools.  

Initially, there were 26 schools eligible for Kannapel and Clements’ (2005) study; 

eight were chosen based on specific criteria of poverty and achievement. Researchers 

visited each school and interviewed audit team members and the principals. The results 

were compared to a previous audit of eight low-performing schools. A possible limitation 

of the research relates to whether or not the criteria for poverty levels were the same, 

which the report does not address. 

Likewise, in a meta-analysis of school leadership for McREL, Waters et al. 

(2004) reviewed more than 5000 studies conducted over a 30-year period. They found 

that culture, defined as fostering “shared beliefs and a sense of community and 

cooperation” (p. 4), was a significant leadership responsibility and practice in relation to 

student achievement. Analysis of studies since the early 1970s revealed that 70 of the 

5000 met specific criteria for (a) design, (b) controls applied, (c) way in which the data 

were analyzed, and (d) accuracy in the following areas: quantitative student achievement 

data; student achievement measured with standardized, norm-referenced tests or some 

other objective measure of achievement; student achievement as the dependent variable; 

and, teacher perceptions of leadership as the independent variable (Waters et al., p. 2). 
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The findings from the meta-analysis data demonstrated “a substantial relationship 

between leadership and student achievement” (Waters et al., 2004, p. 3) and identified 21 

leadership responsibilities with significant correlations (see Table 1). Limitations were 

inherent in the McREL meta-analysis. First, the basis of the study was previous research 

data that were not original to the McREL researchers; although specific criteria were 

applied, the inferences could be inconsistent with the original results. Second, because 

meta-analysis consists of a review and summation of previous studies, it is only as good 

as the combined research in the meta-analysis.  

The McREL study (Waters et al. 2004) generated a significantly positive .29 

correlation between school culture and student achievement, indicating that school 

culture fundamentally impacts student achievement and that it is central to a distributed 

leadership environment. The McREL meta-analysis was predicated on the concept that 

effective leaders understand how to advocate change while respecting and protecting a 

constructive cultural norm. In facilitating a distributed leadership organization, the 

principal must respect the school’s constructive cultural norm while developing a culture 

that shares responsibility for student learning, cultivates a learning community, and 

encourages cooperation and collaboration.  

Table 1 presents the McREL meta-analysis results, which identify the principal’s 

leadership responsibilities. 
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Table 1. McREL Meta-Analysis Results: Principal Leadership Responsibilities  

   

Responsibilities  

Avg. 

R 

N  
(schools) 

N 
(studies) 

95%  

CI 

Culture .29 709 13 .23-.37 

Order  .26 456 17 .17-.35 

Discipline .24 397 10 .14-.33 

Resources .26 570 17 18-.34 

Curriculum, instruction, assessment .16 636 19 .08-.24 

Focus .24 1109 30 .18-.29 

Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, assessment .24 327 8 .13-.35 

Visibility .16 432 11 .06-.25 

Contingent rewards .15 420 7 .05-.24 

Communication .23 245 10 .10-35 

Outreach .28 478 14 .19-.35 

Input .30 504 13 .21-.38 

Affirmation .25 345 7 .14-.35 

Relationship .19 497 12 .10-.24 

Change agent .30 479 7 .22-.38 

Optimizer .20 444 9 .11-.29 

Ideals or beliefs .25 526 8 .17-.33 

Monitors or evaluates .28 1071 30 .23-.34 

Flexibility .22 151 2 .05-.37 

Situational awareness .33 91 5 .11-.37 

Intellectual stimulation .32 321 5 .22-.42 

(Waters et al., 2004, p. 4) 
 

 

Many principal responsibilities have changed from the managerial tasks necessary 

for overseeing the organization to a myriad of leadership roles, which include being a 

change agent and creating an environment where relationships, situational awareness, and 

intellectual stimulation are valued. Transformation of the principal’s responsibilities 
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necessitates change in the school’s culture. Because of these factors, the implementation 

of a new type of leadership is required.  

Implementation of distributed leadership affects not only the principal’s 

proficiencies and the school’s culture but also the learning community. The influence of 

distributed leadership on the professional learning community within a school is 

addressed in subsequent sections of the review of related literature.  

The Effects on a Learning Community 

In addition to influencing the role of the principal and the culture of the school, 

distributed leadership influences the school’s professional learning community. The 

professional learning community within the school is not just the environment for 

students; it also encompasses the social, collaborative environment of the teachers and 

administrators, including their ability to adopt effective change strategies to meet 

growing accountability movement demands. The National College for School Leadership 

report maintained that, as schools become professional learning organizations, the 

capacity to manage change is sustained by joint action, collaboration, and the shared 

intelligence of a learning community (Macbeath et al., 2004). A professional learning 

community is a very effective component of distributed leadership; however, it is 

addressed in this study only as a topic important to the research.  

Silins, Mulford, and Zarins (2002) examined the nature of organizational learning, 

concentrating on leadership practices and processes in Australian schools. Their 

hypothesis was that “organizational learning provides the conditions that support the 

continual improvement of a restructuring school’s overall performance and that these 

conditions are positively related to the level of total leadership that exists in the 
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organization” (Silins et al., p. 622). Drawing from the Leadership for Organizational 

Learning and Student Outcomes (LOLSO) project teacher database, the researchers 

reviewed responses to an Australian Research Council questionnaire. The questionnaire 

asked secondary teachers to identify all leadership sources and the strength of their 

influence in the school. A second questionnaire was given to students to determine the 

effect of teachers on students’ academic performance. The questionnaire included 12 

leadership categories, each of which defined a concept of distributed leadership; the total 

leadership score represented both the principal’s leadership and distributed leadership. 

Reliability estimates for the scales on the questionnaire were calculated using Cronbach’s 

alpha; high coefficients of reliability were calculated, ranging from.74 to .92.  

The LOLSO survey data were obtained from 2,503 Year-10 teachers and their 

principals, as well as 3,508 Year-10 students, from 96 South Australian and Tasmanian 

high schools. The study investigated the nature and strength of interrelationships among 

nine variables placed into three categories: “school context variables (SES, school 

profile), internal school variables (leader, active leadership, distributed leadership, 

organizational learning, teachers’ work), and student outcomes variables (participation, 

engagement)” (Silins et al., 2002, p. 625). The research highlighted various school-level 

factors associated with leadership, organizational learning, and student outcomes. Of the 

nine variables, three emerged as direct predictors of organizational learning: leader (p = 

.30), active leadership (p = .36), and distributed leadership (p = .36). The leader variable 

exhibited the strongest indirect effect on organizational learning.  

Moreover, the results of the study by Silins et al. (2002) revealed that 

organizational learning was the only direct predictor of teachers’ work; however, it 
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mediated indirect leader effects and indirect active leadership effects to a lesser degree. 

Limitations of the study included (a) the lack of availability of thorough school-level data 

to allow for complete nesting of the variables and (b) aggregation bias due to the 

relationship between teachers’ work and student measures. A quantitative study of the 

relationship between distributed leadership and student achievement may have generated 

further implications from this study and garnered more applicable data.  

According to Spillane and Thompson (1997), reconstruction of a school’s 

professional learning community requires many teachers to unlearn much of what they 

know about collegial relationships and to focus on new, reconstructive learning. This 

transformation requires “sustained, honest, substantive interaction” with colleagues 

concerning new strategies, techniques, and curriculum (Spillane & Thompson, p. 186). 

Spillane and Thompson’s research with the local education agencies of nine districts 

identified three areas of capital that were positively affected by local capacity to meet the 

demands of learning in the current wave of instructional reform: human capital, social 

capital, and financial resources. They maintained that the complicated interaction 

between human capital and social capital needed to be explored. Necessary instructional 

leadership decisions include the allocation of proper staffing, time, and materials 

(Spillane & Thompson). 

Elmore (2000) opined that improvement in a distributed leadership environment 

occurs through the social learning within the organization, not through the 

experimentation and discovery of a few individuals in isolation. Distributed leadership 

fundamentally creates professional learning communities, where social learning toward 

the goal of improved instructional strategies and shared expertise becomes genuine and 
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appreciated. As previously noted, Elmore’s view of improvement was based on the 

culture of “learning to do the right thing” (p. 25). To create a high-functioning learning 

community, an administrator must facilitate the practice of communication in a 

nonthreatening and supportive environment where criticism and judgment are minimal, 

yet accountability is essential. 

To sustain continued school improvement, DuFour and Eaker (1998), authors of 

Professional Learning Communities at Work, provided insight into the steps or practices 

necessary to transform a school into a learning community. The school of the 21st century 

must look to each member of the collective staff to determine how to help each individual 

student reach a successful academic goal. To achieve this ideal the climate of the school 

should demonstrate the following characteristics of a professional learning community: 

Shared mission, vision, and values; 

Collective inquiry; 

Collaborative teams; 

Action orientation and implementation; and, 

Continuous improvement. (DuFour & Eaker, pp. 25-28) 

DuFour and Eaker’s (1998) analysis of professional learning communities provided a 

framework for developing school-wide leadership roles. Working to increase student 

achievement is the foundation of the framework, and all collaboration and professional 

growth opportunities focus on successful student learning. 

In a school with distributed leadership where teachers learn together in 

professional learning communities and share expertise and knowledge, the role of the 

principal is facilitative, and trust is the central element for the school’s culture. 
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Nevertheless, research on professional learning communities is not reflected in this study. 

Based on the literature, the researcher assumes that distributed leadership nurtures a 

professional learning community, which impacts student achievement significantly. 

