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Y memMamusHOMY 8UIyCyK Yaconucy «Buua ocsima YkpaiHu» eMilueH! Hayxosi cmammi
¢haxisuyje 3 numaHb Memodonoail, meopil m mexHonozill nedazoziku 8ULLOI LKOU.

ChnissidHowueHHs ¢hinocogbii oceimu ma nedazoaiku 8ULLIOT LKOIU, HanpsiMKU ymoy-
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3ynbmamu docnioxeHb 1o peanizauii mexHonoe2iHo2o nidxody y euwwit oceimi ma Ha-
OaHHs iti 0coBUCMICHO 30PIEHMOBAHOI CIIPSIMOBAHOCI — OCb 0aneKo He NoeHul criekmp
npobnem ma numaxb, 80 suceimneHHsi ma cnpobu PO3esi3aHHS AKUX 38€PMaloMbLCA
asmopu 8Unycky.

Ocobnusa ysaza 3azocmproembcsi 0b2pyHmMysaHH0 hinocogbii oceimu sk Oy-
X08HiIll nadasmi MoOepHi3ayil suLux Has4YanbHuUx 3aknadie, Memodono2iuHili OCHOSI
nedazogaiku ULL{OT LKOMU.

TMy6nikauii memamuyHo20 36ipHuUKa adpecosaHi Hayko8usaM, 00NIOHUKaM Ncu-
X0no20-nedazo2iyHux ma yrnpaeniHCbKux npobnem po3eumxy ocsimuboi cnpasu 8 Y-
paiti ma 3a if Mexamu.
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DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP: CONCEPTUAL PRINCIPLESAND
THE PECULIARITIES OF ITS REALIZATION IN THE SYSTEMOF
SECONDARY EDUCATION IN THE USA

Summary. The article focuses on distributed leadership and its main
aspects in school management: school leaders collaboration and team work
The analysis and results of the empirical study in general educational institutions
of the USA are explored. Peculiarities of its realization in the system of secondary
education in the USA are researched.

Keywords: distributed leadership, school, team work, involvement.

Pestome. CtatTa 30cepeaxye yBary Ha AMCTPUOYTUBHOMY LIKINbHOMY
nigepcTsi Ta HaWBaXNMUBILLMX ACMEKTax OCBITHLOO MEHEIKMEHTY: Cnigpobir-
HULTBI Ta poboTi WKiNbHUX nigepis y komanai. Po3rnaaaoTbea KoHUenTyansk
NPUHLMNKU AUCTPUDYTUBHOrO nigepcTea Ta 0cobnMBOCTI Oro peaniaauji & cuc-
Temi cepeaHboi ocsiTu CLLA.

KnouwoBi cnoBa: guctpubyTtusHe niaepcreo, Wkona, pobota y komang
3anyyeHHs.

Peslome. CTaTbs cocpeaoTaumBaeT BHUMaHUE Ha ANCTPUGYTUBHOM
LUKOMNMbHOM NMUAEPCTBE U HAaUBAaXKHEWLIMX acnekTax obpa3oBaTenbHOro Mexes:
XMeHTa: COTpyAHUYEeCTBe U paboTe WKONbHbIX NMAEPOB B KoMaHze. Pacomar
pMBAIOTCA KOHLENTyanbHble NPUHLMMNBI AUCTPUBYTUBHOIO NUAEPCTBA H 000
BeHHOCTM ero peanuaauum B cucteme cpegHero obpasosanun CLIA.

KnioueBbie cnoBa: AMcTpubyTUBHOE NUAEPCTBO, LUKONa, pabora s ko
MaHae, BOBINEYeHue.

Problem Stating. School leadership is now an education policy priority aroung
the world. Increased school autonomy and a greater focus on schooling and schoo
results have made it essential to reconsider the role of school leaders. There is
much room for improvement to professionalise school leadership, to support curent
school leaders and to make school leadership an attractive career for future
candidates. The ageing of current principals and the widespread shortage of qualiieg
candidates to replace them after retirement make it imperative to take action.

