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Abstract

Distributed leadership is currently a frequently researchedoastady. However, few
studies examine the influence of distributed leadership on teachers’ decisiomslassroom.
The true essence of distributed leadership is to empower teachers to become invbleed i
decision making process within the school. Yet, research does not examine how elistribut
leadership influences the most important decisions teachers make, whichraotiomsl
decisions specifically relating to content and pedagogy. The purpose of thisssiudhegin to
fill the gap in research by examining the influence of building level distddetelership on
teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level relating to contedagod@y. This is
accomplished by focusing on the question, “Does distributed leadership influeneeigierd
making of teachers?”

The data used for this study came from two districts in Missouri. Certiiidreembers
from elementary, middle, and high schools were surveyed. The survey incorporatslieeme
of distributed leadership at the building level, which focused on questions relatingtesvar
responsibilities often distributed to staff members including collaboratwisides, school
governance and academic development. The survey also included the amount okinfluenc
teachers have, their colleagues have, and their administrators have owrrbotifar content
and pedagogically related classroom decisions. This made it possible tomeiéthere is a
correlation between distributed leadership and teachers’ classroom decision

Findings suggest that distributed leadership is positively correlatedeaithers’
instructional decisions. Specifically, distributed leadership is positre¢hted to both content
and pedagogical decisions. It was also found that distributed leadershiplagdgieal

decisions have a stronger relationship than distributed leadership and conteomslecis
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Chapter 1
I ntroduction

While a number of studies have focused on distributed leadership, few have looked at the
influence of distributed leadership on teachers’ decisions. In reality, thetynajaesearch on
distributed leadership primarily focuses on the definition of distributed Idaddksarris, 2003;
Harris, 2004; Spillane, 2003; Arrowmith, 2004; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001), the
rationale for distributing leadership (Spillane, 2006; Spillane 2003; Harris, 2@d8s +H2004),
the manner in which leadership responsibilities are spread across the meinersommunity
(Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond 2001; Gronn, 2000;
Harris, 2003), and the effect of specific forms of distributed leadership on the school
organization (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Harris, 2003; Hobby & Arrowsmith, 2004;
Mayrowetz, 2008). The true essence of distributed leadership is to empowersdadet
involved and provide them with more influence in the decision-making process within the
school. For distributed leadership to be effective, it should impact the core of adtarte do
on a daily basis, which is make instructional decisions focusing on content and pedagbgy. Y
research does not delve into how distributed leadership influences teachersehdecisi
Therefore, the intent of this study is to fill this gap in research by anglttze influence of
building level distributed leadership on teachers’ sense of autonomy at the clakesrelom
relating to content and pedagogy. To study this, the following question will bgeadatDoes
distributed leadershifnfluence thalecision-makingf teachersn the classroom?”

While the idea of distributed leadership is not a new concept, some reseadihethat
it is critical for the success of the organization because it allows indivittuptsl their

expertise to create leadership of many rather than the few while emmpgteachers to get



involved in the decision-making process of the school (Spillane, 2007; Spillane & Diamond,
2006; Harris, 2003). There are a multitude of responsibilities and pressures placelkadehe
of the educational organization some including becoming an expert in effectiviedea
strategies, developing a positive vision and culture, building trust, becomingraictiosal
leader and more. In fact, the responsibilities and areas that educatidees @ expected to
become an expert in is an exhaustive list. To respond to all the areas of exgarisécaders
have chosen to implement distributed leadership to spread the tasks to membenrsfif the s
since it is nearly impossible for the leader to be an expert in all of thesse (&tarris, 2004,
Gronn, 2000). Even though there is extensive research stating that distributeghipade
critical to the success of the organization, it takes for granted the idéaishant effective
leadership practice by basing findings on anecdotal accounts as well asrhesadgesults
(Mayrowetz, 2008; Marks & Louis, 1997).

