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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 responsibleréasing
student achievement. Therefore, the task of being principal has become tmivexte
principals need to share their responsibilities. Distributed leadership isativefiway
to facilitate the sharing of responsibilities. According to EImore (2000 5aithne
(2005), it is the most effective way to create leadership throughout the schoaotliagc
to DuFour (2005), it promotes effective professional learning communities.

This study’s purpose was to investigate the relationship between leadeasshi
represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement at the
elementary level in two urban school districts. Four dimensions of distributeddieigpde
were investigated: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goals; (b) culture; (edsha
responsibility; and (d) leadership practices. Quantitative researchmpdsyed to
determine a relationship, either positive or negative, between distributetslgpde
dimensions and student performance on statewide assessments.

Survey research methods and descriptive statistics were used to dethamine t
relationship between distributed leadership dimensions and student reading and math
achievement in two urban districts; principals and teachers122) responded to the

Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale (DLRS-1) (Gordon, 2005). Correlatiahais

Vi



was utilized to determine the relationship between the independent variabldsuteidt
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 frooythi$est
the study of leadership in general. In an era when researchers desiceléadiership
practices that impact student achievement, they may influence theecautitd learning
environment of the school; however, quantitative research may not demonstrate a
relationship with student achievement due to lack to qualitative substance. Destribut
leadership shares the responsibility of decision making and encompasstgeeff
educational strategies beyond the principal’s office, within the entire:atisinal

environment.
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Distributed Leadership 1

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 medize aublic.
The current accelerated drive for high academic standards, accompanied stakégh-
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 expectati
educational leaders have risen, researchers have demonstrated sednicrtesest in
educational leadership practices and their relationship to student achieveisigituted
leadership is increasingly viewed as the leadership model for the accountag®lit
(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
21% 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 ceastiry
learn the art of conducting” (p. 9). Chalker further asserted that guidingibudesd
leadership environment takes the art of conducting to a new level as the prinolpal’s
responsibilities have increased tremendously since 1990.

The implementation of NCLB has necessitated a dramatic change in tlibevay
principal operates within a school; the principal must be an instructional leadell as w

an administrator. This combination of responsibilities has become too broad for one
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increased expectations, there has been increased interest in identddeghep styles
and approaches that can help educational leaders fulfill their expanded role. Many
researchers have studied leadership types, styles, characteristicspaed;thewever,
until recently, it has been unclear which leadership practices school adatamgsshould
utilize to empower their staff and enhance academic growth.

A leadership practice receiving considerable attention within the edudationa
community is distributed leadership. The fundamental premise of distributedsle@der
dispersegeadership capacity throughout the faculty, empowers teachers, and assists i
sustaining change within the organization. Lucia (2004) described distributecslepder
as the educational leadership practice for tfec2htury. In addition, Harris (2003)
considered “the idea of distributed leadership. . .at the cutting edge of thaidong
leadership activity in schools” (p. 125). Also contributing to the concept, Gold (2004)
asserted that the practice of distributed leadership links teacherslead&vith a
school’s capacity for change and development” (p. 74).

Although there have been many qualitative studies regarding the practiedl as
as the impact of distributed leadership, quantitative research on the efféistisibéited
leadership has been notably sparse; during this review of the literature only one
guantitative study was revealed. Given the crucial need for effectivertap 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,inferre
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 raiatiogisveen
distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement.

Statement of the Problem

Research has revealed that leadership in schools significantly infustackent
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 leagershi
practices are critical in distributing leadership across the schoolrmudaid in attaining
substantial and sustainable levels of student achievement. A great deathtodratias
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; ElImore, 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 Philadelganenberg
Grant,” 2006). According to DeFlaminis, the Center’s Executive Direatiestributed
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 significaet to not
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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guantitative study identifying the critical dimensions of distributed lehgeend their
influence in predicting student performance. The study identified school cultime as
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 remainedingdghaedi
nature and strength of the relationship between the distributed leadershipepriactic
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 achieveneent at t
elementary school level in two urban school districts. Using quantitative researc
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 GosflodisThe
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) leaderstiiggsa
Developing a better understanding of the relationship of leadership dimensions to student
achievement would enable schools to (a) identify and implement leadershipgx it
improve student achievement and produce sustainable leadership throughout the syste
and (b) recruit, select, and develop personnel to implement distributed leadership

practices effectively. According to Gordon (2005), distributed leadershipsassis
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building leadership capacity and sustainability and positively affaaiest
achievement; however, these conclusions needed further study.

Moreover, to date no research correlating math scores to distributed lgadershi
dimensions had been conducted, although other studies had investigated the impact of the
leadership dimensions on reading scores. This study investigated thenséligtioetween
the distributed leadership dimensions and student achievement in both reading and math.
Therefore, the math correlation contributes a new component to the currenttresearc
Research Questions

The following research questions address the quantitative research gdpdeve
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 acl@atzm
The null hypothesis was stated as follows: There is no relationship betwedrutdt
leadership dimensions and student achievement at an alpha leveltldd:05(0).

Statement of Potential Significance

Because school systems are experiencing increasing pressure to jigtuce
achieving students, and effective leadership in schools is one of the key forces in
determining student achievement levels, it is valuable to understand the ralptions
between distributed leadership practices and student achievement. For edample, i
leadership, as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, were foundvelyposit

influence student achievement in the schools participating in this study, suchHgaders
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might positively affect student achievement in other school districts asGesliparing

the results of this study with Gordon’s (2005) results also might yield additicefal us
knowledge. Thus, the results might be valuable in further exploration of distributed
leadership in other school systems. Likewise, it was expected that this\stuldlyraise

other questions about the effect of distributed leadership, such as its impact on broader
school system performance. Consequently, the study might lead to identificabibeiof
research questions to advance the understanding of leadership in school systehs, as
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 assd#sstddst
leadership practices, and a baseline of the distributed leadership prantloe grovided
to individual school principals, comparing the principals’ and teachers’ resuiskér,
Dalton, Jako, McCauley, & Pollman, 1997). The shared feedback data can facilitate
administrators’ understanding of current distributed leadership practicie wieir
buildings and provide the opportunity for reflective practice and continuous
improvement.

Finally, the General Purpose Data components of the Distributed Legdershi
Readiness Scale (DLRS) included limited demographic data and four short answe
guestions. These components of the DRLS provided greater insight regarding which
individuals were concerned with issues at the school and what those issuesheere. T
demographic data can be reviewed for additional investigation and the four questions
requiring written responses on the General Purpose Data Sheet can be us#éukfor fur

study development (Appendix A).
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Fullan (2001) maintained that leadership is essential for successful edatati
change. This study focused on the ways in which leadership responsibilities, for both
principals and teachers, must be transformed to meet the NCLB accountabilit
requirements for student academics in individual schools, across districtsy@anghbut
state education. Harris (2004) stated, “Research evidence has consistefutged the
importance of leadership in securing and sustaining important change” (phé1l). S
further asserted, “An important blank spot concerns exactly what form or &drms
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)gkeves and
Fink (2006) maintained that distributed leadership is a sustainable form of lepdershi
practice since it highlights emerging leadership talent and validetdsadership
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 assassnierh 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 practicelsamh sc
performance” (p. 7); Gordon asserted that further quantitative reseanadict @
school’s capacity to improve school performance would be beneficial. To validate this
study’s problem and significance, a thorough review of the distributed lbguers

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 Demingthidredf
the TQM movement, introduced the idea of quality to businesses while working with
Japanese management. Deming’s ideas were based on Theory Y managemesd,practi
which maintain that employees seek responsibility and should be given the oppootunity t
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 iddali
worker’s needs because people committed to the organization’s objectivescandilse
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. (20@®) &teher,
“Effective leadership processes occur when leaders and followerslarte aevelop
mature leadership relationships and thus gain access to the many bersafits the
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) bodWaking Schools Worlempowerment is a major
component of Theory Z, as teachers participate in decision making and assioone var

leadership responsibilities, including accountability for student achieverftes
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enactment of NCLB in the field of education has made the TQMdeatity
synonymous with accountability for student achievement. Distributed legalershi
incorporates the tenets of empowerment, shared decision making, and individual
responsibility; leadership is distributed across the building, providing a foundation f
effective leadership in schools.