The Impact on Student Achievement 

Pounder, Ogawa, and Adams (1995) asserted, “Leadership affects school 

performance by shaping the organization of work, developing solidarity among 

organizational members, managing schools’ relations with their external environments, 

and building members’ commitment to their schools” (p. 567). Moreover, distributed 

leadership practices influence the level of teacher involvement within the organizational 

leadership and affect student learning and student achievement (Pounder et al.). Studies 

examining how leadership practices affect student achievement are presented in this 

section. 

Since 1985, several studies have positively correlated the effects of leadership on 

student achievement. Results of a study completed by Quinn (2002) found a significant 

relationship between active learning and teaching and instructional leadership. The 

purpose of the study was to determine any relationships between principals’ behaviors 

and classroom instruction. Quinn was able to generalize his results to similar schools. 

Using the Pearson product-moment correlational coefficient and a level of significance of 

.05, the research demonstrated a strong positive relationship with the Instructional 

Practices Inventory raw score of .507 in schools in which teachers perceived the 

instructional leadership to be competent (Quinn). Included in this mixed-methods study 

were eight groups of elementary, middle, and high schools; teacher surveys regarding 

principal leadership practices were used, as well as instructional practice inventories and 
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observations. Quinn triangulated the data according to educational setting, socioeconomic 

level, and geographic area: urban, suburban, or rural. There was a weakness built into the 

study because the population was limited to schools that were a part of project ASSIST, 

which was administered by the Middle Level Leadership Center (MLLC). Nevertheless, 

given the triangulation of the various levels of extraneous data, the results of this study 

were deemed reliable. 

Accountability plays a critical role in today’s educational environment. 

Fundamental to accountability is student assessment, the most prevalent approach to 

analyzing an educational program’s effectiveness to date. Furnished on state Web sites 

are district and individual school report cards that highlight student results on statewide 

assessments. Furthermore, these results are the basis for a district’s or school’s achieving 

accreditation. According to Elmore (2005), distributed leadership represents accountable 

leadership because as teachers communicate and share their expertise, successful 

practices are nurtured and developed across the staff. Under the guidance of the principal, 

distributed leadership’s inherent focus is on problem solving and continued student 

achievement improvement.  

As previously noted in the section regarding the impact of distributed leadership 

on culture, the McREL meta-analysis examined the effects of leadership practices on 

student achievement. The findings from the meta-analysis data demonstrated “a 

substantial relationship between leadership and student achievement” (Waters et al., 

2004, p. 3) and identified 21 leadership responsibilities with significant correlations, as 

noted in Table 1. Although the McREL study focused on principal leadership in general, 

many of the cited responsibilities are essential criteria for a distributed leadership 
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organization, and the others are necessary for effective leadership practice. A culture that 

promotes sharing responsibility for student learning, providing a learning community, 

and encouraging cooperation and collaboration is fundamental to distributed leadership. 

The study provided the correlation interval to support culture’s positive impact. 

The only quantitative research examining the relationship between distributed 

leadership and student achievement found to date was a doctoral study conducted by 

Gordon (2005), entitled The Effect of Distributed Leadership on Student Achievement. 

Her study of 36 Connecticut schools, 26 elementary and 10 secondary, utilized the 

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS) instrument to survey 1,391 teachers, of 

whom 134 were eliminated due to insufficient data. According to the Tabachnick and 

Fidell (2001) guidelines, the 1,257 analyzed cases provided an excellent sample size. 

Construct validity was determined through factor analysis to ensure the relationship of 

the survey items (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients 

derived through use of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) ranged from .84 

to .92. Using a committee of educators, the Connecticut State Department of Education 

based the survey items on effective schools research and Elmore’s work on distributed 

leadership; the committee also assigned the items to the represented dimensions 

(Gordon). The results indicated that only one dimension, school culture, could predict 

student achievement to a statistically significantly degree. The other dimensions 

contributed to school performance collectively but were not individually significant. The 

study was limited in that the variance of the covariates created an obstacle to inferring the 

other dimensions’ performance predictors.  
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Researchers from the Leadership Project with the University of Minnesota and 

University of Toronto provided a report on their findings in How Leadership Influences 

Student Learning (Leithwood et al., 2004). The researchers reviewed available evidence 

regarding leadership practice and its effects on student learning. They reported the 

following:  

1. Leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all school-related 

factors that contribute to what students learn at school. 

2. Leadership effects are usually largest where and when they are needed most. 

(p. 3) 

The report by Leithwood et al. (2004) concluded that there was little actual 

understanding of the impact of distributed leadership on schools and students. The 

researchers uncovered a knowledge gap in the impact of distributed leadership: Given 

what was known about how distributed leadership impacts schools and areas, the term 

distributed leadership might have become merely a slogan without additional 

substantially thorough research. This study adds to the body of knowledge by 

contributing relevant research data. 

Finally, according to Manasse (1985), there is no distinct recommendation for the 

most effective strategy for school leaders to implement in developing relations with 

teachers and community members. In addition, Manasse maintained that although 

collaboration norms for best practices are simply not available, effective principals 

provide continued opportunities for significant decision making and interaction with 

faculty. The Gordon (2005) study, however, demonstrated the statistical significance of 
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distributed leadership practice on student achievement; this factor needed further 

investigation.  

Summary 

In conclusion, the prevailing view of leadership practice in an educational 

environment is still emerging. Therefore, researchers are examining the relationships 

among the role and responsibilities of the principal, the culture of the school, the school’s 

professional learning community, and student achievement. Distributed leadership 

provides a structure for sharing authority and expertise across the organization and sets a 

new standard for accountability. Southworth (as cited by Macbeath et al., 2004) aptly 

phrased it in the National College for School Leadership report: 

School leadership is often taken to mean headship. Such an outlook limits 

leadership to one person and implies lone leadership. The long-standing belief in 

the power of one is being challenged. Today there is much more talk about shared 

leadership, leadership teams and distributed leadership than ever before. (p. 8)  

At the core of effective leadership practice in the era of accountability and 

standards-based reform is a collective, progressive, and cumulative focus on learning to 

do the right thing for students and teachers. Distributed leadership provides a model that 

focuses on continued student academic improvement and problem solving throughout the 

school. Given the multiple dimensions of distributed leadership—the school’s mission, 

vision, and goals; culture; shared responsibility; and leadership practices—a question 

arose regarding which of the dimensions might have a positive relationship with student 

achievement. In addition to culture, which other distributed leadership dimensions 
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contribute to school performance? Likewise, do the principal’s views of distributed 

leadership practices within the school match those of the teachers’? 

Ronald Reagan probably described distributed leadership appropriately when he 

stated, “Surround yourself with the best people you can find, delegate authority, and 

don’t interfere” (as cited by Lovely, 2005, p. 16). Collins (2001) described the concept in 

another way in Good to Great, when he said that a leader must get the right people on the 

bus, then figure out the best way to get to greatness. Representing the basic premise of 

distributed leadership, these quotes should constitute a goal for principals and district 

leaders alike. Further study was necessary to substantiate whether or not the dimensions 

of distributed leadership dimensions are significant in relationship to student 

achievement. 
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Chapter 3: Design of the Study 

Overview of Methodology 

Using a non-experimental design, the researcher conducted a descriptive 

quantitative study. A Pearson product-moment correlation analysis was employed to 

determine the relationship between leadership, as represented by the dimensions of 

distributed leadership, and student achievement in the elementary schools in two urban 

districts. A survey instrument (Appendix A) designed by the Connecticut State 

Department of Education (CSDE), called the Distributed Readiness Leadership Scale 

(DRLS), was utilized to answer the research questions.  

The null hypothesis was stated as follows: There is no relationship between 

distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement at an alpha level of .05 (Ho: r 

= 0) (Toothaker & Miller, 1996).  

Statement of Research Questions 

The study and survey addressed the following research questions:  

1. What is the relationship between leadership, as represented by the distributed 

leadership dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban 

school divisions?  

2. What distributed leadership practices positively relate to student achievement? 

Population and Sampling 

The participants in this study consisted of elementary principals and a 

proportionate number non-random sample of their teachers in two urban school divisions 

in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States during the 2006-2007 school year. To 

ensure representation of each elementary school, each principal was surveyed. In 
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addition, a non-random sample of five teachers at each school site was surveyed to meet 

the ratio necessary for the Pearson product-moment correlation analysis formula (Borg, 

Gall, & Gall, 2005).  

The names of the principals were obtained from the districts’ published 

documentation. Contact information for teachers was obtained from each school, and 

names were chosen by non-random selection. Each school was identified using the 

district-wide number assigned by the Virginia Department of Education.  

A non-random sampling of five certified teachers per school was utilized. 

Participants were informed that participation was voluntary and that data collected would 

be used for research purposes only. Through the survey cover letter, participants were 

informed that the names of individuals, schools, and the school division would not be 

revealed (Appendix B). 

Student achievement data were obtained from the Virginia Department of 

Education for Grades 3, 4, and 5 in the content areas of reading and math. 

Instrumentation 

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) developed the survey 

instrument that was utilized in this study: the Distributed Readiness Leadership Scale 

(DRLS). This instrument was selected because it was specifically designed to measure 

leadership, as represented by the four chief dimensions of distributed leadership, which 

were the focus of this study. Permission to use the DRLS was granted on October 10, 

2006 (Appendix C). 