Distributed leadership is a leadership style that has been frequentlynegamihin the
educational setting. The research primarily focuses on defining distrileatiership,
explaining why it is practiced, describing the distributed leadership pékanemnd illustrating
the manner in which leadership responsibilities are spread across the meinierommunity
(Arrowmith, 2004; Camburn, 2003; Gronn, 2000; Goldstein, 2003; Harris, 2003; Harris, 2004,
Hobby & Arrowsmith, 2004; Mayrowetz, 2008; Spillane, 2003; Spillane, 2006; Spillane,
Halverson & Diamond, 2001, Spillane & Diamond, 2007). Other studies have examined a
specific type of distributed leadership such as comprehensive school reform aratiptser
assistance review (Camburn, Rowan, Taylor, 2003). Additional studies evaluate the mos
efficient way of distributing leadership as well as specific roles tieadliatributed to teachers

(Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond 2001; Gronn, 2000;



Harris, 2003). Several studies have delved into positive and negative effects loditeidtri
leadership on the school but these results are mixed (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 20Q3; Harris
2003; Hobby & Arrowsmith, 2004; Mayrowetz, 2008). In other words, some research supports
that distributed leadership has a positive effect on the community as a wholeytiveikenegate
this argument. Therefore, a number of studies have been conducted examinmgetistr
leadership, although the influence of distributed leadership on teachers’ decisios et
been a focus.

While research does not speak directly to the influence of distributed lei@dens
teachers’ decisions, there is a great deal of research surrounding thenei@aikiong of teachers.
Specifically, researchers focus on the debate of autonomy and control, teemiodvement in
school-wide decisions as well as classroom decisions and factors influeraghgrs’
instructional decisions (Diamond, 2007; Ingersoll, 2003; Ingersoll 1996; Harris, 2003;
Arrowhead, 2004; Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). Some research suggests that distributed
leadership will provide more autonomy to teachers, while other research pré@igbsite will
be more control for teachers resulting from distributed leadership $H2003; Arrowhead,
2004). Further, research focusing on teachers’ decisions in the school and clasgmogm se
found that teachers have control over administrative, social and instructioisadg¢ingersoll,
2003). Yet, they have the most control over instructional decisions made in the classroom
relating specifically to content and pedagogy. Finally, a number wirfainfluence teachers’
decision-making including their personal characteristics, collagflakinces, and administrative
control (Shalverson & Stern, 1981). However, there is a lack of research regarding how

distributed leadership influences teachers’ decisions.



The purpose of this study is to examine the influence of building level distributed
leadership on teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level relating o aoate
pedagogy. Not only is it critical to look at distributed leadership and teddeersions, but it is
also a crucial to examine how the former influences the latter. The primggspuwf
distributed leadership is to encourage teachers to become empowered in the dedigign-m
process within the school, which should bring about increased student achievement and school
improvement. Thus, the primary outcome of distributed leadership should be to provide the most
influence to teachers by impacting them at the core of what they do daily, wimslructing
and educating children. While there are a vast amount of instructional detigibtesachers
make, the most crucial are those that impact students daily. This involves content and
pedagogical decisions. Therefore, the focus of this study is to examindukade of
distributed leadership at the building level on teachers’ sense of autonomy oeeit ek
pedagogical decisions. In other words, while teachers are given more involteroagh
distributed leadership, do they really have more influence in the content andgiedago
decisions they make daily?

The central research question within this study is, “Does distributed $égalarfluence
the decision-making of teachers in the classroom?” An additional question distoésited
leadership influence content or pedagogical decisions differently? Theseuomesere
collected through a questionnaire given to two different school districtglingl twelve

elementary schools, three middle schools, and four high schools (Appendix A).



Chapter 2

Literature Review

The intent of this study is to analyze the influence of building level distdbegelership
on teachers’ perceptions of their autonomy over instructional decisions refzmfically to
content and pedagogy. To do this, it is necessary to take a deeper look at cugaeci res
surrounding distributed leadership and teachers’ decisions. Research on disidgeship
focuses on the definition (Harris, 2003; Harris, 2004; Spillane, 2003; Arrowmith, 2004n8pill
Halverson & Diamond, 2001), the rationale (Spillane, 2006; Spillane 2003; Harris, 2003), the
distribution of leadership functions (Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Spillane, 2006; Spillane,
Halverson & Diamond 2001; Gronn, 2000; Harris, 2003), and the impact of distributed
leadership on the school (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Harris, 2003; Hobby & Arrowsmith,
2004; Mayrowetz, 2008). Not only is it crucial to focus on distributed leadersharehsbut it
is also critical to delve into research on teachers’ decisions. Curremtafeserrounding the
decision-making of teachers focuses on the debate of autonomy and control, dexasioaist
have control over in the school and classroom setting, as well as factors influeacingrs’
instructional decisions relating to content and pedagogy (Diamond, 2007; 1hg&88!
Ingersoll 1996; Harris, 2003; Arrowhead, 2004; Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). This is the
first step in answering the question, “Does distributed leadership infltleackecision-making
of teachers in the classroom?”
2.1 Distributed Leadership

Although a number of studies focus on distributed leadership, there is a lack of research
concerning the influence of distributed leadership on teachers’ instructiamsibds.