Effective leadership research shaped the conceptual framework for this stu
Drucker (1954) stated, “Leadership is of utmost importance. Indeed there is nho fubstitut
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 esquir
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 intesthe
premise of distributed leadership: sharing the responsibility of leadersbygtiout the
school building.

Distributed leadership theory extends beyond individual responsibilities and
positions of leadership to a practice performed throughout a social system.uesitr
guality 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 ddstribute
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 rega
to distributed leadership practices employed in their schools. A survey instrirora
the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), the Distributed Lapders
Readiness Scale (DLRS), was utilized. The DLRS addresses the foulinoieasions of
distributed leadership: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goals; (b) culturéafeds
responsibility; and (d) leadership practices.

DLRS-1 surveys were distributed to elementary principals and teachers in t
urban school systems in the mid-Atlantic region. The survey employed a 5-poirtt Like
scale. The results of the survey were correlated to the student achievareEnoh the
statewide reading and math assessments given at the end of year. dssog'Be a
correlation analysis of the relationship between the distributed leadersk@psioms and
student achievement was conducted to identify inferences reflected in theecodlata
(Toothaker & Miller, 1996). In addition, demographic information was collected
concerning gender; ethnicity; educational degrees; years in educattant, giad
school; certification; and responsibility. In the following section, the deltioits,

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

This study included all principals from elementary sites in two urban school
districts. Likewise, a non-random sample of five teachers at each stfeowhs
surveyed. Survey data were correlated with the student achievement dat fechezol,
as reflected in statewide assessment tests, the results of whastagable 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 wadduitio
the principals and a non-random sample of teachers within the elementary schools of tw
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 throligh se
reporting and the context of the variables obtained through personal perceptians rathe
than hard data; therefore, the information was dependent upon the candidness and
truthfulness of the respondents’ answers on the survey. Finally, two specifetslistr
elementary schools were surveyed in this study; therefore, the findmyst dee
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; howewewehe

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 methodolog
were respected as feasibly possible. Bivariate normality wasymssiig a critical
values table for Pearsorr’showever, independence was not fully met because principals
and teachers were selected from specific schools. Therefore, a non-rang@imgaf
teachers surveyed was utilized, with an adequate number of respoadeatding to the
Pearson product-moment correlation analysis formula of principals and teactiexs of
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, anddeeling
Although only visible through artifacts and symbols, culture has direct influence on
policies that empower others.

Distributed leadershipHarris (2002) stated, “Distributed leadership is
characterized as a form of collective leadership in which teacherodexpertise by

working collaboratively” (p. 11).
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EmpowermentMiller and Miller (2001) defined empowermeéias self-direction,
allowing teachers to take responsibility and authority for decisions tleat #fem” (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 t
motivation, knowledge, and practices of other organizational members or understood by
organizational members as being intended to influence their motivation.

School leadershigSpillane, Diamond, and Jita (2003) defined school leadership
as “the identification, acquisition, allocation, coordination, and use of the sociafjahat
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 leadershicording to Hargreaves and Fink (2006),
“sustainable educational leadership and improvement preserves and devegbops dee
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 percetliedesler
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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 principeéglership

practice can enhance leadership capacity for the school and impact studesmtnaehie
(Barkley et al., 2002; EImore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2004; Leithwood
et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2004).

Distributed leadership is an effective practice for developing leadersbnmsis
and abilities at all levels while holding everyone responsible for student ati@ei;et
should not be confused with other forms of leadership (Spillane, 2005). “People
frequently use the ternt®llaborative leadership, shared leadership, co-leadership,
democratic leadership, situational leadershapddistributed leadershif) stated
Spillane (2006, p. 22); however, the specific focus of this study was distributed
leadership that encourages leadership capacity throughout the siktrdiuted
leadership empowers teachers; therefore, that leadership capacitptesrthe
organization, and everyone’s expertise contributes to leadership practice. Adlglitiona
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 ldpdass
represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievemenhmaeddi
math in elementary schools in two mid-Atlantic urban school districts. Fisdirey
important as school districts and local schools analyze effective leadesttipgs in
relation to increased student achievement and leadership sustainability.

Chapter 2 of this study features a review of current literature regalsing t

theoretical model for distributed leadership, the emergent view of effectingol
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leadership, the role of the principal, the impact of school culture, the effecteashang
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 § include

interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations related to the study results.
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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 instructionat featiee
teachers. The literature review revealed that multiple empirical sthdatbeen
conducted to assess principals’ leadership styles and abilities, wheegabadffocused
on determining the ways in which principals choose to direct their staffs. Udiesst
differed with regard to research subjects, methodology, and results. ResgaTth on
school leadership demonstrated that the leader’s style and practic@sasggiimpact
student achievement (Barkley et al., 2002; EImore, 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 sustainedni8gdesadership
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 developrseaho
act cooperatively and accept responsibility for student achievement wdakingran
empowered learning community (Harris, 2002)? To understand fully how the principals
bestow leadership practice and capacity by empowering teachers and school staf
collectively required an examination of the related literature. Thistitex 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 cging t
investigation. Multiple terms were included in the search: distributed Eageshared
leadership, school leadership, organizational leadership, leadership styleipapri
leadership, educational leadership, teacher leadership, leadership cagatitygl
communities, culture, climate, TQM, and Theory Z. Likewise, the searchsitated
using various search engines to locate peer-reviewed journal articles, ppbetsy
dissertations, and other scholarly publications. The Web sites included AREA, JSTOR
ERIC, Google, ProQuest, Lexis Nexis, EBSCO, and Educational Abstractss&zach
provided publications that helped the researcher develop the literature reviewn To gai
more specific information, a few of the experts in distributed leadershgawetacted
through e-mail. Their responses assisted with examination of the literatlcerfirmed
areas that needed to be addressed.

Two terms are used interchangeably throughout this literature reviewipgptinc
and administrator. The literature review on distributed leadership includes sgmafic
sections: the theoretical model for distributed leadership, the emergent vidfacote
school leadership, the role of the principal, the impact of distributed leadershipomh sc
culture, the effects of a learning community with regard to distributed |dwolettse
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 1950selJapane

automakers and electronics manufacturers championed the practice of Toigl Qual
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Management (TQM) based on Deming’s theories about quality. This practiaedithe
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 treztiatell
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 todanemy” (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 IGenera
Electric in the form of Six Sigma programs. According to Walton (1986), asrigemi
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 point
focused on creating responsible, effective personnel; 7 points are spguiétalant to
today’s educational quality: (a) create constancy of purpose for improvenyaotott
and service, (b) adopt the new philosophy, (c) improve constantly and forever the syste
of production and service, (d) break down barriers between staff areas, (e) remove
barriers to pride of workmanship, (f) institute a vigorous program of educatibn a
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 anefatesrshould 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 likelgdertake
greater responsibility and exercise self-control and self-direction fthey are
committed to” (p. 56) an organization’s objectives; if employees are not ctednilie
organization suffers. This belief initiated a new view of relationship-baaderehip
principles.

Gibb, the originator of the ternlistributed leadershipbased his view of a
relationship-based approach to leadership within and across an organizat@Man T
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 &l kewve
consistency of purpose, that is, culture. High levels of student achievement represent t
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 proassaswhen
leaders and followers are able to develop mature leadership relationships aradrthus g

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 retgp(Gcechi,

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 st2@y of
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 larg
organizations as among large businesses, decentralization will be assadiateigher
performance both in student achievement and in administrative intensity ahthad c
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 struct2&2
schools in Edmonton (Canada), Seattle, and Houston with schools in New York, Los
Angeles, and Chicago. The researchers also analyzed standardized testismhuaton
rates, and other student performance measures. They used structured and @alstructur
interviews and visited several classrooms to eliminate the “expert/leayniant”
concern. The researchers found that high-performing schools had decentralized
management systems in which everyone at the school level shared the resgydosibil
student performance. Conversely, Ouchi and Segal (2003) found that low-performing
schools were controlled by central office mandates for school practiceslimgc

budgets and hiring. The validity of this research was enhanced by the hesgarse of
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the weighted student formula. This budgetary tool included most of the NCLB d¢asegor
non-English speaking students, students from low-income backgrounds, and special
needs students; the only NCLB category excluded from analysis was gthnicit