Construct validity. Several measures ensuring validity and reliability during the 

development of the survey were applied (Gordon, 2005). An existing questionnaire used 
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to measure leadership practices in magnet schools provided a source from which items 

were either constructed or adapted for the DLRS. The Connecticut State Department of 

Education carried out initial measures for validity; the construction of items was based on 

effective schools research and the work of Elmore (2000) on distributed leadership. In 

addition, a committee of educators reviewed each item to establish the face validity and 

assigned each item to a distributed leadership dimension. To determine the relationships 

among the items on the instrument, a factor analysis was conducted in accordance with 

the guidelines of Fraenkel and Wallen (2003). Using SPSS, an exploratory factor analysis 

was employed to assist in the assignment of each item to the distributed leadership 

dimensions; the reliability results included Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from.84 

to .92. Table 2 depicts the number of items for each dimension (Gordon, 2005). 

 

Table 2. Number of DLRS Items for Each Dimension 

 

Dimension 

 

 

Number of items 

Mission, vision, and goals   8 

School culture 10 

Shared responsibility 13 

Leadership practices  9 

N = 40  

 

 

The survey’s first page provided detailed instructions for completing the 

instrument. The second page requested demographic information: gender, race or 

ethnicity, highest degree, total years in education, total years in the school, total years in 

the district, certification currently held, and primary responsibility. This information 
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assisted in verifying the reliability of the sample, specified the number of respondents 

from each category, and improved the analysis and interpretation of the results. The 

second and third pages contained 40 items that were created to measure explicit factors 

concerning the five dimensions of distributed leadership. The item responses utilized a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from A to E, representing continually, frequently, sometimes, 

rarely/never, and insufficient information, respectively. Item responses A through D were 

coded so that continually received a score of 1 and rarely/never received a score of 4; 

insufficient information was coded as “missing” for ease of calculation (Appendix A).  

In this study, the survey was used to obtain the building principal’s and five 

teachers’ views on leadership, as represented by the dimensions of distributed leadership 

employed in their building. A Pearson product-moment correlation analysis of the survey 

results and the student achievement scores in reading and math on statewide assessments 

was calculated using SPSS to ascertain whether or not a relationship was verified. The 

descriptive quantitative study examined the relationship of leadership, as represented by 

the distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement, using inferences drawn 

from the data analysis.  

During the development of the instrument, CSDE conducted a preliminary pilot 

study with four northeastern Connecticut schools. The pilot study surveyed 150 

administrators, classroom teachers, and support teachers. The four schools included two 

high-performing schools and two other schools in the early stages of transformation from 

low-performing to high-performing schools. The survey analysis results verified the 

relationship between distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement. A 

second study, with a larger number of schools and respondents, helped to determine the 
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validity of the instrument. The sample included 36 Connecticut schools in urban and 

suburban localities and 1,391 certified education practitioners. After 134 cases were 

deleted for insufficient responses, the final data included 1,257 cases. The size of the 

sample was excellent according to Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2001) guideline of over 

1,000 cases. The instrument’s validity and reliability were consistent with the findings.  

This study included two urban districts in the mid-Atlantic region of the United 

States, designated as District One and District Two. District One served an urban area 

with a population of approximately 242,000. District Two was an adjacent urban area 

serving a population of approximately 450,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). Table 3 

presents the demographic information, and Table 4 presents the ethnicity information for 

each district.  

 

Table 3. Demographic Information  

District demographics  District One District Two 

Number of elementary schools 35 56 

Total number of students 35,657 72,543 

Number of elementary students 18,539 31,828 

Percent free or reduced lunch 60% 29% 

Student-teacher ratio  14 13 

 

Table 4. Ethnic Information 

Ethnicity District One District Two 

White, Non-Hispanic  24% 57% 

Black 64% 28% 

Hispanic 4% 5% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 2% 6% 
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Other 6% 4% 

(Virginia Department of Education, 2006)  

 

According to Mutter (2003), it was determined that District One employed 

distributed leadership; however, District Two did not employ the same leadership. 

Procedures  

Multiple procedures were necessary to conduct this study. After obtaining 

approval by The George Washington University (GWU) Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) to conduct the study, written permission was obtained from each school division. 

Next, a master list was created to log the identification code for each survey according to 

the names and school addresses of the principals and teaches surveyed. The identification 

code assisted in verifying the survey respondents and nonrespondents. Surveys were 

mailed to the principal and five certified teachers at each elementary school. In addition 

to the survey, a cover letter, an informed consent form (see Appendix B), and a 

preaddressed return envelope were sent to each individual. Included with the cover letter 

and consent form was a response incentive: a $5.00 Starbucks gift card. A month from 

the mail date was allocated for the response timeframe. 

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics including correlational analysis of the data were utilized. In 

addition to the survey results, demographic data were collected and the response rate was 

calculated. 
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The Pearson’s r was employed to correlate the survey results of distributed 

leadership dimensions with student achievement data. This technique was appropriate for 

correlational analysis of the data according to Toothaker and Miller (1996). 

To ensure a rigorous study and to provide data for further study, the following 

types of demographic data were requested: gender, race or ethnicity, highest degree, total 

years in education, total years in school, total years in district, administrative 

certification, and primary responsibility. Moreover, the General Purpose Data Sheet 

included four questions requiring written responses; these may be used at a later date for 

possible further study development. 

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions 

The Director of the Division of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment for the 

Connecticut State Department of Education was contacted to obtain permission to use the 

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale and to modify the survey appropriately for this 

study’s purposes. Permission was granted on October 10, 2006 (Appendix C).  

An informed consent form (Appendix B) was included with the survey (Appendix 

A). The statewide assessment data were part of the public information available on the 

Virginia Department of Education Web site.  

Summary 

This study utilized an instrument from the Connecticut State Department of 

Education (CSDE) called the Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS), which 

outlined the four chief dimensions of distributed leadership: (a) school’s mission, vision, 

and goals; (b) culture; (c) shared responsibility; and (d) leadership practices. The 

principals and teachers of two urban districts were surveyed. Data from this research 
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were examined for two purposes. An SPSS correlation analysis, Pearson’s r, was used to 

examine the quantitative linear relationship between leadership, as represented by the 

dimensions of distributed leadership, and school-wide student achievement on statewide 

assessments in reading and math in Grades 3, 4, and 5. Inferences and generalizations 

were drawn based upon analysis of data collected.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

Introduction 

This research addressed the relationship between leadership, as represented by the 

distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement in elementary schools in two 

urban districts. Likewise, it attempted to determine whether or not distributed leadership 

practices have a direct influence on student achievement. This descriptive quantitative 

study utilized a survey instrument called the Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale-1 

(DLRS-1), which was sent to principals and teachers in the two urban districts. The 

DLRS-1 questions encompassed four specific distributed leadership dimensions with 

regard to a school’s administration: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goals; (b) culture; 

(c) shared responsibility; and (d) leadership practices.  

Student achievement is the most frequently used measure of a school’s 

effectiveness; therefore, correlating it to the dimensions of distributed leadership was 

deemed to be appropriate. Two research questions guided this examination:  

1. What is the relationship between leadership, as represented by the distributed 

leadership dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban 

school divisions? 

2. What distributed leadership practices positively relate to student achievement? 

The DLRS-1 is a survey that measures the utilization of the four dimensions of 

distributed leadership. An administration error occurred during the approval process and 

continued through the data collection. This chapter presents information about the 

administration error, a review of the internal consistency, a description of the sample, and 

statistical analysis of the data. 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

59

Administration Error 

Conducting research about the relationship of the dimensions of distributed 

leadership to student achievement in elementary schools in two urban districts 

necessitated acquiring approval from the GWU Office of Human Research IRB. The 

DLRS is designed to determine the frequency of behaviors and actions. During the 

submission process to IRB, the original survey was unintentionally altered by omitting 

Question 29; an incomplete copy was sent digitally to IRB. Therefore, the approved 

survey, the one sent to all participants, did not contain Question 29. In entering the data, 

the researcher realized the omission; therefore, she performed the Cronbach’s alpha 

analysis on the survey sent to participants to ensure internal-consistency reliability of the 

instrument. Question 29 on the original survey measured one of 13 shared responsibility 

questions; therefore, only 12 questions on the survey actually distributed in the research 

study measured shared responsibility. The incomplete survey is referred to as the DLRS-

1.  

Consequently, it was necessary to determine the internal consistency of the 

DRLS-1, information about which is presented in the following section. 

Internal Consistency 

To ensure the internal consistency of the DRLS-1 with 39 questions, Cronbach’s 

alpha was utilized. Recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), Cronbach’s alpha is 

one of the most commonly used measures of internal consistency. Likewise, Gliner and 

Morgan (2000) stated, “If each item on a test has multiple choices, such as a Likert scale, 

then Cronbach’s alpha is the method of choice to determine the inter-item reliability” (p. 

316). An alpha coefficient of .70 or higher is recognized as a practical measure for strong 
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internal consistency; the alpha reliability results of the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .78 

to .84. Therefore, the DLRS-1 reflected moderately strong internal consistency.  

In addition, the table developed for each dimension of distributed leadership 

includes the item-total correlation to provide insight into the degree that “each item 

correlates with the total score” (Pallant, 2005, p. 92). If the coefficient for any item is less 

than .30, it is considered low and should be reviewed for removal. Likewise, if any item 

is greater than the Cronbach’s alpha for the entire dimension, it is considered too high 

and should be reviewed for removal as well.   