Distributed leadership research centers on defining the leadershigpsbyi€jng a rationale,



describing how leadership responsibilities are distributed, offering egaraptistributed
leadership, and investigating the effect it has on the school organizationgcpttacipal, staff,
student achievement) (Arrowsmith, 2004; Camburn, 2003; Gronn, 2000; Harris, 2003; Harris,
2004; Spillane, 2003; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001). While the
research is extensive, the majority takes for granted that the idea ibutkstdieadership is an
effective practice by using anecdotal accounts and not basing results on@viHartber, the
results are mixed. Some researchers claim that distributed leaderdfeptisee(Camburn,

2003; Goldstein, 2003; Hobby & Arrowsmith, 2004); while others argue that it has no impact or
even a negative influence on the educational organization (Mayrowetz, 2008; Miaokss&
1997). lItis critical to consider this research when evaluating iflaliséd leadership has an
influence on teachers’ educational decisions.

Defining Distributed Leadership

A dominant form of literature within this topic provides a definition of the leadership
style. While distributed leadership is not a new concept, it is at the forefrorargf educators’
minds because leaders often distribute functions to various members within the school
community. This occurs so much that different individuals have different definitions of
distributed leadership. Common themes from current literature show that distitdadership
involves and is defined by shared responsibilities, collective leadership, pophatisex
development of different ‘power’ relationships, and tasks that are ‘stretstsetleadership,
organizational structures, and positions (Harris, 2003; Harris, 2004; Spillane, 2088swith,
2004; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001).

Distributed leadership has been described as “a form of collective leadearsttich

teachers develop expertise by working together” (Harris, 2003; Harri4).200this definition,



each member of the community shares the leadership responsibilities iaci\einanner
depending on their area of expertise. This implies an alteration of ‘powarorships within

the school in which the division of leader and follower begins to blur due to the pooled expertise
of various individuals. This creates a reciprocal relationship between ther"laade

“follower.” At times the leader takes on the primary leadership role andexttohes the main
leadership is passed onto the follower. Hence, the leadership functionstahedtoyer

different positions and individuals within the school.

An example of this relationship exists within the site based management tdsm of t
school where the members represent different grade levels and have vegsgfknowledge,
experiences, and expertise. This team makes school-wide decisions, sutimgamdirevising
the school improvement plan, allocating professional development funds, and developing school
wide instructional policies and procedures. Along with this, it involves distndplgadership to
individuals that possess expertise in a specific area rather than only uthieibgilding
administrator.

Another example involves a teacher with high expertise in a specializeduate as
technology providing professional development to staff members rather thamlgirlg on the
principal to take on this role. When considering distributed leadership in this macaerpi
viewed as leadership of many rather than the few. In essence, many caotmer timgpool their
expertise and provide leadership to the members of the school rather than only tpalprinci
having the responsibility of leadership.

While some research describes distributed leadership as a processluhsgtteadership
functions over multiple staff members, others portray it as a process ¢hatad by the group

of individuals within the organization rather than only by the principal, admimsiat



superintendent (Arrowsmith, 2004). In this model, leadership boundaries are open to anyone
with the knowledge or skill needed to lead and not specifically distributed to a spestiner
leader. In other words, the leader can be anyone within the organization. Ingwxpéntise

of leadership expands due to the variety of skills or knowledge from different pdssitiers

within the organization. In sum, distributed leadership has been defined as a pvoted by

the group with open boundaries and a variety of expertise.

This definition of distributed leadership is exhibited through the “Teacher e®ifra
model. This model involves different teachers or staff members gainingisgpera specific
area such as the reader’s workshop model, a philosophical program for teaekding, then
training the staff through professional development activities. Variofisrstenbers may attend
specialized training focusing on the implementation of reader’s workshope 3tagsmembers
would then organize and facilitate professional development opportunities to traesttbéthe
staff. They may also develop “model classrooms” where teachers in theagwatdaround the
district can observe the reader’s workshop model in practice. Along with thbeFess Trainer
model, another example involves staff members who are knowledgeable in resxkslsop
leading teacher training on the model. It could also involve staff membgrly sharing ideas
of successful classroom practices with each other. The essencedefstnption of distributed
leadership involves individuals other than the “formal leaders” in the building taking on
leadership roles due to their specialized training in a specific area.