Limitations of the study by Ouchi et al. (2002) included the following: (a) the
intended sample was expected to display dramatically different types ofzatyan, (b)
some schools were not considered because it was difficult to acquire penntoseisit
those schools, and (c) all of the districts studied were large. Although a hesearc
technically cannot generalize findings from a qualitative study, the authersemhthat
the results could apply to other large districts. Teacher, staff, and student empotver
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 lepdmrdtuilds
organizational capacity by creating collective leadership. Empowtraaipers to
develop leadership expertise while working collaboratively with the builslipghcipal
and each other maximizes human and leadership capacity in an educational rsetting a
sustains continuous improvement. To achieve student academic growth and develop
greater leadership capacity, the principal must adapt his or her rdtefera of
accountability. Everyone within the school walls will feel the effect ohankd

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 atidnship
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 Gfrtred “

Man” traits or characteristics, situational leadership, charisnestaership, and
transactional-transformational leadership to the notion of building leadershiptgapa
within the organization through distributed leadership practices. Jaworski (1996)
observed that leaders develop and deploy leadership capacity by sensirgpgnitireg

the patterns of change and conveying that awareness and knowledge to oshers. Hi
concept osynchronicitypromoted the development of leadership capacity to encourage
the collective potential of an organization working to shape its future. Furthewrefvie
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 thay/ stu
effective school leadership functions as the conceptual framework. Schooslepders
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 leadershity capa
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 capacikygBat al.,
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2002). Multiple studies have included research on the fundamental elements of
educational leadership, including personal behaviors and leadership style. Wihetinas
discovered is that the core of educational leadership seeks “to align peoplt dehi
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 chang&wotday’s educational
accountability initiatives. In an attempt to adjust to the acceleratedjehthe 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 inginadti
leadership, and ultimately to facilitation of a distributed leadership enveonns
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 historicagesigol
has been that of a top-down bureaucratic institution, with teachers at the hattom
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 thessame
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 haslleoimpe
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principals to play a more comprehensive, critical role as instructiortsreéCotton,
2003). Principals must work to create a positive, dynamic workplace for teachers, w
will develop learning environments that are essential for high achievemdhstoidants.

Although instructional leadership is currently perceived to be the principals mos
important responsibility, his or her management responsibilities usually Ealtle
time to fulfill effectively the instructional leadership role (Sheall&2003). Frequently,
administrators are overwhelmed by their daily management responspditie their
opportunities for instructional leadership become limited. Yet, a principakketship is
the key in providing an effective learning environment (Allen, 2003), and contemporary
principals must understand the fundamentals of the essential role as an amsitucti
leader (DuFour, 2005).

Members of the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP)
discussed the characteristics of quality leadership in their professioan@iew, 2002),
after which they developed a public statement of six standards they desirepatsitai
attain. Standard One placed instructional leadership at the center of eveayphingipal
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, supervisingudum
development, and ensuring the quality and availability of teaching resouccés, (P
2004). In this role, principals also must direct their teachers to seek and usstiorst
strategies that will assist their students to master academicrstsnai@hering to this

direction necessitates considerable learning on the part of the tedcstnedy, 1998).
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Academic standards are not simply instructional goals but bureaucratictesaticd
students acquire mastery as a criterion factor for a school’s accoiydtrmination.

Because academic standards are the basis for statewide assedt@enis
pressure on teachers to ensure their students pass the statewide te$tseTteszehers
may choose to overuse practice skill drills necessary for test sucitessthan
implement their well-crafted lessons (Lashway, 1998). To ensure thagtgach
instructional practices remain current and that well-crafted lessenawght, 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 toytsailf”

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

understanding that principals cannot do it all poses many questions: for examplenhow c

increased teacher leadership be accomplished, and what type of authority should be
allocated?
This change of focus has directed educational leaders such as Elmoressoprofe
of Educational Leadership at Harvard University, to promote enhancing the gayacit
building administrators and teachers to meet the goal of high student achievgment b
implementing a distributed leadership model. EImore (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 prantices
student learning and accountability measures. Distributed leadership has loeiedes
as a model in which “decision-making responsibility, accountability, and aythorit
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, recommittingieseand
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 1)

New policies and practices must be put in place to provide building administrators
(a) the training necessary to be effective distributive leaders and (ljtihtormake
decisions concerning the structure of instructional leadership in their buikBngsll as
the ways in which the leadership will be evaluated (Archer, 2004).

Another important issue is the sustainability of effective leadershipqeact
According to Hargreaves and Fink (2006), Lester Brown coined the term sustinabil

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 dimirirshing
opportunities of future generations to meet theirs” (as cited in Hargr&aviek, p. 16).

The term, however, has multiple connotations; Zairi and Liburd stated in 2001 ¢hat it i
“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 caanpetiti
performance” (as cited in Zairi, 2002, p. 1161). Educational leaders must adapt to the
educational change demanded by the mandates of NCLB to ensure meaningfuj lea

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

that spreads and lasts, in ways that does no harm and indeed creates positivedrenefits f
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 facilitatodfiare of
high-level student achievement. The facilitative proficiencies of tineipal must be
present emerge when directing a school with distributed leadership toragsigtance
and decision making, just as the view of educational leadership is transforming.
Fundamental leadership components affected by distributed leadership arseatiolres
the continued review of literature.

The Roles of the Principal

Given the current accountability movement, it is difficult to predict how schools
of the 2" 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 leadershiyiistksl

leadership (Spillane, 2006). Development of this form of leadership requires thatthe r
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of principal include political and facilitator proficiencies to develop leaderstppaty
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 anddssss while
serving as strong instructional leaders; to be able to manage financiest| o,
discipline, and other school operations; and to facilitate distributed leadershgpard
their decisions. Successful distributed leadership guidance requires cateckand
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 Licenissioetium
(ISLLC), the National Association of Elementary School Principals (SR the
Education Leaders Constituent Council (ELCC), the Southern Regional Educatioh Boar
(SREB), and the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL)
reviewed these standards to assess the extent to which district leasepsepared, 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 accountabiéy; t
leadership required has many names and forms including distributed leadeashianét
Moorman contended that principals must lead student learning, know curriculum content,
guide teachers to better instructional practices, analyze student datacanchge
leadership practices outside the classroom. The role of the successful principal
emerging to encompass familiarity with school and instructional pesditcimprove

student learning, bring about positive change by working with teachers, provide the
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support necessary for teachers to implement successful instructionalgs,eatid guide
teachers whose students are high performing to share with others and becdense lea
(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 theighib
communicate a vision and create buy-in with teachers. Leadership relsg&tchzes
and Posner (1989) acknowledged that leaders enable others to act by incorporating a
process that inspires a shared vision, fosters collaboration, models expectedrbehavi
and encourages the heart through appreciation of effort. Likewise, Senge’sTh890)
Fifth Disciplineoutlined five disciplines of a learning organization: encouraging personal
mastery, reflecting upon mental models, creating shared vision, transfaeamg
learning, and employing systems thinking. These groundbreaking tesesaand others
demonstrated the need for effective leadership and noted specific behavitgadbedt
should employ. These leadership concepts have moved into the educational environment;
at the school level, leadership influences overall school effectiveness and, catigeque
student achievement. Advancing the model of administrative leadership, Jantzi and
Leithwood (1996) defined six dimensions critical to leadership practice: (&)fileg
and articulating a vision, (b) fostering the acceptance of group goasoieding
individual support, (d) ensuring intellectual stimulation, (e) providing an apptepria
model, and (f) setting forth high performance expectations (pp. 514-515).

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

principal, the roles appear interchangeable in certain circumstances.nemasitit is
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necessary to describe the role of facilitator; this information is pexénthe 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 3fihteachers
and 11 headmasters through questionnaires, shadowing, and interviews. The NCSL
report,Distributed Leadership in Actigistated that an environment of distributed
leadership interjects the necessity of the principal’s relinquishing thefailtimate
decision maker and trusting others to make the best decisions for specifiorsstuat
(Macbeath et al.). Likewise, the report concluded that dimension of fawilgiabuld be
added to the role of principal: facilitator; principals must be active in seagng
consultant, commander, and consensus developer. Being proactive in theselaseas he
principals know when to direct, intervene, or stand back. The NCSL data triangulation
reinforced the reliability and validity of the findings; however, this qualgatudy
would have been enhanced with a quantitative link to the effectiveness of the distributed
leadership practice.