Presented in Table 5 are the internal consistency data for the distributed 

leadership dimension of mission, vision, and goals. The internal consistency coefficient 

for the overall dimension is moderately high at .78. 
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Table 5. Internal Consistency for Mission, Vision, and Goals 

 Cronbach’s alpha reliability Item-total correlation 

Mission, vision, and goals .78  

Item 1  .49 

Item 2  .62 

Item 3  .61 

Item 4  .56 

Item 5  .56 

Item 6  .47 

Item 7  .52 

Item 8  .06 

n = 8 

 

Also represented in Table 5 are moderate degrees of correlation between Items 1 

through 7 and the total score; however, Item 8 displayed a low degree of item-total 

correlation: .06. Nonetheless, Item 8 was employed because the aggregate Cronbach’s 

alpha (.78) was above .70. According to Pallant (2005), “If your scale’s overall 

Cronbach’s alpha is too low (e.g., less than .7) you may need to consider removing items 

with low item-total correlations” (p. 92). 

Presented in Table 6 are the internal consistency data for the distributed 

leadership dimension of culture. The internal consistency coefficient for the overall 

dimension of culture is strong at .84. 
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Table 6. Internal Consistency for Culture 

 Cronbach’s alpha reliability Item-total correlation 

Culture .84  

Item 9  .60 

Item 10  .62 

Item 11  .56 

Item 12  .51 

Item 17  .58 

Item 18  .51 

Item 19  .46 

Item 20  .40 

Item 21  .59 

Item 22  .59 

n = 10 

 

Also represented in Table 6 is a moderate degree of correlation between each of 

the items for the culture dimension and the total score. The correlation totals range from 

.40 to .62.  

Presented in Table 7 are the internal consistency data for the distributed 

leadership dimension of shared responsibility. The internal consistency coefficient for the 

overall dimension of shared responsibility is moderately strong at .79. 
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Table 7. Internal Consistency for Shared Responsibility 

 Cronbach’s alpha reliability Item-total correlation 

Shared responsibility .79  

Item 13  .43 

Item 14  .48 

Item 15  .46 

Item 16  .35 

Item 23  .52 

Item 24  .36 

Item 26  .44 

Item 27  .44 

Item 28  .36 

Item 30  .62 

Item 32  .42 

Item 33  .41 

n = 12 

 

Also represented in Table 7 is a moderate degree of correlation between each of 

the items for the shared responsibility dimension and the total score. The correlation 

totals range from .36 to .62.  

Presented in Table 8 are the internal consistency data for the distributed 

leadership dimension of leadership practices. The internal consistency coefficient for the 

overall dimension of leadership practices is moderately strong at .79. 
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Table 8. Internal Consistency for Leadership Practices 

 Cronbach’s alpha reliability Item-total correlation 

Leadership practices .79  

Item 25  .53 

Item 31  .48 

Item 34  .50 

Item 35  .65 

Item 36  .67 

Item 37  .68 

Item 38  .04 

Item 39  .40 

Item 40  .39 

n = 9 

 

There is a moderate degree of correlation between each of the leadership items 

and the total score, with the exception of Item 38, which generated a low value item-total 

correlation of .04. Question 38 was employed because the overall Cronbach’s alpha for 

the leadership dimension (.79) was above .70 (Pallant, 2005).  

Although an item was inadvertently deleted from the original survey, thereby 

causing the internal consistency coefficient to differ from the original, the DLRS-1, 

which was distributed to the districts, maintained robust internal consistency. The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the culture dimension demonstrated strong reliability at 

.84. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the other dimensions showed high moderate 

strength, ranging from .78 to .79.  Therefore, the survey utilized was reliable and 

preserved good internal consistency. According to Gordon (2005), the reliability for the 

original DLRS reflected a good level of internal consistency with the following 
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Cronbach’s alpha coefficients: .86 for the mission, vision, and goals dimension; .89 for 

the culture dimension; .92 for the shared responsibility dimension; .84 for the leadership 

practices dimension. A comparison of the original DLRS Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

and those of the DRLS-1, which was distributed in this study, is presented in Appendix 

D. This analysis further validated Gordon’s (2005) finding that the instrument is reliable. 

In conclusion, the internal consistency of DLRS-1 was established. A description 

of the sample follows. 

Description of the Sample 

The elementary schools reviewed in this study, which was conducted during the 

2006-2007 school year, were in two urban districts in the mid-Atlantic region of the 

United States. District One included 35 elementary schools serving approximately 36,000 

students, and District Two included 56 elementary schools serving 73,000 students. The 

DLRS-1 was disseminated to the principal of each elementary school and to five non-

randomly selected teachers in each school within the two urban districts. Therefore, each 

school received six DLRS-1 surveys. 

The total distribution to participants in both districts included 546 DLRS-1 

surveys. Each respondent rated the frequency with which the distributed leadership 

dimensions were utilized at his or her school. Survey participants indicated their 

responses using a 5-point Likert scale: A = continually, B = frequently, C = sometimes, D 

= rarely/never, E = insufficient information. Insufficient information provided an option 

for participants who possessed inadequate information to respond.  

Of the 210 surveys disseminated to District One, 42 surveys were completed and 

returned, thereby generating a return rate of 19%. Of the 336 surveys sent to District 
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Two, 84 were received, representing a return rate of 24%. Four surveys were returned 

without any identifiable information; therefore, these surveys could not be used in the 

data entry process. The total number of surveys included in the data entry was 122, which 

represents 22% of the surveys originally disseminated. The number of responses per 

school is outlined in Table 10. 

The total number (N) of schools that returned surveys was 73. Of the 35 

elementary schools in District One, 28 schools (80%) returned surveys. The same 

percentage (80%) of the schools in District Two participated as well: 45 of the 56 schools 

returned surveys. Of the 73 participating schools, 37 each had only 1 survey returned; 25 

schools had 2 surveys returned; 9 schools had 3 surveys returned; and 2 schools had 4 

surveys returned.    

The Virginia Department of Education (DOE) Web site provided the student 

achievement data. The Web site records the pass rate for reading and math of each school 

on the statewide achievement assessments. Individual student scores are not available 

data supplied by the DOE; only combined student pass rates are available. The DOE 

combines the pass rates in Grades 3, 4, and 5 for each content area. The configuration of 

the pass rate is the number of students achieving a score of at least 400 on the reading and 

math tests compared to the total number of students per grade level in Grades 3, 4, and 5 

in each school. These data were obtained for each elementary school in both districts 

(Appendix F).  

An examination of the relationship between distributed leadership dimensions and 

student achievement correlated the respondents’ scores on the DLRS-1 and the pass rates 
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for each school. Table 9 presents the mean and standard deviation for the DLRS-1 

composite score for each of the four distributed leadership dimensions.  

 

Table 9. Mean and Standard Deviation of the DLRS-1 (N = 122) 

Dimension M SD 

Mission, vision, and goals 3.30 0.64 

Culture 3.65 0.75 

Shared responsibility 2.99 1.03 

Leadership practices 2.85 0.86 

 

 

As illustrated in Table 9, the dimensions’ means range from a high of 3.65, 

associated with culture, to a low of 2.85 associated with leadership practices, with an 

overall mean of 2.95. The range of possible responses was 0 through 4; therefore, the 

2.95 overall mean suggests that the prevalent response with regard to the leadership 

behaviors was frequently. In addition, the responses’ being at the higher level of the 

middle range reflects strong alignment of the dimensions with each other.  

The culture dimension generated the highest mean (M = 3.65, SD = 0.75), thereby 

suggesting that responses related to that dimension were usually either continually or 

frequently. In contrast, the leadership practices dimension generated the lowest mean and 

standard deviation (M = 2.85, SD = 0.86), suggesting the responses were usually either 

frequently or sometimes.  
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Statistical Analysis of Data 

Initially, a composite score for each dimension of distributed leadership per 

school was determined. Using SPSS, the individual survey results were entered and the 

questions representing each dimension were categorized to determine their composite 

scores.  

The individual schools within the districts represented the unit of analysis. 

Therefore, the individual school’s pass rates in reading and math were the achievement 

measures utilized, and the mean of the school’s participant composite scores was 

determined to establish one composite score as a unit of measure. The number of 

respondents from each school is presented in Table 10.  
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Table 10. Number of Responses From Each School (N = 122) 

District 1 schools District 1 responses  District 2 schools District 2 responses 

1 1 1 1 
3 2 2 2 
4 1 3 1 
6 2 4 2 
7 1 6 1 
8 3 7 3 
10 1 8 1 
11 2 10 1 
12 1 11 2 
13 1 12 2 
14 2 13 1 
15 1 15 2 
16 2 16 1 
18 1 17 2 
19 2 18 1 
20 1 19 1 
22 1 20 2 
23 2 21 1 
24 1 22 3 
25 1 24 1 
27 1 25 2 
29 2 26 1 
30 1 29 1 
31 1 31 1 
32 1 32 1 
33 2 33 3 
34 2 34 3 
35 1 35 3 
  37 2 
  39 3 
  40 2 
  41 1 
  42 1 
  43 2 
  44 2 
  45 3 
  47 3 
  48 4 
  49 1 
  50 1 
  51 1 
  52 4 
  53 2 
  55 2 
  56 2 

Surveys per district 40  82 
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The DOE Web site presented the student achievement data according to the 

individual schools within the district. Therefore, the unit of analysis was the individual 

school; the respondents’ DRLS-1 scores were grouped by school to determine the mean 

for each school. The unit of analysis represented the number of schools participating (73), 

not the number of respondents (122).  