Other researchers describe distributed leadership as being actpthat is stretched-
over the school’'s social and situational contexts” (Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond, 2001)
This can mean that leadership functions are stretched over positions, organizati@veratwo

or more leaders. Furthermore, distributed leadership should not be a delegation shiader



functions or tasks, but instead the “social distribution of leadership where functostsetiched
over the work of a number of individuals where the leadership task is accomplished theough t
interaction of multiple leaders” (Harris, 2004 & Spillane, 2003).

As distributed leadership became more widespread, the definition began to vary
depending on the researcher or practitioner. Since there are a number of deforitions
distributed leadership, it is essential to prescribe a working definitiohiostudy. Therefore,
from this point forth, distributed leadership will be defined as the process in whitiplenul
members of the staff contribute to leadership functions in the school. Spedécsleig tasks
may include: site based management team, professional development, curtgamsnschool
improvement planning, etc. Inturn, a sense of a shared responsibility within the schudl s
be developed, creating the leadership of many rather than the few.

Rationalization for Distributed Leadership

Along with defining distributed leadership, another leading piece of liter&tguses on
why it is practiced or rationalizing the need. The main ideas are thautestl leadership is
needed to assist with school improvement efforts, make the job of the principal more
manageable, improve teacher empowerment and increase student achieventame (3006;
Spillane 2003; Harris, 2003; Harris, 2004). However, the majority of this researchaiakes
granted that distributed leadership will truly improve the educational orgamzatd there are
mixed reviews of whether or not it creates positive change from the school figespec

For many years, educators and school officials have shared leadershipibdgpns
with various members of the school staff by working together to develop themigision,
educational goals, curriculum, effective teaching methods, professionabienzit and more.

Yet, distributed leadership is currently at the forefront of many educatwideaders’ minds



due to national and state mandates calling for increased accountabilityedh® maprove
student achievement and the need to improve the school as a whole. To meet these needs,
leaders have attempted to implement reforms and initiatives to improverteethection,
efficacy, and motivation, create a shared vision, build trust within the buildingaser
collaborative relationships, and develop a positive culture. For an isolated leadisrathi
daunting task because it is unlikely for one individual to become an expert in allaoétse
needed to incur long lasting change of great magnitude. Some of the knowledge mlesader
possess includes content, pedagogy, curricular, as well as student andaaduly kSpillane,
2006; Spillane, 2003; Harris, 2003). In a knowledge-intensive organization like teaokling
learning, there is no way for the leader to perform all of the complex tagi@awidely
distributing the responsibility for leadership among various roles withiortpenization (Harris,
2004). Thus, the leader distributes leadership responsibilities to members gfathieation.
When distributed leadership occurs, the skills and talents of all members didloésaff are
combined so that the expertise of the school community can be pooled in spedficlarea
addition, this creates a shared sense of leadership where the adminstratdhe sole
individual taking on the leadership responsibilities. In turn, teachers have aasadwstake in
the school organization because they are given an active role in making dedisi@ssbeen
argued that this improves the culture of the building, which is tied to an increase ot stude
achievement (Harris, 2004). Hence, current literature claims that disttieastdership is
practiced to assist in school improvement, make the job of the principal more nideaged

encourage teachers to become involved in the decision making process of the school.
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Distribution of Leadership Responsibilities

In addition to a great deal of distributed leadership literature focusing defihgion
and rationale, other research describes various ways leadership functiomsradéestributed as
well as different forms of distributed leadership (Spillane & Diamond, 20071a6@jl2006;
Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001; Gronn, 2000; Harris, 2003). This focuses on the
distributed leadership perspective, which encompasses the leader plus aspgexpeactite
aspect. Itis a critical piece within the literature because leaggegurchers focus on this
perspective to explain how educational organizations practice and studyutiestiieadership
through the distribution of responsibilities, including Spillane, Diamond, HalversonShigeer,
Coldren, and Harris. This perspective does not simply look at the heroic leaderd iinstea
focuses on all individuals in the community to analyze how they lead in some situatianmsg, foll
in other instances, and how their interactions assist in task completion. Imvotdsr this
perspective looks at leadership as a whole within the school setting. It does raxtyssirf the
principal. The distributed leadership perspective provides an explanation of how fuaotions
distributed to members of the community, while also describing different tygestraouted
leadership.