In the current climate of No Child Left Behind and other policy pressuresto
improve student achievement in our nation’s public schools, much of the
accountability falls on school leaders. In addition to management tasks, school
leaders are increasingly called upon to act as instructional leaders. Districts take
a variety of approaches to addressing this challenge, ranging from effors to
improve the content knowledge of their leaders to setting up formal structures ty
distribute the instructional leadership it the form of instructional coaches and
lead teachers. Because it is impossible for principals to meet all of the instructiona
needs of a school, principals often distribute leadership across people, routines,
and tools. If the power in a school typically lies with the principal, how then does
this distribution impact the power relationships in a school? This paper is part of
a symposium that addresses this question.
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Contemporary educational reform places a great premium upon the
relationship between leadership and school improvement. The dominant
message from the research base is unequivocal — effective leaders exercise
an indirect but powerful influence on the effectiveness of the school and on the
achievement of students.

Recent Researches. |t is for this reason that «leadership» has generated
an enormous amount of interest among researchers and practitioners. A vast
literature on school leadership and leadership theory exists [7; p.12]. Yet, despite
a substantial research base, a singular, overarching theory of leadership has
proved to be elusive.

While researchers in many countries continue to produce a steady stream
of empirical evidence about school leadership, this endless accumulation of
findings still has not produced a consensus around effective leadership practice.
The sheer proliferation of leadership theories, styles or approaches presented
in the literature undoubtedly contributes to the confusion. There appear to be
as many perspectives on school leadership as those who research and write
about it. Furthermore, it is difficult to discern exactly how alternative theoretical
positions differ.

For example, the differences between «instructional leadership»,
«learner-centred leadership» and 'pedagogical leadership’ are not entirely
self-evident. They embrace similar concepts and endorse a model of leadership
chiefly concerned with improving teaching and learning. But how far they
adequately reflect the reality of contemporary leadership practice is also
debatable, as there is a significant lack of contemporary empirical evidence
supporting these particular leadership perspectives. it has been suggested
that much of the literature fails to accurately reflect leadership practices in
schools and has over-relied upon the accounts of head teachers to define
effective leadership in action [15; 54].

Anyone who looks at the leadership literature will find that, with a few
exceptions, empirical studies of leadership practice at other levels, or from
other perspectives, remain somewhat rare. It is for this reason that models of
leadership derived from, and premised upon, the leadership practice of one
person are currently under scrutiny.

A powerful force in the quest for alternative and authentic perspectives on
leadership practice is the notion of 'distributed leadership’, which is currently
receiving much attention and growing empirical support. In their recent review
of successful school improvement efforts, Glickman et al. construct a composite
list of the characteristics of what they term the «improving school», a school
that continues to improve student learning outcomes for all students over time.
At the top of this list appears varied sources of leadership, including distributed
leadership.

Similarly, research by Silns and Mulford has shown that student outcomes
are more likely to improve where leadership sources are distributed throughout
the school community, and where teachers are empowered in areas of
importance to them [18; 90].

In contrast to traditional notions of leadership premised upon an individual
managing hierarchical systems and structures, distributed leadership is

477



characterised as a form of collective leadership, in which teachers develop
expertise by working collaboratively. This distributed view of leadership requrres
schools to «de-centre» the leader [6; 330] and to subscribe to the view that
leadership resides «not solely in the individual at the top, but in every personal
entry level who in one way or another, acts as a leader» [5; 52]. Distributed
leadership therefore means multiple sources of guidance and direction,
following the contours of expertise in an organisation, made coherent through
a common culture. It is the «glue» of a common task or goal- improvement of
instruction-and a common frame of values for how to approach that task.