To analyze the data further, they were correlated to the student achievement for 

each school.  

Student Achievement Data  

The source of student achievement data was the Virginia Department of 

Education Web site. The Web site records the pass rate for reading and math of each 

school; the only way student achievement data are represented is in the form of pass rates 

by content area (Appendix F). The pass rates are configured based on the number of 

students achieving a score of at least 400 on reading and math tests compared to the total 

number of students in Grades 3, 4, and 5 in each school. 

The composite distributed leadership dimension scores for each school were 

correlated to student reading and math pass rates using the Pearson’s r statistic in SPSS. 

Every participant responded to the same survey; therefore, no distinction was made 

between principals’ or teachers’ responses and equal weight was applied to their survey 

composite scores. The correlations between the dimensions of distributed leadership and 

pass rates for reading and math are detailed in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Correlations Between Distributed Leadership Dimensions and Pass Rates for 
Reading and Math  
 

Composite scores  
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Mission composite 1      

Culture composite .63* 1     

Shared responsibility composite .48* .70* 1    

Leadership composite .59* .66* .61* 1   

Reading pass rate .12 .17 .09 .21 1  

Math pass rate .05 .13 -.04 .07 .82* 1 

N = 73 (Participating schools) 
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level. 
 
 

There are no significant relationships between distributed leadership dimensions 

and pass rates in either reading or math. The relationships among the distributed 

leadership dimensions are moderately significant, ranging from an r value of .48 [r(71) = 

.48, p <. 05] to an r value of .70 [r(71) = .70, p <. 05)]. 

According to Gliner and Morgan (2000), “Pearson r values that are close to +1, 

such as values above .7 are considered to be strong positive relationships between the two 

variables” (p. 253). Therefore, no relationships are represented between the dimensions 

of distributed leadership and pass rates in either reading or math.  
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Research Question 1 

What is the relationship between leadership, as represented by the distributed leadership 

dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban school 

divisions? 

There is no significant linear statistical relationship between leadership, as 

represented by the distributive leadership dimensions, and student achievement in the 

elementary schools in urban school divisions. The relationship is insignificant, as 

reflected by the following findings:  

1. Correlation of the composite score for the mission, vision, and goals 

distributed leadership dimension and the reading pass rate generated an r value of .12 

[r(71) = .12, p <. 05]. Correlation of the mission composite score and math pass rate 

generated an r value of .05 [r(71) = .05, p <. 05].  

2. Correlation of the composite score for the culture distributed leadership 

dimension and the reading pass rate generated an r value of .17 [r(71) = .17, p < .05]. 

Correlation of the culture composite score and math pass rate generated an r value of 

.13 [r(71) = .13, p < .05].  

3. Correlation of the composite score for the shared responsibility distributed 

leadership dimension and the reading pass rate generated an r value of .09 [r(71) = .09, 

p < .05]. Correlation of the shared responsibility composite score and math pass rate 

generated an r value of -.04 r(71) = -.04, p < .05].  

4. Correlation of the composite score for the leadership practices distributed 

leadership dimension and the reading pass rate generated an r value of .21 [r(71) = .21, 
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p < .05]. Correlation of the leadership practices composite score and math pass rate 

generated an r value of .07 [r(71) = .07, p < .05].  

The correlation of the dimensions of distributed leadership to student achievement 

revealed no significant relationship with either reading or math. 

Research Question 2 

What distributed leadership practices positively relate to student achievement? 

          There is no significant linear statistical relationship, either positive or negative, 

between leadership, as represented by the dimensions of distributed leadership, and 

student achievement in either reading or math.  

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether or not there is a relationship 

between the dimensions of distributed leadership and student achievement in reading and 

math. This chapter included the analysis of data collected during the study as well as the 

details of an administration error. The data for this research were collected from two 

urban school districts in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. The Pearson’s r 

correlation test was utilized in statistical analysis of the DLRS-1 survey data, which 

measured four dimensions of distributed leadership, and student pass rates in reading and 

math.  

According to the statistical analysis, there is no linear relationship, either positive 

or negative, between the dimensions of distributed leadership and student achievement as 

represented in the reading and math pass rates on state assessments.  

This chapter has presented an explanation of the administration error, provided a 

description of the sample, included a review of the internal consistency of the instrument, 
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and presented a statistical analysis of the data. Chapter 5 presents the implications and 

conclusions of the statistical results as well as recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter 5: Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between leadership, 

as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement at the 

elementary school level in two urban school districts. The No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 (NCLB) [NCLB, 2002] has initiated an age of accountability, and student 

achievement is the primary factor used to measure the effectiveness of leadership in 

schools. According to Elmore (2000), “it [the age of accountability] is a critical period of 

changing policy perspectives in education” (p. 4); in fact, “it is a direct attack on the most 

fundamental premises by which public education has been governed” (p. 4). 

Consequently, there is increased interest in educational leadership practices and their 

relationship to student achievement. Therefore, school leadership has been receiving 

significant consideration with regard to what works, what makes a difference.  

Previous research has indicated that school leadership significantly influences 

student achievement (Barkley et al., 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; 

Harris, 2004; Leithwood et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2004). Distributed leadership has 

been increasingly viewed as the accountable leadership for this era (Elmore; Spillane, 

2005). Distributing leadership throughout the school involves multiple players rather than 

an individual leader who is seen as the one responsible for managing a building (Spillane 

et al., 2003). 

Spillane (2006) maintained, “Regrettably, the empirical knowledge base on the 

aspect of distributed leadership is thin” (p. 57). In fact, research on distributed leadership 

has been primarily qualitative, with only one quantitative study (Gordon, 2005) having 
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been conducted to date. Subsequently, the current study contributed further quantitative 

investigation of the relationship between leadership, as represented by the dimensions of 

distributed leadership, and student achievement in elementary schools in urban school 

divisions. The first section of this chapter presents a summary of the study results. The 

second section provides an interpretation of the findings; the third section presents 

demographic information. The fourth section highlights conclusions that can be drawn, 

which are followed by implications for practice and recommendations for future research 

in the fifth section.  

Summary of Results 

This study utilized a correlational analysis to determine the relationship between 

leadership, as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement 

in elementary schools in two urban districts. The utilization of distributed leadership 

dimensions in elementary schools of two urban districts was measured using a survey, the 

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (Gordon, 2005). Principals and teachers of 

elementary schools in the two urban districts responded to the survey. The dimensions 

measured were (a) mission, goals, and vision; (b) culture; (c) shared responsibility; and 

(d) leadership practices. The distributed leadership dimension composite scores for 

individual schools were determined and correlated to student achievement using reading 

and math pass rates obtained from the Virginia Department of Education Web site. The 

Pearson’s r correlation was utilized to determine the relationship between the dimensions 

of distributed leadership and student achievement in reading and math. 
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This study investigated the relationship between leadership, as represented by the 

distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement in elementary schools in two 

urban districts. The results answered the following research questions: 

1. What is the relationship between leadership, as represented by the distributed 

leadership dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban 

school divisions? 

2. What distributed leadership practices positively relate to student achievement? 

 The results of this study indicated that none of the four dimensions of distributed 

leadership reflect a significant linear statistical relationship with student achievement in 

reading or math.  Interpretations of the findings are presented in the following section.  

Interpretations of the Findings 

As previously noted, this study found no significant relationship between 

leadership, as represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, and student 

achievement in the urban elementary schools participating in the research; Gordon’s 

(2005) results, on the other hand, identified culture as a significant dimension with regard 

to school performance. Gordon’s study compared high-performing schools to low-

performing schools, whereas this study included all schools in two urban districts without 

regard to their level of student performance. This difference might have contributed to the 

variance in the results between the two studies.  

Students performed well on the achievement tests in both districts. Given the 

theoretical model of Theory Z, which endorses the distribution of decision making among 

stakeholders to produce better results, distributing decision making among teachers could 

be related to student achievement. Likewise, effective school leadership could be a 
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catalyst for high-performing schools. Unfortunately, analysis of the data from this study 

did not support these assumptions.  

Although none of the four dimensions of distributed leadership reflected a 

significant relationship with student achievement in reading or math, it can be determined 

from the statistical analysis that there are moderate positive relationships among the 

dimensions of distributed leadership. The range of relationships, in order of strength, was 

as follows:  

1. The correlation between the dimensions of culture and shared responsibility 

yielded an r value of .70 [r(71) = .70, p < .05], representing a relatively strong 

correlation. 

2. The next strongest correlation, between the dimensions of culture and 

leadership practices, yielded an r value of .66 [r(71) = .66, p < .05].  

3. A moderate correlation between the dimensions of mission, vision, and goals 

and culture yielded an r value of .63 [r(71) = .63, p < .05].  

4. A moderate correlation between the dimensions of shared responsibility and 

leadership practices yielded an r value of .61 [r(71) = .61, p < .05].  

5. The smallest correlation, between the dimensions of mission, vision, and goals 

and leadership, yielded an r value of .59 [r(71) = .59, p < .05].  

The results suggest that the distributed leadership dimensions are not utilized in 

the elementary school environments studied in ways that create a relationship with 

student achievement; however, the moderately positive relationships among the 

dimensions of distributed leadership suggest they are central to leadership in urban 
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districts’ elementary schools. Review of the demographic results provided possible 

additional implications.  

Moreover, an additional limitation of the study was implied because each 

distributed leadership dimension generated very small standard deviations. Therefore, a 

poor correlation was suggested. The standard deviations for the dimensions were 

• mission, vision, and goals SD = 0.64;  

• culture SD = 0.75;  

• shared responsibility SD = 1.03; and  

• leadership practices SD = 0.86.  