One side of the distributed leadership perspective is the leader-plus aspatiyeans
what the title depicts...the leader plus other leaders within the organigapiane, 2006;
Spillane, & Diamond, 2007). This aspect takes into consideration the fact that thegbdioes
not lead alone. Various members that could participate in leadership functions thelude
assistant principal, curriculum specialists, special education coordinatas)g teachers,
classroom teachers, parents, etc (Spillane, 2006; Spillane, & Diamond, 2007).mAleéraef

the community act as leaders at one time or another, depending on the situatiber Wwoads,

11



the leader plus aspect involves the educational leader and other members of the school
organization taking on leadership responsibilities.

Spillane’s, Harris’ and Hallinger’s research from 2003, 2006 and 2009 all focus on the
leader plus aspect, which includes different examples of distributed lepdeduding formal
and informal leaders. Informal leadership typically refers to idass related responsibilities
such as planning, setting goals, communicating goals, regulating astietteating a positive
work environment, supervising, motivating, team leadership and evaluating peréernfan the
other hand, formal leadership includes school-wide responsibilities that arelistiéuted to
subject coordinators, department heads, instructional coaches, etc. Sonregpahsibilities
of formal leaders could include shaping the curriculum, developing the schedulestafing
placing teachers or students in classes, providing professional development opgettuthe
staff, evaluating staff, creating the school improvement plan and more. &%, #@nteacher can
take on dual leadership tasks where he/she is responsible for informal anddadeaship
functions. Other instances may involve the teacher moving away from th®atags take on
full time formal teacher leadership roles. Current literature descnfmemal and formal
leadership as two examples of distributing leadership to members of the schoalragm
However, there is a lack of evidence based data regarding the usageméiriod formal
leadership and how their daily educational decisions are influenced.

Along with formal and informal leaders, other forms of distributed leadersaiel
under the leader plus category include division of labor, co-performance, anel paral
performance, which were examined in the Distributed Leadership Stud{®pR006; Harris,
2003; Gronn, 2000). Division of labor involves splitting leadership responsibilities between

people. Typically, the principal and assistant principal divide leadership funbgbmsen one

12



another or other staff members. The study found examples of divided labor withierteac
evaluation, student discipline, student attendance and matters of instructiaméS@006).
Co-Performance is another manner of distributing responsibilities. Tlolvasvthe leader and
another member of the organization performing a leadership routine in a colldboeateer.
Examples of co-performance occurred within teacher growth, curriculunogevent,

curricular material selection, and school improvement planning. An additional fmmnttie
Distributed Leadership Study is parallel performance, which involves keaaeking on the
same task at the same time, but without coordination or collaboration. This oftes waulk to
be duplicated, which is not always negative. An example of this form is twodesttkmnpting

to gain buy-in of the mission of the school. This task requires more than one individual and
could have a positive result as long as both leaders believe in the same educasoal m
Other examples may include discipline, overseeing transportation, communwitimgembers
of the school community and more. Therefore, division of labor, co-performance, anel parall
performance are three examples of distributed leadership that involvedeepés another
individual. While the Distributed Leadership Study determined how the educational
organizations distributed leadership responsibilities with members of the scloidindt depict
whether or not it influenced teachers’ educational decisions. It only showed hoiwrianvetre
distributed across the community.

Not only does the distributed leadership perspective encompass the leadgrgait)stas
also involves the practice aspect. This involves the leader, followers and ansaofallysi
situation in which they are involved. Instead of focusing only on the leader plus model, the
practice aspect considers all the leaders, all the followers and thesiingolved in the

practice of leadership (Spillane & Diamond, 2007; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Halv&rson,
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Diamond, 2001; Gronn, 2000). For example, when implementing, developing buy-in and
sustaining a new educational initiative, this task involves a number of individuals, trtbjus
principal and a teacher leader. It involves the principal with a group of leadbesschool and
district setting providing information to the staff, the staff implementiegnitiative, and
sustaining system-wide change with evaluation of the initiative. To cresgarggtic change,
the entire community is involved by changing their practice on a daily basisig€taes not
occur by one action from the principal. It occurs by the entire staff or comniieitacting and
working together. Individuals may lead at times and follow at others. There istnmtguset
leader. Thus, the practice aspect of the distributed perspective looks a&radtiohs within the
school community including those of the principal, formal or informal leaders, fedand
their interactions.