The Aim of the article is to research the term distributed school leadership
and the methods of its realization in the system of Secondary education in the USA

The Main Material. This is not to suggest that is no one is ultimately
responsible for the overall performance of the organisation or to render those
in formal leadership roles redundant. Instead, the job of those in formal
leadership positions is primarily to hold the pieces of the organisation together
in a productive relationship. Their central task is to create a common culture of
expectations around the use of individual skills and abilities. In short, distributing
leadership equates with maximising the human capacity within the organisation.

The ability to use data to improve student learning is one of the contentious
aims of current education policy. This paper uses a distributed leadership
framework and social network analysis to introduce two approaches the design
of school information system: Prescriptive data systems designed to give
teachers answers to instructional questions; and discretionary data systems
are designed to help teachers ask the right questions about instruction. Whik
each of these approaches has been used for using data to improve student
learning, each approach is build on radically different assumptions about who
should make decisions about assessment, teaching and learning.

A distributed leadership perspective can be used to reveal how leaden
create and assemble artifacts to influence patterns of professional interaction
in schools [19; 47]. In each of these case-based examples, the intentiona
relation of structures to action implies that power must be used to compe!
either through mandate or persuasion, school professional to interactin intended
ways. Discussion of how school leaders use power have tended to focus on
how power is misused — from creating coercive institutional systems to outright
interpersonal oppression and aggression. This emphasis on the negatie
consequences of power can miss the showing how leaders must necessaty
use power and authority to successfully lead schools.

Since it is often viewed that leadership and power are synonymous, i
safe assumption would be that the formal leaders in a school have the pows
— the principal, assistant principals, etc. Traditional views of leadership tendts
support this assumption by focusing attention on the individual leader
Distributed leadership theory extends beyond characteristics of the leader o
consider the activity of leadership [16; 38]. If leadership extends beyond the one
leader with power, does this mean that power extends beyond the designated
leader as well? And if so, how?

Schools are made up of a variety of individuals who act out different roles
within organizational routines. These roles are sometimes formally defined
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(principal, coach) and also informally defined (a lead math teacher who arises
from the first grade team).

Regardless of whether defined by formal title or informal authority, all
individuals in schools have agency. This paper takes a distributed perspective to
examine issues of power and instructional leadership practice in one K-8 public
inner city school. Through a case study approach, this paper seeks to understand
how agency plays a part in the power dynamic of leadership practice in math and
language arts. | argue that instructional leadership practice is influenced not only
by school leaders and teacher leaders, but also by followers. Leaders create the
conditions for improved teaching and learning in their schools.

When considering issues of power in schools, one place to look is at the
direct interactions between leaders and teachers by asking questions such as
do teachers have power in the school? Is that genuine power? If the leaders
build the structures that enable teacher leadership, the people in the school
have to enact those routines, use those tools, and participate. An examination
into the ways in which teachers choose to participate (or not) offers us one
window into this power dynamic.

Schools are hungry for leaders who can transform the school culture for
the better. The distributed leadership theory holds that educational leadership
is often not held in one person, but is instead distributed among multiple
individuals. A body of leadership has multiple individuals who have the tools
and skills to contribute to the success of the organization.

Distributed leadership is also called team leadership, shared
leadership or democratic leadership. In some situations, a school has
multiple leaders. In other situations, leadership is not a specific position
but is instead an attribute that arises in different individuals throughout the
organization. Distributed leadership focuses on leadership practice rather
than specific leadership roles. These leadership practices occur when those
in authoritative and subordinate positions interact with each other.

With distributed leadership, responsibilities are distributed among
multiple staff members. For example, an upper-level administrator might
periodically visit an organization to evaluate and provide feedback to a teacher.
However, other administrators in the organization might not view this evaluation
period as enough to effectively develop the staff member under review and
might arrange for lower-level administrator to also evaluate the staff member
more frequently.