Additionally, EImore’s (2000) papeBuilding a New Structure of School
Leadershipfocused on “the imperatives of public school leadership and the demands
standards-based accountability place upon it” (p. 3). EImore maintained that écecreat
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, EImore (2000) asserted, principals require
additional expertise related to every facet of their job: (a) enhancemaall®fnd
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 confiichweirarchical 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 responsibititiesughority
for instructional guidance and direction, increase decision-making capéabiinclude
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 apdaity.

(pp- 20-21)
Since Elmore’s (2000) study, administrators have embraced the trustworthfiness
his findings and transferred the fundamentals to their settings. Neverthakess, t
gualitative study would have been enhanced with a quantitative link to the effestivene
of the distributed leadership practice.

As a facilitator, the principal should incorporate the routine of reflection. In
groundbreaking research on distributed leadership, Spillane, Hallett, andri2ig2003)
studied the leadership activities that enable leaders to review theicenattectively
and analytically. The researchers maintained that leadership is reefiheson nor a
group; however, the practice of distributed leadership, with a focus on student academic
achievement, affects everyone in the school. Their distributed leadershipvsisidy4-
year longitudinal qualitative study focusing on leadership, which was conductegtitin e
Chicago public elementary schools. Spillane et al. studied instructional leaders
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 Diar2088). The

researchers applied two types of coding. First, during the data analysigdhesd on
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coding three attributes: (a) who and what, (b) influence with regard to instructior)and (
identification of the influential leader. Second, they coded the data to reftewiraic
capital, cultural capital, human capital, structural capital, and demographgis
examination found that the instructional leader role of the principal in fact rrestjva
enables, and supports teachers’ efforts to learn about and change thetionstruc
practices. This seminal study established the groundwork for distributedsleipda
schools; however, it was limited by the numbers of participants and the need for
additional verification. Therefore, Spillane continued his work with the Nationah&e
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 lei@ders
practice.

Expanding further upon the facilitator role of the principal, Lovely (2005) stated
that the functions of leadership in high-achieving schools bear resemblanceders spi
web, with principals’ drawing the lines to match teacher leaders to sp@tetcand to
match jobs to teachers’ interests and abilities. Basing her article aubPsiF2005)
literature and her own work in the field on professional learning communities,yLovel
compared the principal’s role to a basketball team, where success is satedday an
individual's performance but by the way the team plays the game or seasthetolgea
distributed leadership environment, the responsibility for success flows throulgbout t
halls of the schools; the sources of action are the leadership teams the prirscpdlina

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 andafaei
proficiencies assist teachers and teams in guiding the leadership cdloé ®istributed
leadership practice and direction influence many other areas: the cultbeeschool, the
entire learning community, and student achievement. Further developmentecdribas
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 togethetingsse
that culture forms around the blending of values, beliefs, and feelings. Althougle c¢siltur
visible only through artifacts and symbols, it directly influences policidsthpower
others.

Essentially, the social system of distributed leadership built on mutual flectsa
all stakeholders. Getting people involved and sharing ideas can be problenyatic; an
suspicion can erode the school’s culture. According to the aforementioned National
College for School Leadership (NCSL) report, distributed leadership ietess
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 integratgb@ath et
al., 2004).

Anthes’ (2005) review of effective educational leadership for an Education
Commission of the States (ECS) report included analysis of information fronpleault

states. With regard to effective leadership, Anthes found there was a nesstitoslto
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create school cultures that engage teachers in meaningful ways; drgagmmunity

and parents in meaningful ways; and focus and align school improvement stratégies tha
create a culture of learning for all members of the community—studengsipa

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 hes@arbased
“on the findings of a MetLife survey of teachers, principals, parents, and stodetis
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 metaianaly
(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’
culture, and, therefore, declared that distributed leadership is different fnemfatms
of school leadership. In his highly acclaimed paBeilding a New Structure of School
Leadership EImore reported the following key concepts for disseminating culturenwithi
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 lepdershi
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 leadause of their
cultural capital or interactive style, rather than their human or economiealt4{)i8).

Their findings from the data gathered in the Distributed Leadership Pegsjattiished
the groundwork for distributed leadership’s effect on the cultural capitatci@ol.
Cultural capital and interactive style are important because they provideysteriefor
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 elemestanpls using
project researchers who interviewed team members and principals. Thehesea
focused their qualitative case study on the fundamental characteridtigh-of
performing, high-poverty schools that contribute to student achievement andgstactic
They also differentiated these schools from low-performing schools or satitiolarge
achievement gaps and then examined specific factors that might be connectetiodth s
success. They found the following common characteristics of high-performghg, hi
poverty schools: (a) a school-wide ethic of high-expectations for facultiy,astd
students; (b) caring, respectful relationships; (c) strong acadentraciieanal focus; (d)
systems for assessing individual students on a regular basis; (e) ctiNeabdeaision
making led by nonauthoritarian principals; and (f) teacher recruitment, ,railg

assignment strategies (Kannapel & Clements, p. 14).
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Each of the characteristics of high-performing, high-poverty schools exhibite
qualities of a distributed leadership culture as well as a professionahtpaommunity,
thereby bolstering the research on effective schools (Kannapel & Cler2@0.

Although the research involved a limited number of elementary schools in Kentueky, it i
not difficult to infer transferability to similar elementary schools aths 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 achievemerirdRese
visited each school and interviewed audit team members and the principals. Tise resul
were compared to a previous audit of eight low-performing schools. A possiblditimita
of the research relates to whether or not the criteria for poverty levelsheesame,
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 comanahity
cooperation” (p. 4), was a significant leadership responsibility and practie&tion to
student achievement. Analysis of studies since the early 1970s revealed thdter0 of t
5000 met specific criteria for (a) design, (b) controls applied, (c) way in whgctiata
were analyzed, and (d) accuracy in the following areas: quantitativensadevement
data; student achievement measured with standardized, norm-refererced seste
other objective measure of achievement; student achievement as the deperai@sat vari

and, teacher perceptions of leadership as the independent variable (Wateps 2}.a
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The findings from the meta-analysis data demonstrated “a substantiaihsigp
between leadership and student achievement” (Waters et al., 2004, p. 3) and identified 21
leadership responsibilities with significant correlations (see Tgbldaritations were
inherent in the MCREL meta-analysis. First, the basis of the study was preaseasch
data that were not original to the McREL researchers; although speitditacwere
applied, the inferences could be inconsistent with the original results. Secomasédec
meta-analysis consists of a review and summation of previous studies, it is gabdas
as the combined research in the meta-analysis.

The McREL study (Waters et al. 2004) generated a significantly postve
correlation between school culture and student achievement, indicating that school
culture fundamentally impacts student achievement and that it is centraktalzuted
leadership environment. The McREL meta-analysis was predicated on the concept tha
effective leaders understand how to advocate change while respectingtaating a
constructive cultural norm. In facilitating a distributed leadership orgémizahe
principal must respect the school’s constructive cultural norm while developirgiee
that shares responsibility for student learning, cultivates a learningeoity, and
encourages cooperation and collaboration.

Table 1 presents the MCREL meta-analysis results, which identify thépatiac

leadership responsibilities.