Current research describes three ways of distributing leadership afitlurganization
that fall under the practice aspect including collaborated distribution, codletstribution and
coordinated distribution (Spillane, 2003; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, & Diamond, 2007).
Collaborated distribution involves a group of individuals working together to complete a
leadership function. This results in a reciprocal interdependent relationshiysbdhe work of
one leader becomes the foundation for another leader and so on. Another manner in which
leadership is distributed is collective distribution. This involves two or more kaaeking
independently but towards the same goal. It results in an interdependent reiatidmerein
independent actions occur, but towards a common goal. Furthermore, the actions ofesne lead
affect the actions of another and then go on to affect other members of the commuitiitgr Ne
could reach the goal without the work of the other. Finally, coordinated distributiols enta

different leadership practices that must be conducted in sequential order to ceaune@n goal.
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Research describes collaborated, collective, and coordinated distributioeeawalys of
spreading leadership roles across the community. However, it reports on #tesdaby
describing how and when they occur through anecdotal accounts and not basing ghemesult
evidence. It also does not examine the effectiveness of distributed hepaershe school
perspective.

Impact on the School

The intent of this study is to examine the decision-making of teachersngtdm
distributed leadership. There is a lack of research in this area. However, the otistbdies
focusing on the effect of distributed leadership on the school organization haséuche recent
years. Most of these studies examine how distributed leadership influeneesithéonal
organization as a whole (school improvement efforts, the job of the principaledesteff, and
student performance) (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Hobby, Arrowsmith, 2004; Mayrowetz,
2008). While studies are beginning to take a closer look at the impact of distribdiedhaa
on school outcomes, the majority is based on anecdotal accounts and assumestibh&tdlistri
leadership is working. This is apart from the recent work of Heck and Hallinger antiitie,
“Assessing the contribution of distributed leadership to school improvement and growth in math
achievement,iwvhich was published by the AERA in 2009. The focus of their study was to
examine how distributed leadership influences school improvement as weltlestst math
achievement. They found that changes in distributed leadership results in positiyescimathe
academic capacity of the school and student achievement in math. This hadralditentto
school improvement and indirect relation to math achievement. For the most pagingme
research supports that distributed leadership has a positive effect on thgGanaalirn, 2003;

Goldstein, 2003; Hobby, Arrowsmith, 2004). However, researchers have also found that
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distributed leadership can have a negative impact on the organization (Mayr2068; Marks
& Louis, 1997). Thus, results are mixed and based on anecdotal accounts rather than hard
evidence when evaluating the effectiveness of distributed leadership.

Researchers claim that distributed leadership assists in school impnbwffods and
the educational organization as a whole (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Hobby, Arrowsmith,
2004; Mayrowetz, 2008). These studies have shown that distributed leadership can have a
positive effect on the climate, morale, workload, creativity, quality, and yaludose within
the organization. These positive effects should occur because more individuaksray@art in
the decision-making process within the school, which increases the climat@eaie. nit also
decreases the workload of the principal or assistant principal becausedaigiain assistance
from a number of individuals with varied expertise. Since diverse individualblareoaassist
in leadership tasks, then the creativity and quality of work could improve. All of fletees
could strengthen the values and culture within the building. Further, some spetdgally
claim that distributed leadership exists within improving schools by improkangulture,
student achievement, teacher morale, efficacy, efficiency and pedagagg,(B@03;

Mayrowetz, 2008). Therefore, some current research claims that distribatechea brings
about school improvement, yet it fails to analyze if teachers’ decisiohisemifit.

One of the leading arguments for distributed leadership is that it improves thfetheb
principal by making the responsibilities more manageable (Harris, & S@il2008). This is
because the principal no longer has to work in isolation and tackle the numerous and daunting
tasks alone. Instead, the principal is able to distribute leadership functicersous members
of the community. In turn, the principal’s job becomes more “doable” (Harris, & Spillane

2008). For example, teachers may be utilized to facilitate committeenggedtaff meetings,
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develop school improvement plans, collaboration, and even supervise the transportation of
students. This provides on the job assistance for the principal. An additional gain for the
principal distributing leadership to teachers is acquiring a team of expegsist in the
decision-making process at the school. They no longer have to be the sole individuailslespons
for the leadership responsibilities within the school. Even though the majorégezrch
supporting distributed leadership suggests that distributed leadership is atyécesake the
principal’s job more manageabile, it fails to analyze how this influences teaetiecational
decisions.