Helen S. Timperley argued in Curriculum Studies that schools should not
rely on one leader to solve all the problems in a particular school because few
individuals have the these abilities. Also, any policy modifications made by the
leader will fall apart when the leader is not available to maintain these
modifications. However, if the changes are implemented by several leaders
who agree to the changes, these leaders can all work together to maintain
them. Also, instead of managing these modifications, leaders can change the
norms, principals and beliefs held by the members of the school so that all the
staff members will maintain the changes. But to change these beliefs, the
leadership must change the overall school culture, which can only occur through
face-to-face interactions.
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Leithwood, et al. viewed distributed leadership as a subset of
transformational leadership. Spillane, et al., on the other hand, argued that al
forms of leadership are distributed. Transformational leadership refers to
leadership that stands in contrast to the more traditional transactional leadership,
where the leader delegates tasks to subordinates. With transformational
leadership, the leader is instead focused on bringing about positive changes
within the staff members.

The concept of leadership with «multiple sources», in which leadership
authority does not lie with one single individual but can be transferred to others.
can apply to teachers, parents and community members, and district leadership
[7; 12]. Assigning elements of shared leadership to the relationship between
districts and schools has shown to have benefits in creating a collaborative
relationship between district and school leaders and, in turn, transforming
schools. Although certain goals, standards, and assessments can be
determined at the district level, removing the top-down approach in supporting
schools to meet the goals and standards can promote the same type of self-
motivation and autonomy on the part of schools. Therefore, we propose that the
distributed, inclusive leadership model also can be applied at the district level.

The Southern Regional Education Board (2009) surveyed school principals
in both high- and low-performing schools regarding the relationship between
the district office and the school leadership. They found a more collaborative
relationship existed for the principals in high-performing schools; the school
principal was allowed more flexibility and control over decisions made for the
school. Yet, the district office’s responsibilities to these schools also expanded.
In other words, in high-performing schools, the district office gave up some
control but also took on more tasks to support their schools. In the low-performing
schools, the principals complained of a very centralized district office; the school
principals felt the district did not empower or develop their leadership capaciy.

Two recent studies of successful school leadership have reinforced the
importance of distributed leadership practice in securing and sustaining school
improvement. In 1999 the NAHT (National Association of Head Teachers) in
England commissioned research to identify, examine successful leadership
practice in schools [8; 285]. In 2001 the National College for School Leadership
(NCSL) funded research that explored successful leadership in schools facing
challenging circumstances. Both studies offer a contemporary view of successful
leadership and provide insights into current leadership practices in schools.

The central message emanating from both studies was that successful
heads recognised the limitation of a singular leadership approach and saw their
leadership role as being primarily concerned with empowering others to lead

The NAHT research revealed that, although the heads were at different
stages in their careers, of different ages, had different experiences and were
working in very different situations, their approaches to leadership were
remarkably similar. The evidence from this study pointed towards a form of
leadership that was distributed through coliaborative and joint working. The
evidence showed that these successful heads led both the cognitive and the
affective lives of the school, combining structural (developing clear goals),
political (building alliances) and educational leadership (professional
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development and teaching improvement) with symbolic leadership principles
(presence, inspiration) and distributed leadership practice (empowering others
to lead). They were primarily transformational leaders who built self-esteem,
enhanced professional competence and gave their staff the confidence and
responsibility to lead development and innovation.

The second contemporary study of successful school leadership also
investigated leadership practice within a group of ten schools designated by the
Department for Education and Skills (DfES) as «facing challenging circumstances».
In all ten schools the research found that distributed approaches to leadership
prevailed and directly influenced approaches to problem solving and decision-
making. While heads’ responses to problems varied, depending on the
circumstance or situation, their value position remained consistently one of involving
and consulting pupils, staff and parents.

Within the study, the heads saw the agency of staff and students as central to
achieving the school's purpose. The heads used a number of strategies for
distributing leadership. These included involving others in decision-making;
allocating important tasks to teachers and rotating leadership responsibilities
within the school. They had deliberately chosen to distribute leadership responsibility
to others and had put in place systems and incentives to ensure this happened.
Their leadership was underpinned by a set of core personal values that included
the modelling and promotion of respect (for individuals), fairness and equality,
caring for the well-being and the development of students and staff.