Table 1. McREL Meta-Analysis Results: Principal Leadership Responsibilities
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Avg. N N 95%
Responsibilities R  (schools) (studies) 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 taskssagy

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

change agent and creating an environment where relationships, situatiareiess, and

intellectual stimulation are valued. Transformation of the principal’s regplitiess
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necessitates change in the school’s culture. Because of these faetargplementation
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. Thencdéloé
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 comnitimaty
professional learning community within the school is not just the environment for
students; it also encompasses the social, collaborative environment of the taadhers
administrators, including their ability to adopt effective change strategiasét
growing accountability movement demands. The National College for Schadktship
report maintained that, as schools become professional learning organizations, the
capacity to manage change is sustained by joint action, collaboration, and tde share
intelligence of a learning community (Macbeath et al., 2004). A professearaing
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 anithéisat

conditions are positively related to the level of total leadership thas éxidte
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organization” (Silins et al., p. 622). Drawing from the Leadership for Organizhtiona
Learning and Student Outcomes (LOLSO) project teacher database, thehe&sea
reviewed responses to an Australian Research Council questionnaire. Thengaast
asked secondary teachers to identify all leadership sources and ththstfehgir

influence in the school. A second questionnaire was given to students to determine the
effect of teachers on students’ academic performance. The questionnairedri@dude
leadership categories, each of which defined a concept of distributed hejpdires total
leadership score represented both the principal’s leadership and distribderdhga
Reliability estimates for the scales on the questionnaire werea@duwlsing Cronbach’s
alpha; high coefficients of reliability were calculated, rangiogi74 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 interrelaticarabipg
nine variables placed into three categories: “school context variables (BB8, s
profile), internal school variables (leader, active leadership, distributeersap,
organizational learning, teachers’ work), and student outcomes variabléspaon,
engagement)” (Silins et al., 2002, p. 625). The research highlighted various school-level
factors associated with leadership, organizational learning, and student cutCdrtres
nine variables, three emerged as direct predictors of organizational ledéeaohey p =
.30), active leadership & .36), and distributed leadership= .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; howeve
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mediated indirect leader effects and indirect active leadershipsfteatiesser degree.
Limitations of the study included (a) the lack of availability of thorough selevel 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 gtuely of
relationship between distributed leadership and student achievement mayrieratege
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 mubhatahey
know about collegial relationships and to focus on new, reconstructive learning. This
transformation requires “sustained, honest, substantive interaction” withgrmkea
concerning new strategies, techniques, and curriculum (Spillane & Thompson, p. 186).
Spillane and Thompson’s research with the local education agencies of ninesdistrict
identified three areas of capital that were positively affected by ¢teqelcity to meet the
demands of learning in the current wave of instructional reform: human capital, soci
capital, and financial resources. They maintained that the complicatedtiotera
between human capital and social capital needed to be explored. Necessaryoimakruct
leadership decisions include the allocation of proper staffing, time, and aisateri
(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 Eader
fundamentally creates professional learning communities, where sanaing toward

the goal of improved instructional strategies and shared expertise be@meswegnd
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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-functionengileg
community, an administrator must facilitate the practice of communicatian i
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 Wgpkovided insight into the steps or practices
necessary to transform a school into a learning community. The school of'tbeniry
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 ofirtee school
should demonstrate the following characteristics of a professional learnimgucotyt

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 increadenst
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 schootisreul
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Nevertheless, research on professional learning communities is noeckflethis study.
Based on the literature, the researcher assumes that distributedhligaciersires a
professional learning community, which impacts student achievemenicagtly.

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 externabements,
and building members’ commitment to their schools” (p. 567). Moreover, distributed
leadership practices influence the level of teacher involvement within the zaganal
leadership and affect student learning and student achievement (Pounder teidedg. S
examining how leadership practices affect student achievement anetpdeisethis
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 leipdditse
purpose of the study was to determine any relationships between principals’ keehavior
and classroom instruction. Quinn was able to generalize his results to schitels.

Using the Pearson product-moment correlational coefficient and a levghticsince of
.05, the research demonstrated a strong positive relationship with the ios#aict
Practices Inventory raw score of .507 in schools in which teachers perceived the
instructional leadership to be competent (Quinn). Included in this mixed-methdgs st
were eight groups of elementary, middle, and high schools; teacher surveyswgegardi

principal leadership practices were used, as well as instructional praetntories and
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observations. Quinn triangulated the data according to educational settingcsoonE
level, and geographic area: urban, suburban, or rural. There was a weaknes® Ibdt int
study because the population was limited to schools that were a part of proj¢8TASS
which was administered by the Middle Level Leadership Center (MLLEYeNheless,
given the triangulation of the various levels of extraneous data, the resuiis sttidy
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 shas#é&¥
are district and individual school report cards that highlight student results @nideat
assessments. Furthermore, these results are the basis for a distsictisadis achieving
accreditation. According to Elmore (2005), distributed leadership represmuaisntable
leadership because as teachers communicate and share their experéssfiducc
practices are nurtured and developed across the staff. Under the guiddnecprofcipal,
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 leadersbiggsan
student achievement. The findings from the meta-analysis data demonsirated “
substantial relationship between leadership and student achievement” (§valers
2004, p. 3) and identified 21 leadership responsibilities with significant correlat®ons, a
noted in Table 1. Although the McREL study focused on principal leadership in general,

many of the cited responsibilities are essential criteria for aliistd leadership
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organization, and the others are necessary for effective leadership practittere that
promotes sharing responsibility for student learning, providing a learning eoitym

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 digtribute
leadership and student achievement found to date was a doctoral study conducted by
Gordon (2005), entitle@he 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 1,80ériaf
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 siz
Construct validity was determined through factor analysis to ensure thensgb of
the survey items (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Cronbach’s alpha reliabilitficdeats
derived through use of the Statistical Package for Social ScienceS)(&Pged from .84
to .92. Using a committee of educators, the Connecticut State Department ofd&ducati
based the survey items on effective schools research and Elmore’s work tuteidtri
leadership; the committee also assigned the items to the representedatimmens
(Gordon). The results indicated that only one dimension, school culture, could predict
student achievement to a statistically significantly degree. The othendions
contributed to school performance collectively but were not individually significant. The
study was limited in that the variance of the covariates created an obstadéésring the

other dimensions’ performance predictors.
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Researchers from the Leadership Project with the University of Miranasdt
University of Toronto provided a report on their findingsdiow Leadership Influences
Student LearningLeithwood et al., 2004). The researchers reviewed available evidence
regarding leadership practice and its effects on student learning. Thelgdegher
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 leadensip: Gi
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 developingrelatith
teachers and community members. In addition, Manasse maintained that although
collaboration norms for best practices are simply not available, effecinepgals
provide continued opportunities for significant decision making and interaction with

faculty. The Gordon (2005) study, however, demonstrated the statisticalcsigoéiof
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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 exantamglationships
among the role and responsibilities of the principal, the culture of the schoolhtiud sc
professional learning community, and student achievement. Distributed lepdershi
provides a structure for sharing authority and expertise across the organindtsmisaa
new standard for accountability. Southworth (as cited by Macbeath et al., pii§4) a
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 accounyadoiit
standards-based reform is a collective, progressive, and cumulative focushomglea
do the right thing for students and teachers. Distributed leadership provides d@habdel
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—tamues
arose regarding which of the dimensions might have a positive relationshipudiémist

achievement. In addition to culture, which other distributed leadership dimensions



Distributed Leadershipl9

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 i
another way irood to Gregtwhen 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 Ioaisie pre
distributed leadership, these quotes should constitute a goal for principals daod distr
leaders alike. Further study was necessary to substantiate whethethar diotensions
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
guantitative study. A Pearson product-moment correlation analysis wasyethfbo
determine the relationship between leadership, as represented by the dim&nsions
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 Ebgu8cale
(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 leveHof r05 (
= 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 acteatv2
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 wagdumey
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addition, a non-random sample of five teachers at each school site was survegetl to m
the ratio necessary for the Pearson product-moment correlation afalysita (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 dtilize
Participants were informed that participation was voluntary and that al&taeted would
be used for research purposes only. Through the survey cover letter, partiogrants
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 Readines&tstap Scale
(DRLS). This instrument was selected because it was specificalgnédso measure
leadership, as represented by the four chief dimensions of distributed lgadersbin
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 Starénimyiaf
Education carried out initial measures for validity; the construction of iwesssbased on
effective schools research and the work of EImore (2000) on distributed leadership. In
addition, a committee of educators reviewed each item to establish theliditg aad
assigned each item to a distributed leadership dimension. To determinatioasbkips
among the items on the instrument, a factor analysis was conducted in accordance wi
the guidelines of Fraenkel and Wallen (2003). Using SPSS, an exploratory fedi@isa
was employed to assist in the assignment of each item to the distributedhgader
dimensions; the reliability results included Cronbach’s alpha coefficiangsing 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 sotalojetirs in

the district, certification currently held, and primary responsibilitys Tiiormation
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assisted in verifying the reliability of the sample, specified the nuofespondents

from each category, and improved the analysis and interpretation of the rdsailts. T
second and third pages contained 40 items that were created to measure expiit fact
concerning the five dimensions of distributed leadership. The item responsesl atibz
point Likert scale ranging from A to E, representoagtinually, frequently sometimes
rarely/never andinsufficient informationrespectively. Item responses A through D were
coded so thatontinuallyreceived a score of 1 anarely/neverreceived a score of 4;
insufficient informatiorwas 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 distribdeeshipa
employed in their building. A Pearson product-moment correlation analysis afrtfey s
results and the student achievement scores in reading and math on statewideassessm
was calculated using SPSS to ascertain whether or not a relationship Wed. idre
descriptive quantitative study examined the relationship of leadership, asergpceby
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 schodédiheb
high-performing schools and two other schools in the early stages of trangbarfran
low-performing to high-performing schools. The survey analysis resulfsedethe
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 we
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) guidelinerof ove
1,000 cases. The instrument’s validity and reliability were consistentivatindings.