Along with claiming that distributed leadership improves the school organizaten a
whole and makes the job of the principal more manageable, relevant researolygéstssit
positively affects teachers (Harris, 2003; Spillane, Halverson, & Dian2®@d,; Barth, 2001).
Even though current literature does not specifically speak to the influenceritiudest
leadership on teachers’ instructional decisions in the classroom, it does shiggestas a
positive effect on teachers by increasing their empowerment. Some fipdopyse that
distributed leadership could result in an increase of collaboration, empoweirenta
teachers, decision-making, morale, commitment to the school, higher qualitysprotd
development, effective teaching practices being implemented, teachidlecoef motivation,
greater likelihood of achieving school goals as well as student outcomeis (B@d3; Spillane,
Halverson, & Diamond, 2001; Barth, 2001). These gains occur by teachers takindesshgea
responsibilities and becoming empowered by making school-wide decisionb,imdreases
their connectivity, commitment, and morale within the school. Roland Barth suppofig this
stating, “Most would agree that who the teacher is and what the teacher does within the

classroom has a greater influence upon students’ accomplishments than anshotblefastor.
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This is directly related to what the teacher does outside of the classroonevéiptlie research
does not evaluate whether or not teacher leadership truly influences educkmsians made
by teachers, which is the intent of the current study.

Studies have shown that students also benefit when distributed leadership ihists w
the school because they are able to withess enhanced democracy within the scthod(@h).
Barth’'s argument is that when students observe teachers participatihgsipeats of decision
making within the school, they see the value in taking part in the democratim sy=tether, it
has been found that in high-performing schools with few discipline problems and hight stude
achievement, teacher leadership and decision making (establishing disciplmespeélecting
textbooks, designing curriculum, selecting colleagues, etc) are sigrificamte democratic
(Barth, 2001). Yet, the question remains as to whether or not building level distribute
leadership truly influences teachers’ sense of autonomy at theocliaskavel.

Not all research supports the claim that distributed leadership will hawstageffect
on the school organization. Some research reports that distributed leadershijualllf aave
negative effects including making the principals’ job more difficult, havinfiaogve teachers
lead, not leading to school improvement, taking away from teacher empowerment amgl caus
lower student achievement (Mayrowetz, 2008; Marks & Louis, 1997). Therefora;alese
regarding the effects of distributed leadership on the school organizatioxeis. mi

One argument from Mayrowetz is that distributed leadership does not make théheb of
leader more manageable; instead, more work is required of the leader. One retissmsftrat
teachers given leadership responsibilities may not all be effecaderte (Mayrowetz, 2008).
Just because they are knowledgeable or possess expertise in an area, doas thetynoan

effectively lead the organization. In fact, Mayrowetz states, “iDiging leadership is a risky
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business and may result in the distribution of incompetence” (2008). If ineffectilerseme
given leadership responsibilities, then it causes more work for the principakbdoa/she may
need to solve problems that occurred or take over the task for the ineffective leader.

Along with the possibility of having weak leaders, as responsibilities strébdited to
teachers, their focus on instruction is also lessened. When this occurs, lggmageiven to
classroom instruction because their focus is on different leadership tasks cotid lead to
decreased student achievement. All of this could also cause a decreasedbecituse
frustration, workload, and inefficiency might be increased. Thereforercbses! findings are
mixed regarding whether or not distributed leadership truly has a positiveaifde school.

Additionally, distributed leadership has not yet been proven to lead to school
improvement (Mayrowetz, 2008; Marks & Louis, 1997). In fact, some research has found that
higher amounts of distributed leadership in schools, defined as both teachers and principals
engaging in leadership work, have actually been associated with lower leveidesfts
engagement (Mayrowetz, 2008). This could be due to distributed leadership takingaway f
teacher empowerment, having a negative effect in improving student achig\mmeeakening
classroom practices (Marks & Louis, 1997). There are mixed feelings and ositagaeding
the efficacy of teacher leadership and empowerment as a method of improvingfimrsal
practices. In fact, research shows that the participatory decisiongrakeachers reduces
individual autonomy, consumes teachers’ work time for instructional related rés/pioes,
depletes teachers’ energy and detracts from instruction as well as focusesiostructional
issues, which does not positively influence classroom practices relatiogtemtand pedagogy

(Marks & Louis, 1997). Hence, some current research evaluates the neffati® of
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distributed leadership including the lack of competent teacher leaders aadktioé ¢vidence
supporting whether or not distributed leadership truly has a positive influence ohdbé sc