In all cases, they remained important gatekeepers to change and
development, guiding their schools in a clear and purposeful direction. Their
approach to leadership was not one of «delegated headship», where unwanted
tasks are handed down to others. In contrast, they distributed leadership activity
through a redistribution of power within the organisation, by giving those who
did not occupy «formal» leadership positions responsibility for major and
important development tasks.

The heads adopted highly creative approaches to tackling the complex
demands of implementing multiple changes. The decision to work with, and
through, teams, as well as individuals, was a common response to the
management of change. From the perspectives of those within the school
community, teachers, parents, governors, and pupils, the overarching message
was one of the heads leading their schools through primarily developing and
involving others.

Both studies point towards an emerging model of Jeadership that is less
concerned with individual capabilities, skills and talents and more preoccupied
with creating collective responsibility for leadership action and activity. The focus is
less upon the characteristics of «the leader» and more upon creating shared
contexts for learning and developing leadership capacity.

But how do schools achieve distributed leadership? What do formal
leaders do to promote distributed leadership? It would be na?ve to assume
that the structural, cultural and micro-political barriers operating in schools
would simply fall away to accommodate and support distributed leadership.
Consequently, the difficulties of adopting models of distributed leadership in
practice should not be underestimated or simply ignored.
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The success or otherwise of distributed leadership within a school can be
influenced by a number of interpersonal factors, such as relationships with other
teachers and school management. The importance of these is evident, both with
respect to teachers’ ability to influence colleagues and with respect to developing
productive relations with school management, who may in some cases feel
threatened by teachers taking on leadership roles. There may also, on occasion,
be conflicts between groups of teachers, such as those that do, and do not, take
on leadership roles, which can lead to estrangement among teachers.

Research has shown that colleagues can, at times, be hostile to
distributed leadership because of factors such as inertia, over-cautiousness
and insecurity. Overcoming these difficulties will require a combination of strong
interpersonal skills on the part of the «teacher leader» and a school culture that
encourages change and leadership from teachers.

Clearly, more empirical evidence is required about the ways in which
distributed leadership currently operates in schools. We need to know more
about how it is developed and promoted. In particular, we need to know if, and
how, it contributes to better teaching and learning processes in schools. A new
project funded by the General Teaching Council and the National Union of
Teachers proposes to address these questions by collecting data from schools
where forms of distributed leadership are operating successfully. The project
commences in October 2002 and will be primarily concerned with the ways in
which teacher leadership contributes to school improvement.

We are currently seeking the involvement of schools in this project an
would welcome any suggestions or recommendations about schools to
approach.

Conclusion. The research bears out that successful school transformation
is characterized by strong school leaders who achieve dramatic results by
intensely focusing all available resources on improving student learning. Unti
now, we have not seen such singular focus across the system (federal, state,
and local) on the twin components of school transformation: leadership and
instruction. The federal investment in turning around chronically low-performing
schools signals a commitment to give states, struggling districts, and schools
the funding support to reinvent models for building effective leadership and
instructional capacity. States and districts, in turn, are urged to marshal al
available resources (e.g., time, funding, and human capital) at the district and
school levels to support the transformation of our most distressed schools.
This mission-driven approach is supported by district leaders and involves
teachers in focused, sustained, data-driven, and collaborative work that engages
all parties in the school’'s mission to improve student achievement.

It takes a skilled leader to be able to walk the tightrope of balancing
authority with shared leadership. More importantly, school and district leaders
must be able to transform processes, practices, and procedures to sustain the
vision of high standards for student achievement in a supportive climate long
after the leaders are gone. Truly successful leadership is measured by the
endurance of improvement efforts. When an inclusive, strategic leadership
approach is practiced at both the district and school levels, the possibilities of
wide-scale improvements and sustained student achievement are attainable
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