This study included two urban districts in the mid-Atlantic region of the United
States, designated as District One and District Two. District Onedsarvurban 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 irdorfoati

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 $dyler
Procedures

Multiple procedures were necessary to conduct this study. After obtaining
approval by The George Washington University (GWU) Institutional RevieavdBo
(IRB) to conduct the study, written permission was obtained from each schoalivisi
Next, a master list was created to log the identification code for eacly sue@ding to
the names and school addresses of the principals and teaches surveyed. Tibatidanti
code assisted in verifying the survey respondents and nonrespondents. Surveys were
mailed to the principal and five certified teachers at each elementagi st 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 cewer lett
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 wdized. In

addition to the survey results, demographic data were collected and the respowse ra

calculated.
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The Pearson’s was employed to correlate the survey results of distributed
leadership dimensions with student achievement data. This technique was apdmpriate
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 ethnitibsthdegree, total
years in education, total years in school, total years in district, adntinestra
certification, and primary responsibility. Moreover, the General Purpose Dagt S
included four questions requiring written responses; these may be usecatatafor
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 permissiorn® use t
Distributed Leadership Readiness Scale and to modify the survey appryggoathls
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 avaidb&e
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 Sca&kSjDivhich
outlined the four chief dimensions of distributed leadership: (a) school’'s missi@m, visi
and goals; (b) culture; (c) shared responsibility; and (d) leadershijcpsacthe

principals and teachers of two urban districts were surveyed. Data from #asctes
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were examined for two purposes. An SPSS correlation analysis, Pearseassused to
examine the quantitative linear relationship between leadership, argpteby 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 gemevaliza

were drawn based upon analysis of data collected.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction

This research addressed the relationship between leadership, as repisstded
distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement in elementary schowls in tw
urban districts. Likewise, it attempted to determine whether or not digitesadership
practices have a direct influence on student achievement. This descrystintéagive
study utilized a survey instrument called the Distributed Leadership Readnale-1
(DLRS-1), which was sent to principals and teachers in the two urban disthets
DLRS-1 questions encompassed four specific distributed leadership dimenglons wi
regard to a school’s administration: (a) school’s mission, vision, and goalsjt(b¥gr
(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 distributeerrap 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 aclaetzm

The DLRS-1 is a survey that measures the utilization of the four dimensions of
distributed leadership. An administration error occurred during the approval panckss
continued through the data collection. This chapter presents information about the
administration error, a review of the internal consistency, a descriptibe satmple, and

statistical analysis of the data.
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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 ResedcH g
DLRS is designed to determine the frequency of behaviors and actions. During the
submission process to IRB, the original survey was unintentionally alteraahittyng
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 Crsrabglca’
analysis on the survey sent to participants to ensure internal-consistealoyityebf the
instrument. Question 29 on the original survey measured one of 13 shared responsibility
guestions; therefore, only 12 questions on the survey actually distributed in thelresearc
study measured shared responsibility. The incomplete survey is refersetheo2L RS-
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 a@tine
Morgan (2000) stated, “If each item on a test has multiple choices, such ast @daker
then Cronbach’s alpha is the method of choice to determine the inter-itenlitgligti

316). An alpha coefficient of .70 or higher is recognized as a practical measstremhoy
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internal consistency; the alpha reliability results of the Cronbach’s edpiged from .78
to .84. Therefore, the DLRS-1 reflected moderately strong internal camsyst

In addition, the table developed for each dimension of distributed leadership
includes the item-total correlation to provide insight into the degree that “each it
correlates with the total score” (Pallant, 2005, p. 92). If the coefficieminfpitem 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 codsioera@gh
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 consistencyieoneffic

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

ltem 1 49
ltem 2 .62
ltem 3 .61
ltem 4 .56
ltem 5 .56
ltem 6 A7
ltem 7 .52
ltem 8 .06
n=_8

Also represented in Table 5 are moderate degrees of correlation between Ite
through 7 and the total score; however, Item 8 displayed a low degree of item-total
correlation: .06. Nonetheless, Iltem 8 was employed because the aggreghiact’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 fovérall

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
ltem 11 .56
ltem 12 51
Item 17 .58
Item 18 51
ltem 19 46
ltem 20 40
Item 21 .59
ltem 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 togdsimam
40 to .62.

Presented in Table 7 are the internal consistency data for the distributed
leadership dimension of shared responsibility. The internal consistendigieo¢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

ltem 13 43
ltem 14 .48
ltem 15 46
Item 16 .35
ltem 23 .52
ltem 24 .36
ltem 26 44
Item 27 44
ltem 28 .36
ltem 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. Thetimorrela
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 consistencyienefbic 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

ltem 25 .53
ltem 31 48
Item 34 .50
Item 35 .65
ltem 36 .67
ltem 37 .68
Item 38 .04
Item 39 40
ltem 40 .39

n=9

There is a moderate degree of correlation between each of the lgadterski
and the total score, with the exception of Item 38, which generated a low valuetéém-
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 olliginea DLRS-1,
which was distributed to the districts, maintained robust internal consistency. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the culture dimension demonstrated stronditelatbi
.84. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the other dimensions showed high moderate
strength, ranging from .78 to .79. Therefore, the survey utilized was rediadble
preserved good internal consistency. According to Gordon (2005), the relitdyilibe

original DLRS reflected a good level of internal consistency with theviollg
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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 ceetfici

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 instrumenigisleel

In conclusion, the internal consistency of DLRS-1 was established. A destripti
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 appreyiB&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 torfive no
randomly selected teachers in each school within the two urban districtsioféeeach
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: Aontinually, B =frequently C =sometimesD
=rarely/never E =insufficient informationinsufficient informatiorprovided 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 sentitb Distr
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Two, 84 were received, representing a return rate of 24%. Four surveys waredet
without any identifiable information; therefore, these surveys could not beruttesl i
data entry process. The total number of surveys included in the data entry was 122, whic
represents 22% of the surveys originally disseminated. The number of respanses p
school is outlined in Table 10.

The total numbenN) 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: 4% &btschools
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 diaazch s
on the statewide achievement assessments. Individual student scores ardatde avai
data supplied by the DOE; only combined student pass rates are available.Ehe DO
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 theaneadin
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 district
(Appendix F).

An examination of the relationship between distributed leadership dimensions and

student achievement correlated the respondents’ scores on the DLRS-1 and thiepass r
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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 DLR8NI= 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 practiteanwit
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 wafrequently 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 mdlam §.65,SD= 0.75), thereby
suggesting that responses related to that dimension were usuallyeittisuallyor
frequently In contrast, the leadership practices dimension generated the lowest mean and
standard deviatiorM = 2.85,SD= 0.86), suggesting the responses were usually either

frequentlyor 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 entethd a
guestions representing each dimension were categorized to determine theinteompos
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 memeve
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 ScliNct 122)

District 1 schools District 1 responses District 2 schools  riDis2 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 thadndi
school; the respondents’ DRLS-1 scores were grouped by school to determinanhe me
for each school. The unit of analysis represented the number of schools partdipayj
not the number of respondents (122).

To analyze the data further, they were correlated to the student achie¥@men
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 ea
school; the only way student achievement data are represented is in the forsratgms
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 tota
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 Peassatissic in SPSS.
Every participant responded to the same survey; therefore, no distinction was made
between principals’ or teachers’ responses and equal weight was applied sartrey
composite scores. The correlations between the dimensions of distributednipaaleds

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

2 2o o) o)
| 5 o BE 8 28 %
Composite scores % 3 52 ©8 Ta oo
0 =] £ o '% < 8 a S 2
= ©) N2 o5 Ko o
) |
Mission composite 1
Culture composite .63* 1
Shared responsibility composite  .48* 70* 1
Leadership composite H59* .66* 61* 1
Reading pass rate 12 A7 .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 franvaloe of.48 [r(71) =
48,p <. 05] to arr value of .70{(71) = .70,p <. 05)].