Demographic Results 

Analysis of the demographic results provided further insight regarding the 

findings. Only 21 of 90 administrators responded, as did 101 of 450 teachers. Of the total 

group of respondents, 72% reported 7 or more years in the field of education. Only 17% 

of the total number of respondents served in administrative positions; however, 25% of 

the respondents held administrative certification. If there had been an opportunity to 

acquire assistance from the districts encouraging respondent participation, there may 

have been increased respondent numbers. 

Although only 17% of the respondents were actual administrators, in response to 

whether or not the respondent had a leadership role in his or her building, 80% of the 

teacher respondents answered positively. Ten percent of teachers responded, “No, 

because I am in my first year of teaching.” Another nine percent of teachers responded 

that they were not interested, and the final one percent responded that they were not 

involved in a leadership role at this time because they were furthering their education. 
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Therefore, 80% of the teacher respondents considered themselves part of leadership in 

their building, even though they were not administrators. Finally, 83% of the total 

number of participants in the study maintained that they held leadership roles.  

In addition, an interesting aspect was noted during the data entry process. 

Although comparing and contrasting principal and teacher responses or perceptions were 

not components of the analysis, often, teachers responded with a higher frequency than 

did the principals of their respective schools. The higher frequency could reflect teachers’ 

feeling more empowerment than principals perceived imparting. 

Distributed leadership builds on Deming’s Total Quality Management theory and 

Ouchi’s Theory Z, and it appears that the tenets of empowerment are fundamental in the 

districts studied. Ouchi’s 1981 study identified empowerment as a critical component for 

the effectiveness of a school, developing human capacity and leadership throughout the 

building. The fact that 80% percent of the teacher respondents in this study maintained 

they had leadership roles in the schools indicates that they perceived themselves as being 

empowered by the building administrators.  

The students in the districts involved in the study performed well; it is possible 

that having effective leadership practices in place was indeed an element in their success, 

if not directly, indirectly. Although not supported by this survey’s correlational results, 

teachers’ having a sense of empowerment can contribute to student achievement, thus 

affirming Elmore’s (2000) and Spillane’s (2005) qualitative results that school leadership 

effectiveness through the utilization of distributed leadership facilitates higher student 

achievement.  
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Conclusions 

In the current age of accountability, finding leadership practices that impact a 

school’s performance as measured by student achievement is critical. Using qualitative 

measures, Elmore (2000) and Spillane (2005) found distributed leadership to be a valid 

leadership model. Based upon quantitative measures, the results of this study did not 

indicate a significant relationship between distributed leadership and student 

achievement. Given that this study found no relationship, the leadership theory of 

distributed leadership warrants additional review.  

Nonetheless, this study provides insights that should be acknowledged and adds to 

the body of knowledge concerning distributed leadership. Previous research into the 

relationship between leadership and student achievement has focused primarily on the 

content area of reading. Math was investigated in this study as well; no significant 

relationship was found in either content area. Although the results suggested a small 

discrepancy, math seemed to have the least relationship (see Table 12). 

 

Table 12. Comparison of Correlations of Leadership Dimensions With Reading and 
Math Achievement 
 

Dimension Reading Math 

Mission, vision, and goals 0.12 0.05 

Culture 0.17 0.13 

Shared responsibility 0.09 -0.04 

Leadership practices 0.21 0.07 
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Conceivably, leadership plays a slightly less role in math achievement than in reading 

achievement.  

Additionally, the urban districts involved in this research had generally high-

performing schools; both districts met the standards of NCLB. Therefore, perhaps a 

relationship to distributed leadership in the schools was not revealed because student 

achievement maintained high performance levels. Conceivably, the relationship of 

distributed leadership to student achievement would be revealed by studying low-

performing schools and comparing their scores to the scores of high-performing schools.  

Finally, there were moderate positive relationships among the dimensions of 

distributed leadership. This finding could suggest that utilizing distributed leadership in 

the schools reflected moderately positive significance with regard to the overall operation 

of the elementary schools under study. Therefore, teachers value their urban district 

leadership’s capacity for distributing leadership within the environment of their building. 

This study supports Gordon’s (2005) results that the distributed leadership dimensions of 

mission, vision, and goals; shared responsibility; and leadership practices did not have a 

significant relationship with student achievement. The current study findings varied, 

however, from Gordon’s finding that the culture dimension was significantly related to 

student achievement. In addition, although a slightly different form of the DLRS was 

utilized, the instrument was endorsed as a valid instrument because the internal 

consistency was determined reliable, which was a significant result of Gordon’s research. 

The conclusions drawn from this study include the following: 

1. Leadership, as represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, has no 

significant relationship to student achievement in elementary schools in urban school 
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divisions. Qualitative research on distributed leadership by Elmore (2000) and Spillane 

(2005) suggested that there is a relationship, and the quantitative research by Gordon 

(2005) suggested that culture has an impact on student achievement; however, this 

researcher found no quantifiable relationship. 

2. There were moderate positive relationships among the dimensions of 

distributed leadership, with the strongest correlation found between the dimensions of 

culture and shared responsibility. This finding supports Elmore’s (2000) and Spillane’s 

(2005) qualitative research on the effect of distributed leadership on a school’s 

environment and on teachers’ attitudes. 

3. Leadership may have less relationship to student achievement in math than to 

student achievement in reading in elementary schools. No research to date had compared 

both reading and math student achievement to distributed leadership within schools. 

Implications for Practice 

Effective leadership in schools has been deemed critical for high levels of student 

achievement (Barkley et al., 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2004; 

Leithwood et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2004); however, quantitative research has not 

supported this assertion. Qualitative studies have provided information on the 

effectiveness of using distributed leadership to enhance educational reform and student 

achievement. Elmore maintained that distributed leadership benefits student learning by 

creating multiple leaders; the school community shares leadership practices that focus on 

student academic achievement. If distributed leadership indeed enhances student 

achievement, quantitative research should confirm this hypothesis, although the research 

to date has not done so conclusively. 
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Therefore, implications for practice should focus on further development of 

leadership in schools, given this study’s moderate correlations among the dimensions of 

distributed leadership. 

1. Policymakers should review the practice of distributed leadership for the 

effect that it has on the school environment and the attitudes of the teachers  and 

administration. For example, the culture in a school is critical to one’s feeling positive 

about performing well and being a part of a school community (Ouchi et al., 2002). This 

study’s strongest correlations were between culture and the other dimensions.  

2. One of the dominant themes in the literature review emphasized the need for 

teachers to actively fulfill a leadership role within the school community. For this to 

happen, expectations of teachers must change, and they must be prepared through 

education, training, observation and feedback, and coaching by principals and other 

leaders. Leadership skills should be included in teacher training programs; teachers need 

to learn not only how to lead their students but also how  to lead their schools. Likewise, 

they should be evaluated on their effectiveness at demonstrating those skills in their day-

to-day performance. 

3. Reinforcing the aforementioned idea, higher-education institutions must 

respond to the new demands on leadership  in schools. New administrator education 

programs should include coursework  on operating a school with a distributed leadership 

orientation. 

4.  Districts should provide professional development for current administrators 

on how to release responsibility to their teachers, while holding the teachers  accountable, 

and how to move away from delegation to distribution of  leadership. 
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5. Districts should provide opportunities for administrators and teachers to 

develop a vision for distributing leadership as well as guidance on how to implement the 

vision. Professional development on modifying the vision of leadership within the school 

setting, planning change, and managing change would support the implementation of 

distributed leadership. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 Although this study demonstrated no significant relationship between student 

achievement and the dimensions of distributed leadership, previous research has 

indicated a significant relationship between leadership and student achievement (Barkley 

et al., 2002; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2004; Leithwood et al., 

2004; Waters et al., 2004). Therefore, it remains a critical issue in education and needs 

further research. The following recommendations for further research are offered:  

1. Quantitative research has not found distributed leadership to be significant in 

relationship to student achievement, with the exception of the culture dimension (Gordon, 

2005). Research into other leadership models that may have more impact may prove to be 

more productive. It has been determined that in the age of accountability traditional top-

down leadership is not effective, but the question remains: What models are effective? 

Research to gain insight into effective leadership models is critical.  

2. Results of this study demonstrated no significant relationship between the 

dimensions of distributed leadership and student achievement; however, previous 

research (Gordon, 2005; Ouchi et al., 2002) has supported findings to the contrary. These 

contradictory perspectives suggest that  further research on how distributed leadership 
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contributes to the  culture and community of the teachers would be beneficial in providing 

additional insight. 

3. The quantitative research into the relationship between the dimensions of 

distributed leadership and student achievement completed to date, Gordon’s study in 

2005 and this study, achieved slightly varying results. Conducting the same or similar 

research in other districts with different conditions could yield further insight. Possible 

research conditions could involve the comparison of districts struggling to be accredited 

or that have not met the standards of NCLB to high-performing districts; comparison of 

urban, nonurban areas, and rural locations; or comparison of low-performing and high-

performing secondary schools. 

4. The paucity of research into the relationship of distributed leadership and 

student achievement has left a significant gap. Further research could employ a mixed-

method study combining qualitative data with quantitative data. Although 80% of the 

teachers responding to this study indicated that they held leadership positions, a 

connection was not made between the teachers’ perceptions of their leadership roles and 

the results of the DLRS-1; this connection could not be identified without the use of a 

mixed-method design.  