According to Gliner and Morgan (2000), “Pearsoralues 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 betweenehsidima

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 distriadézsghig
dimensions, and student achievement in the elementary schools in urban school
divisions?

There is no significant linear statistical relationship between |dagees
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 generatedwnof.12
[r(71) = .12 p <. 05]. Correlation of the mission composite score and math pass rate
generated anvalue of.05 [r(71) = .05 <. 05].

2. Correlation of the composite score for the culture distributed leadership
dimension and the reading pass rate generatedane of .17{(71) = .17,p < .05].
Correlation of the culture composite score and math pass rate genenatedusnof
13 [r(71) = .13p < .05].

3. Correlation of the composite score for the shared responsibility distributed
leadership dimension and the reading pass rate generatedlae of .09 (71) = .09,

p < .05]. Correlation of the shared responsibility composite score and math pass rate
generated anvalue of -.04(71) = -.04p < .05].
4. Correlation of the composite score for the leadership practices distribute

leadership dimension and the reading pass rate generatedlae of .21 {(71) = .21,



Distributed Leadershigg3

p < .05]. Correlation of the leadership practices composite score and math pass rate
generated anvalue of .071(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 acl@etem

There is no significant linear statistical relationship, either positiwegative,
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 i aeddin
math. This chapter included the analysis of data collected during the study as the
details of an administration error. The data for this research weretedlfeam two
urban school districts in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States. The Pearson’
correlation test was utilized in statistical analysis of the DLRSMegutata, which
measured four dimensions of distributed leadership, and student pass rates inarghding
math.

According to the statistical analysis, there is no linear relationsthpr @ositive
or negative, between the dimensions of distributed leadership and student achiesement a
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 imgtrume
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and presented a statistical analysis of the data. Chapter 5 presents ttegionpland

conclusions of the statistical results as well as recommendations forriegaszch.
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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 achieveneent at t
elementary school level in two urban school districts. The No Child Left Behinaf Act
2001 (NCLB) [NCLB, 2002] has initiated an age of accountability, and student
achievement is the primary factor used to measure the effectivenesseo$tgadh
schools. According to EImore (2000), “it [the age of accountability] istearperiod of
changing policy perspectives in education” (p. 4); in fact, “it is a direatlatin the most
fundamental premises by which public education has been governed” (p. 4).
Consequently, there is increased interest in educational leadership prantiaheir
relationship to student achievement. Therefore, school leadership has beengeceivin
significant consideration with regard to what works, what makes a difeerenc

Previous research has indicated that school leadership significantly isuenc
student achievement (Barkley et al., 2002; EImore, 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 (Efpitiene,
2005). Distributing leadership throughout the school involves multiple players rather tha
an individual leader who is seen as the one responsible for managing a buildirgnéSpill
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 distrieatiership

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 theidmaef
distributed leadership, and student achievement in elementary schools in urban school
divisions. The first section of this chapter presents a summary of the study.rékalt
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 ftgsearch
in the fifth section.
Summary of Results

This study utilized a correlational analysis to determine the relationshvedret
leadership, as represented by distributed leadership dimensions, and studeninachieve
in elementary schools in two urban districts. The utilization of distributedriape
dimensions in elementary schools of two urban districts was measured usingya e
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 respgrend
(d) leadership practices. The distributed leadership dimension compositefecores
individual schools were determined and correlated to student achievement uding rea
and math pass rates obtained from the Virginia Department of Education Web site. The
Pearson’s 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 represetited by
distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievement in elementary schowls in tw
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 aclaetZzm
The results of this study indicated that none of the four dimensions of distributed
leadership reflect a significant linear statistical relationshtp student achievement in
reading or math. Interpretations of the findings are presented in the followirmanse
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 researdbn'Gor
(2005) results, on the other hand, identified culture as a significant dimension \aitth reg
to school performance. Gordon’s study compared high-performing schools to low-
performing schools, whereas this study included all schools in two urban distticisit
regard to their level of student performance. This difference might havéocoedrto 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 nmakiogg
stakeholders to produce better results, distributing decision making amongdeachdr

be related to student achievement. Likewise, effective school leadershdecal
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catalyst for high-performing schools. Unfortunately, analysis of thefda 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 candsenatetd
from the statistical analysis that there are moderate positive relapseranong the
dimensions of distributed leadership. The range of relationships, in order oflstreagt
as follows:

1. The correlation between the dimensions of culture and shared responsibility
yielded arr value of .70((71) = .70,p < .05], representing a relatively strong
correlation.

2. The next strongest correlation, between the dimensions of culture and
leadership practices, yielded amalue of .66 (71) = .66,p < .05].

3. A moderate correlation between the dimensions of mission, vision, and goals
and culture yielded anvalue of .631((71) = .63,p < .05].

4. A moderate correlation between the dimensions of shared responsibility and
leadership practices yielded amalue of .61{(71) = .61,p < .05].

5. The smallest correlation, between the dimensions of mission, vision, and goals
and leadership, yielded arvalue of .591(71) = .59,p < .05].

The results suggest that the distributed leadership dimensions are nal irtilize
the elementary school environments studied in ways that create a relatioriBhip wi
student achievement; however, the moderately positive relationships among the

dimensions of distributed leadership suggest they are central to leadersiviann ur
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districts’ elementary schools. Review of the demographic results provided possibl
additional implications.

Moreover, an additional limitation of the study was implied because each
distributed leadership dimension generated very small standard deviatiorefofidyex
poor correlation was suggested. The standard deviations for the dimensions were

e mission, vision, and goa8D =0.64;

e cultureSD=0.75;

e shared responsibilitgD= 1.03; and

e leadership practiceSD= 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 oppddunity
acquire assistance from the districts encouraging respondent padicjpagre 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 | am in my first year of teaching.” Another nine percent of tsagsponded
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 furtheringdbeaton.
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Therefore, 80% of the teacher respondents considered themselves part shipaaer
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 percgpt®ns
not components of the analysis, often, teachers responded with a higher freqaancy t
did the principals of their respective schools. The higher frequency coulct tetiehers’
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 fundamtgal
districts studied. Ouchi’'s 1981 study identified empowerment as a criticglozant for
the effectiveness of a school, developing human capacity and leadership throlghout t
building. The fact that 80% percent of the teacher respondents in this study medintai
they had leadership roles in the schools indicates that they perceived ttesnasdbeing
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 elartteit success,
if not directly, indirectly. Although not supported by this survey’s correlaticegllts,
teachers’ having a sense of empowerment can contribute to student achietiausent
affirming Elmore’s (2000) and Spillane’s (2005) qualitative results ttaid leadership
effectiveness through the utilization of distributed leadership facilibagg®er student

achievement.
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Conclusions

In the current age of accountability, finding leadership practices thatirapa
school’s performance as measured by student achievement is criticgl.qualitative
measures, EImore (2000) and Spillane (2005) found distributed leadership to be a valid
leadership model. Based upon gquantitative 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 primaely on t
content area of reading. Math was investigated in this study as well; naocsighif
relationship was found in either content area. Although the results suggestet a smal
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 achievemennhtreatding
achievement.

Additionally, the urban districts involved in this research had generally high-
performing schools; both districts met the standards of NCLB. Therefore, parhaps
relationship to distributed leadership in the schools was not revealed because student
achievement maintained high performance levels. Conceivably, the relgtiohshi
distributed leadership to student achievement would be revealed by studying low
performing schools and comparing their scores to the scores of high-perfocmiadss

Finally, there were moderate positive relationships among the dimensions of
distributed leadership. This finding could suggest that utilizing distributed &Fagén
the schools reflected moderately positive significance with regard to thel@peration
of the elementary schools under study. Therefore, teachers value their utbein dis
leadership’s capacity for distributing leadership within the environment iofaiéding.

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 findingsl var
however, from Gordon’s finding that the culture dimension was significantiedela

student achievement. In addition, although a slightly different form of the DLRS wa
utilized, the instrument was endorsed as a valid instrument because the internal
consistency was determined reliable, which was a significant result doGsresearch.

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 EImore (2000) alzh&pll
(2005) suggested that there is a relationship, and the quantitative reseaariddy G
(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
(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 hagéadompa
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; ElImore, 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 refbstudent
achievement. ElImore maintained that distributed leadership benefits deatanig by
creating multiple leaders; the school community shares leadershiesdttat focus on
student academic achievement. If distributed leadership indeed enhances student
achievement, quantitative research should confirm this hypothesis, althoughdbaeh

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 #vesghins 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’adgadbsitive
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 gingens

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 Hitd
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 prograch&rseaeed
to learn not only how to lead their students but also how to lead their schoolsiskeikew
they should be evaluated on their effectiveness at demonstrating those shéis 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 distributedhgaders
orientation.

4. Districts should provide professional development for current administrators
on how to release responsibility to their teachers, while holding the teachetstable,

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 implément
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 achieyBar&tey
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 educatioredsd ne
further research. The following recommendations for further researchfaredof

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 accountabilitytralditip-
down leadership is not effective, but the question remains: What models aree®ecti
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 distréadedship
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contributes to the culture and community of the teachers would be beneficial iipgovi
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 ar simila
research in other districts with different conditions could yield furtheglmsPossible
research conditions could involve the comparison of districts struggling taizelded
or that have not met the standards of NCLB to high-performing districts; campar
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 cqalty enmixed-
method study combining qualitative data with quantitative data. Although 80% of the
teachers responding to this study indicated that they held leadership ppaitions
connection was not made between the teachers’ perceptions of theirigad#es 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, multiglels,cor 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
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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 leade
capable of raising the level of student achievement. It has contriloutealdifying the
principal’s role and responsibilities from being manager of the building to beeng
instructional leader and facilitator of learning in the building. Therefosearehers have
had an increased interest in leadership practices that influence studenéanshit.

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 leadeasshi
represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, and student achievehgent at t
elementary school level in two urban school districts. The Peansetatistical analysis
correlated data from a survey, the DLRS-1, which was sent to principaleaaiets in
two urban districts, with student achievement data from the Virginia Departohe
Education Web site. Results of the study suggest that there is no signifiatiohsslip
between leadership, as represented by the distributed leadership dimensions, ahd stude
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 I@adershi

practices were not significantly related to student achievement; hquaweton 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 betwast s
achievement and leadership, further research is necessary to demonstnatalgmpi

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 (quidance 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 =lessthan 1
2=1-3
3=4-6
4 =7 or more
E: Total Yrs in this school 1 =lessthan 1
2=1-3
3=4-6
4 =7 or more
F: Total Yrs in this district 1=lessthan 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



Distributed Leadershii0

Section A — Directions: Record your responses in the first

four columns of the General Purpose Data Sheet. Use the > >3 § - c
five-point scale from Continually’ (A) to ‘Rarely/Never’ (D) g g | E 2 o -%
to describe how regularly the following statements apply to = qg)- g = s =
you and your school. Select (E) if you do not have sufficient Sl L|& S |28
. . [ad C C
information to respond to the statement. ==
1. The school has clearly written vision and mission AlBlclplE
statements.
2. Teachers and administrators understand and support
a common mission for the school and can describeit | A | B |C| D | E

clearly.

3. If parents are asked to describe the school’s mission,
most will be able to describe the mission clearly.

>
w
@)
O
m

4. If students are asked to describe the schools’
mission, most will be able to describe it clearly.

(62

. School goals are aligned with its mission statement. A

[o2]
O O O

. The school uses a school improvement plan as a
basis for progress.

7. Teachers and administrators collectively establish
school goals and revise goals annually.

8. The school’s curriculum is aligned with the state’s
academic standards.

9. Teachers and administrators share accountability for
students’ academic performance.

10. School district resources are directed to those areas
in which student learning needs to improve most.

11. The school is a learning community that continually
improves its effectiveness, learning from both A|B|C|D]|E
successes and failures.

12. There is a high level of mutual respect and trust
among the teachers and professional staff.

13. There is mutual respect and trust between school
administration and the professional staff.

14. The school administrator(s) welcome professional
staff members’ input on issues related to curriculum, | A | B |C| D | E
instruction, and improving student performance.

15. The'school'supports using new instructional ideas AlelclplE
and innovations.

16. The school’'s daily and weekly schedules provide

time for teachers to collaborate on instructional A|B|C|D]|E
issues.

17. School professionals and parents agree on the most
effective roles parents can play as partners in their A|B|C|D]|E

child’s education.
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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.

19. The school makes available a variety of data (e.g.,
school performance) for teachers to use to improve
student achievement.

20. Decisions to change curriculum and instructional
programs are based on assessment data.

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.

22. The principal actively encourages teachers and
other staff members to participate.

23. Professional staff members in the school have the
responsibility to make decisions that affect meeting
school goals.

24. The school provides teachers with professional
development aligned with the school’s mission and
goals.

25. Administrators participate alongside teachers in the
school’s professional development activities.

26. The principal actively participates in his or her own
professional development activities to improve
leadership in the school.

27. My supervisor and | jointly develop my annual
professional development plan.

28. My professional development plan includes activities
that are based on my individual professional needs
and school needs.

30. Teachers actively participate in instructional decision
making.

31. Central office and school administrators work
together to determine the professional development
activities.

32. The principal is knowledgeable about current
instructional issues.

33. My principal’s practices are consistent with his or her
words.
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34. Informal school leaders play an important role in the
school in improving the performance of professionals | A | B | C | D | E
and the achievement of students.

35. The school has expanded its capacity by providing
professional staff formal opportunities to take on A|B|C|D|E
leadership roles.

36. Teachers who assume leadership roles in the school
have sufficient school time to permit them to make A|B|C|D]|E
meaningful contributions to school.

37. Teachers who assume leadership roles in the school
have sufficient resources to be able to make A| B |C|D]|E
meaningful contributions to the school.

38. Veteran teachers fill most leadership roles in the
school.

39. New teachers are provided opportunities to fill some

school leadership roles Al B|CIDIE

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

Resear ch Project: Distributed L eader ship
in an Urban School Division
IRB Number: 060720

You are invited to take part in a research study exploring the distributed l@pders
practices in your school. This study is being conducted by Hope P. Terrell angthas be
approved by The George Washington University Institutional Review Board.

Before you decide to take part in this study, you need to understand the risks arid. benefi
This consent form provides information about the research study. If you aga&e fmatt

in the research study, please answer the questions in the attached survayamdoet

the researcher, Hope P. Terrell, in the enclosed envelope. Your decision to take par

the study is completely voluntary. You are free to choose whether you wilhaaken

the study. If you have any questions or need further explanations, plea3& ¢ {-

2573).

This researcher is carrying out a study to determine if there is immslap between the
dimensions of distributed leadership being practiced in your school and student
achievement as evaluated by statewide assessments in reading antlyoatboinplete
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 femutas to finish
and return it, but other than time spent there are no risks to participants. Nesther
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 pgds#niefit

you by enriching your personal reflection of leadership at your school.tdthiesl
surveys will be labeled with a random number and any identifiable informatibbewil
removed.

Thank you for your participation. It is appreciated greatly!
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Appendix C: Letter of Permission for Survey Use

From P "Jacobson, Larry" <Larry.Jacobson@ct.gov>
Sent Tuesday, October 10, 2006 11:58 am
To Hope Terrell <hopetl23@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

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 AlphBERS-1
and DLRS

Number of Reliability Number of Reliability

items coefficient items coefficient alpha
for DLRS-1 alphafor  for original ~ for original
DLRS-1 DLRS DLRS
Mission, vision, & 8 .78 8 .86
goals
Culture 10 .84 10 .89
Shared responsibility 12 .79 13 .92
Leadership practices 9 .79 9 .84

DLRS-In=39; DLRSh =40
Even though an item was deleted from the original survey and the internal @orsist
changed, the DRLS-1 maintained robust internal consistency. The shared responsibil
dimension’s Cronbach’s alpha was .79, which is statistically significant. foheréhe

survey utilized preserved reliability, as presented in the table above.
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Appendix E: Raw Scores of the DRLS Inter-ltem Correlation

Mean Raw Scores of the DRLS Inter-ltem 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




Distributed Leadershiip9

Appendix F: Mean Pass Rates in Reading and Math

Mean Pass Rates in Reading and Math for Each School in Both Districts fos Grade
Three, Four, and Five

School in Reading Math pass School in Reading Math pass

District 1 pass rate rate District 2 pass rate 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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