5. The DLRS should be used in a mixed-method study, with the addition of a 

component concerning the professional learning community opportunities available 

within the realm of the research target, whether it be one school, multiple schools, or an 

entire district.  

6. A rigorous detailed study of one school or multiple individual schools within 

one district should be conducted by surveying, teachers, students, and parents to 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

87

determine the relationship of dimensions of distributed leadership and student 

achievement. 

7. Further research to determine the validity of this study using the DLRS-1 

would be valuable. Studying varying districts would add rigor to the research. 

Summary 

NCLB has greatly impacted the school principal’s need to be an effective leader 

capable of raising the level of student achievement. It has contributed to modifying the 

principal’s role and responsibilities from being manager of the building to being the 

instructional leader and facilitator of learning in the building. Therefore, researchers have 

had an increased interest in leadership practices that influence student achievement. 

Elmore (2000) and Spillane (2005) maintained that distributed leadership is the 

accountable leadership for this era. 

This study’s purpose was to investigate the relationship between leadership, as 

represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement at the 

elementary school level in two urban school districts. The Pearson’s r statistical analysis 

correlated data from a survey, the DLRS-1, which was sent to principals and teachers in 

two urban districts, with student achievement data from the Virginia Department of 

Education Web site. Results of the study suggest that there is no significant relationship 

between leadership, as represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, and student 

achievement at the elementary school level in the two urban school districts. 

These results supported Gordon’s (2005) research finding that the distributed 

leadership dimensions of mission, vision, and goals; shared responsibility; and leadership 

practices were not significantly related to student achievement; however, Gordon did find 
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a significant relationship between the culture dimension and student achievement. 

Likewise, the DLRS instrument was confirmed as a valid instrument. 

Several conclusions drawn from this research involve leadership capacity, 

including educational policy, leadership models, and school performance. Each is an 

intricate component of student achievement. Chapter 5 has presented a summary of the 

data, interpretation of the findings, demographic information, conclusions of the study, 

implications for practice, and recommendations for future research.  

In summary, this research adds to the quantitative body of knowledge on 

distributed leadership. Given the hypothesis that there is a correlation between student 

achievement and leadership, further research is necessary to demonstrate empirically 

such a relationship. 
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Appendix A: Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale  

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS)  
 
The following self-evaluation scale has been designed to provide a profile of your 
district’s/school’s readiness engagement in shared leadership practices. The scale 
is based on current research on school leadership designed to improve public 
school capacity to increase student academic achievement (i.e., Building a 
Structure for School Leadership, Richard Elmore [2000]).  

The Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS) is organized into five key 
dimensions of instructional leadership: Mission, Vision, and Goals; School Culture; 
Decision Making; Evaluation and Professional Development; and Leadership 
Practices.  
 
Who should complete the scale?  
Since no one individual possesses complete information into all facets of school 
leadership roles and responsibilities, this scale may be completed by a variety of 
individuals:  
 School administrators (e.g., principals, assistant principals, department  heads) 
and teachers.  
Initially, the scale will be administered to certified school-level professional staff 
members including administrators, classroom teachers, support teachers (bilingual, 
special education, librarian), support staff, support staff (guidance counselor, 
school psychologist, school social worker). Ultimately, the scale could be adapted 
to address the understanding of a broad audience to include central office staff, 
board of education members, parents, and community members.  

How will the results of the DLRS Scale be used?  
Once results are analyzed, the scale will provide profiles by which the researcher 
will compare the distributed leadership practices of the school across the five 
dimensions.  

How to use the DLRS Scale:  
Participants are encouraged to be as candid as possible when completing the 
scale. All individual responses will remain strictly confidential. To ensure that the 
DLRS provides a complete and accurate school profile, do not skip any statements.  

Response Options:  
A = Continually – the particular practice is well-established as a “standard  
operating procedure” in the school.  
B = Frequently – this practice is often observed in the school.  
C = Sometimes – this practice is intermittently observed in the school.  
D = Rarely/Never – this practice is rarely or never observed in school.  
E = Insufficient Information – insufficient information to respond to the statement. 
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Professional Staff  

Demographic Information:   
Demographic information collected is used as General Purpose Data . Thank 
you for your help. All responses will be held strictly confidential. Please circle  the 
appropriate number for each item. 

A:  Gender  1 = Female    
2 = Male  

 
B:  Race/Ethnicity  1 = Native American  

2 = Asian/Pacific Islander  
3 = Black (non-Hispanic)  
4 = White  
5 = Hispanic  
6 = Multiracial 
 

C: Highest Degree  1 = BA/BS  
2 = MA/MS  
3 = 6 Year Certificate   
4 = PhD/EdD  
5 = other advanced degree  
 

D: Total Years in Education 1 = less than 1  
2 = 1 – 3  
3 = 4 – 6  
4 = 7 or more   
 

E: Total Yrs in this school  1 = less than 1 
2 = 1 – 3  
3 = 4 – 6  
4 = 7 or more  
 

F: Total Yrs in this district  1 = less than 1  
2 = 1 – 3  
3 = 4 – 6  
4 = 7 or more  

G: Hold an “Administrative” certification 
1 = No  
2 = Yes  

 
H: Primary Responsibility 1 = school administrator  

2 = classroom teacher  
3 = support teacher  
4 = support service staff  
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Section A  – Directions: Record your responses in the first 
four columns of the General Purpose Data Sheet. Use the 
five-point scale from Continually’ (A)  to ‘Rarely/Never’ (D)  
to describe how regularly the following statements apply to 
you and your school. Select (E) if you do not have sufficient 
information to respond to the statement. 

C
on

tin
ua

lly
 

 

F
re

qu
en

tly
 

S
om

et
im

es
 

R
ar

el
y/

N
ev

er
  

In
su

ffi
ci

en
t 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

 

1. The school has clearly written vision and mission 
statements.  A B C D E 

2. Teachers and administrators understand and support 
a common mission for the school and can describe it 
clearly.  

A B C D E 

3. If parents are asked to describe the school’s mission, 
most will be able to describe the mission clearly.  A B C D E 

4. If students are asked to describe the schools’ 
mission, most will be able to describe it clearly.  A B C D E 

5. School goals are aligned with its mission statement. A B C D E 
6. The school uses a school improvement plan as a 

basis for progress.  A B C D E 

7. Teachers and administrators collectively establish 
school goals and revise goals annually.  A B C D E 

8. The school’s curriculum is aligned with the state’s 
academic standards.  A B C D E 

9. Teachers and administrators share accountability for 
students’ academic performance.  A B C D E 

10. School district resources are directed to those areas 
in which student learning needs to improve most.  A B C D E 

11. The school is a learning community that continually 
improves its effectiveness, learning from both 
successes and failures.  

A B C D E 

12. There is a high level of mutual respect and trust 
among the teachers and professional staff.  A B C D E 

13. There is mutual respect and trust between school 
administration and the professional staff.  A B C D E 

14. The school administrator(s) welcome professional 
staff members’ input on issues related to curriculum, 
instruction, and improving student performance. 

A B C D E 

15. The school supports using new instructional ideas 
and innovations.  

A B C D E 

16. The school’s daily and weekly schedules provide 
time for teachers to collaborate on instructional 
issues. 

A B C D E 

17. School professionals and parents agree on the most 
effective roles parents can play as partners in their 
child’s education. 

A B C D E 
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18. The school clearly communicates the ‘chain of 
contact’ between home and school so parents know 
whom to contact when they have questions and 
concerns.  

A B C D E 

19. The school makes available a variety of data (e.g., 
school performance) for teachers to use to improve 
student achievement.  

A B C D E 

20. Decisions to change curriculum and instructional 
programs are based on assessment data.  A B C D E 

21. There is a formal structure in place in the school 
(curriculum committee) to provide teachers and 
professional staff opportunities to participate in 
school level instructional decision making.  

A B C D E 

22. The principal actively encourages teachers and 
other staff members to participate.   A B C D E 

23. Professional staff members in the school have the 
responsibility to make decisions that affect meeting 
school goals.  

A B C D E 

24. The school provides teachers with professional 
development aligned with the school’s mission and 
goals.  

A B C D E 

25. Administrators participate alongside teachers in the 
school’s professional development activities.  A B C D E 

26. The principal actively participates in his or her own 
professional development activities to improve 
leadership in the school.  

A B C D E 

27. My supervisor and I jointly develop my annual 
professional development plan.  A B C D E 

28. My professional development plan includes activities 
that are based on my individual professional needs 
and school needs.  

A B C D E 

30. Teachers actively participate in instructional decision 
making.  

 
A B C D E 

31. Central office and school administrators work 
together to determine the professional development 
activities.  

A B C D E 

32. The principal is knowledgeable about current 
instructional issues.  A B C D E 

33. My principal’s practices are consistent with his or her 
words. 

  
A B C D E 
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34. Informal school leaders play an important role in the 
school in improving the performance of professionals 
and the achievement of students.  

A B C D E 

35. The school has expanded its capacity by providing 
professional staff formal opportunities to take on 
leadership roles.  

A B C D E 

36. Teachers who assume leadership roles in the school 
have sufficient school time to permit them to make 
meaningful contributions to school.  

A B C D E 

37. Teachers who assume leadership roles in the school 
have sufficient resources to be able to make 
meaningful contributions to the school.  

A B C D E 

38. Veteran teachers fill most leadership roles in the 
school.  

A B C D E 

39. New teachers are provided opportunities to fill some 
school  leadership roles A B C D E 

40. Teachers are interested in participating in school 
leadership roles. A B C D E 

 

Section B : The ‘General Purpose Data Sheet’ has four spaces for responses to 
open-ended statements or questions. Please respond to each of the following 
statements or questions briefly in the designated ‘WRITE-IN AREAS’ :  

WRITE-IN AREA 1:  As part of your school responsibilities are you currently in a 
leadership role? If you are, describe your role. If not, do you aspire to take on 
leadership roles in the future? Why or why not?  

 

WRITE-IN AREA 2: Over the last year, what has improved most in your school? 
What currently needs the most improvement?  

 

WRITE-IN AREA 3:  Consider your current school environment. What changes 
have been made to address needed improvements? What aspects of your 
school are the largest barriers to school improvement?  

 
 
WRITE-IN AREA 4:  Identify the formal and informal leadership roles in your 
school. How have these roles been assigned?  
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form 

Research Project: Distributed Leadership  
in an Urban School Division 

IRB Number: 060720 
 
You are invited to take part in a research study exploring the distributed leadership 
practices in your school. This study is being conducted by Hope P. Terrell and has been 
approved by The George Washington University Institutional Review Board. 

 
Before you decide to take part in this study, you need to understand the risks and benefits. 
This consent form provides information about the research study. If you agree to take part 
in the research study, please answer the questions in the attached survey and return it to 
the researcher, Hope P. Terrell, in the enclosed envelope. Your decision to take part in 
the study is completely voluntary. You are free to choose whether you will take part in 
the study. If you have any questions or need further explanations, please call (757-647-
2573).   
 
This researcher is carrying out a study to determine if there is a relationship between the 
dimensions of distributed leadership being practiced in your school and student 
achievement as evaluated by statewide assessments in reading and math. If you complete 
the survey, it will take approximately 10-15 minutes.  
 
To the best of my knowledge, completing the survey will have no risk, to you or your 
everyday life. If you volunteer to complete the survey, it will take a few minutes to finish 
and return it, but other than time spent there are no risks to participants. Neither the 
school nor the urban division will be mentioned in the study. You will receive a $5.00 
Starbucks gift card for returning this survey. In addition, the study will possibly benefit 
you by enriching your personal reflection of leadership at your school. All returned 
surveys will be labeled with a random number and any identifiable information will be 
removed. 

 
Thank you for your participation. It is appreciated greatly! 
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Appendix C: Letter of Permission for Survey Use 

 
From "Jacobson, Larry" <Larry.Jacobson@ct.gov>  

Sent Tuesday, October 10, 2006 11:58 am 

To Hope Terrell <hopet123@gwu.edu>  

Subject

 

RE: Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale Use Permission 

Dear Ms. Terrell, 

 

On behalf of the Connecticut State Department of Education, we are 

pleased to grant you permission to use the Distributed Leadership 

Readiness Scale (DLRS) as a research instrument for your dissertation. 

 

As described earlier, we simply ask that you cite the Connecticut State 

Department of Education as the source of the DLRS Instrument. 

 

At the conclusion of your research we would be most interested in 

learning about your findings and any information that might be used to 

improve the survey instrument. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Larry Jacobson, Ph.D. 

Connecticut State Department of Education 

Division of Teaching, Learning and Assessment 
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Office:  860.713.6819 

Fax:     860.713.7028 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Hope Terrell [mailto:hopet123@gwu.edu]  

Sent: Sunday, October 08, 2006 5:27 PM 

To: Larry.Jacobson@po.state.ct.us. 

Subject: Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale Use Permission 

 

Hello Dr. Jacobson, 

 

I am Hope Terrell, a doctoral student with The George Washington 

University.  Attached is a request letter for permission to use the 

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale.  Thank you for your time and 

attention. 

 

Always, Hope 
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Appendix D: Comparison of Internal Consistency of DLRS-1 and DLRS 

 

Comparison of Internal Consistency of Reliability Using Cronbach’s Alpha for DLRS-1 
and DLRS 

  

 Number of 
items 

for DLRS-1 

Reliability 
coefficient 
alpha for 
DLRS-1 

 

Number of 
items 

for original 
DLRS 

Reliability 
coefficient alpha 

for original 
DLRS 

Mission, vision, & 
goals 

8 .78 8 .86 

Culture 10 .84 10 .89 

Shared responsibility 12 .79 13 .92 

Leadership practices 9 .79 9 .84 

       DLRS-1 n = 39  ;  DLRS n = 40  

Even though an item was deleted from the original survey and the internal consistency 

changed, the DRLS-1 maintained robust internal consistency. The shared responsibility 

dimension’s Cronbach’s alpha was .79, which is statistically significant. Therefore, the 

survey utilized preserved reliability, as presented in the table above.
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Appendix E: Raw Scores of the DRLS Inter-Item Correlation 

Mean Raw Scores of the DRLS Inter-Item Correlation 

Item number and dimension M SD 

  1 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.80 0.42 

  2 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.60 0.70 

  3 – Mission, vision, & goals 2.30 1.25 

  4 – Mission, vision, & goals 2.30 1.16 

  5 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.50 0.53 

  6 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.80 0.46 

  7 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.70 0.67 

  8 – Mission, vision, & goals 3.94 0.23 

  9 – Culture 3.80 0.63 

10 – Culture 3.40 0.70 

11 – Culture 3.40 0.70 

12 – Culture 3.60 0.70 

13 - Shared responsibility 3.60 0.70 

14 - Shared responsibility 3.70 0.48 

15 - Shared responsibility 3.50 0.71 

16 - Shared responsibility 3.50 0.85 

17 – Culture 2.90 1.10 

18 – Culture 3.40 0.52 

19 – Culture 3.80 0.42 
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20 – Culture 3.40 0.97 

21 – Culture 3.70 0.48 

22 – Culture 3.80 0.42 

23 - Shared responsibility 3.40 0.70 

24 - Shared responsibility 3.60 0.52 

25 - Leadership practices 3.50 0.56 

26 - Leadership practices 3.70 0.48 

27 - Leadership practices 2.80 1.23 

28 - Shared responsibility 3.40 0.97 

30 - Shared responsibility 3.60 0.52 

31 - Leadership practices 2.80 1.23 

32 - Shared responsibility 3.70 0.48 

33 - Shared responsibility 3.60 0.52 

34 - Leadership practices 3.50 0.71 

35 - Leadership practices 3.50 0.53 

36 - Leadership practices 3.00 0.94 

37 - Leadership practices 3.10 0.88 

38 - Leadership practices 2.50 0.85 

39 - Leadership practices 3.30 0.67 

40 - Leadership practices 2.80 0.79 
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Appendix F: Mean Pass Rates in Reading and Math 

Mean Pass Rates in Reading and Math for Each School in Both Districts for Grades 
Three, Four, and Five 
 

School in 
District 1 

Reading 
pass rate 

Math pass 
rate 

School in 
District 2 

Reading 
pass rate 

Math pass 
rate 

1 85.00 84.00 1 89.00 87.00 

2 78.00 77.00 2 90.00 89.00 

3 78.00 73.00 3 85.00 95.00 

4 86.00 88.00 4 91.00 87.00 

5 80.00 84.00 5 87.00 93.00 

6 86.00 90.00 6 90.00 92.00 

7 77.00 70.00 7 92.00 89.00 

8 81.00 83.00 8 85.00 81.00 

9 92.00 88.00 9 92.00 93.00 

10 83.00 85.00 10 97.00 93.00 

11 86.00 87.00 11 84.00 86.00 

12 79.00 85.00 12 89.00 89.00 

13 75.00 78.00 13 88.00 88.00 

14 92.00 96.00 14 96.00 96.00 

15 89.00 92.00 15 92.00 92.00 

16 61.00 63.00 16 79.00 70.00 

17 83.00 84.00 17 93.00 89.00 

18 92.00 95.00 18 97.00 96.00 
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19 81.00 78.00 19 90.00 82.00 

20 89.00 97.00 20 89.00 87.00 

21 97.00 96.00 21 91.00 89.00 

22 79.00 80.00 22 98.00 96.00 

23 87.00 92.00 23 95.00 93.00 

24 91.00 91.00 24 95.00 92.00 

25 86.00 78.00 25 94.00 83.00 

26 83.00 92.00 26 85.00 86.00 

27 84.00 87.00 27 94.00 92.00 

28 82.00 85.00 28 94.00 93.00 

29 83.00 88.00 29 84.00 86.00 

30 84.00 85.00 30 96.00 95.00 

31 91.00 95.00 31 89.00 86.00 

32 92.00 83.00 32 88.00 83.00 

33 95.00 98.00 33 94.00 100.00 

34 84.00 87.00 34 94.00 90.00 

35 98.00 100.00 35 90.00 90.00 

   36 91.00 90.00 

   37 94.00 94.00 

   38 90.00 91.00 

   39 97.00 96.00 

   40 93.00 95.00 



Distributed Leadership 

 

 

111

   41 91.00 94.00 

   42 95.00 96.00 

   43 90.00 92.00 

   44 87.00 86.00 

   45 96.00 98.00 

   46 90.00 85.00 

   47 83.00 89.00 

   48 95.00 94.00 

   49 91.00 91.00 

   50 96.00 93.00 

   51 92.00 92.00 

   52 90.00 90.00 

   53 82.00 70.00 

   54 92.00 86.00 

   55 92.00 92.00 

   56 90.00 89.00 

 