Recent research focusing on the effects of distributed leadership is mixed.afpm@
that it increases school improvement, makes the job of the principal more mansaesble in
teacher empowerment and leads to student achievement (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003;
Hobby, Arrowsmith, 2004; Mayrowetz, 2008). On the other hand, current research at$® depi
the opposite by stating that distributed leadership does not lead to school improwvannesd
more work for the principal, takes away teachers’ empowerment and autonoatgs cre
incompetent leaders, and weakens classroom practices, which leads to a tacleofia
achievement (Mayrowetz, 2008; Marks & Louis, 1997). Further, the research failide sty
depict whether or not distributed leadership at the building level is relatec¢thetsasense of
autonomy at the classroom level relating to content and pedagogy.

While researchers have provided a definition, rationale, examined the distribiut
responsibilities, as well as evaluated positive and negative effects dfudesdrleadership, they
do not address how distributed leadership influences teachers’ educatioriahdeci$is
presents a major gap in the research because the essence of distributelipeiade empower
teachers to become more involved in educational decisions within the school; thus,ngprovi
classroom practice and student achievement. Therefore, emerginghrestearid examine how
it impacts teachers, who should be influenced the most because they are at thfe hea
distributed leadership. If this is truly the case, then distributed Idapdetsould focus on
improving classroom practices by providing more influence to teachers whemgnalgkisions
in the classroom. Yet, research does not look at how distributed leadership impeocts tife

teachers’ work, which is making instructional decisions in the classroonmgeiatcontent and
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pedagogy. This is the intent of the current studly fill that gap by asking, “Does distributed
leadership influence the decision-making of teachers in the classroom?”
2.2 Decision-making of Teachers

For years community members, school board, administrators, principaleregrarents
and students have been in disagreement about the most meaningful content that should be taught
in school. While some argue for the basic skills, others consider life skiltgrkogder thinking
skills, problem solving, vocation education, democracy, citizenship and/or somalizabe the
most important. Even though some cannot agree on the most worthwhile subject, taliteach
agree that the primary mission and purpose of the school is to educate children. Vetachie
mission, it takes the work of all members in the school including the principal, teclessified
staff member, parent, and student. Yet, teachers directly impacthikgernent of students on a
daily basis by providing instruction. The core of teachers’ work, instructiors pd&ee through
the decision-making of teachers. Their decision-making revolves around whathddentent
decisions) and how to teach it (pedagogical decisions). Therefore, distritadetsidp needs
to be tested to see how it influences the core of teachers’ work, which is praugtiogtion to
students. This is the heart of the current study, which is to evaluate how distrdadexship at
the building level relates to the instructional decision-making of teachers

To fully analyze whether or not distributed leadership influences teaclaerse of
autonomy when making decisions, it is critical to consider current ressarciunding teachers’
decisions. Current research on the educational decision-making of teacherintie tres
debate of how much autonomy and control is necessary to result in the most efarieinigl
organization (Arrowhead, T., 2004; Harris, 2003; Ingersoll, 2003). Other research extimine

types of educational decisions made by teachers including those at thg didtool, and

21



classroom levels as well as what or who influences teachers’ decisiahdéfd & Porter,
1994; Diamond, 2007; Ingersoll, 1996; Ingersoll, 2003;; Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981).

Autonomy and Control

Distributed leadership has been found to increase the empowerment of teachiex;s (Har
2003). This is based on the argument that distributed leadership increases the autonomy o
teachers because they are given more control in the decision-makingmabas the school
setting. When more autonomy and control is given to teachers through distributeshigpade
the school becomes more loosely coupled and more decentralized. Another side of thetargume
is that distributed leadership actually increases the control within the iethat¢aetting because
the leader is forced to delegate responsibilities, hold the members accoumizibdd pa
through on the progress of the responsibility (Arrowhead, T., 2004). Regardless dfates de
when considering teacher decisions and empowerment, the argument arises as ticlhow m
autonomy and control teachers should be given when making educational decisionsaré here
two sides to this debate: centralization and decentralization.

One side of the debate argues that schools are too loosely structured, whishrréesx
standards, poor student achievement, decreased workplace productivity and aanheffici
organization (Ingersoll, 2003). Due to the loosely structured system of educatiorgrgoime
for the need to develop a tighter educational system through increased @inaby guiding
schools “back to the basics,” promoting educational excellence, emphasiznglardized core
curriculum, and upgrading requirements for students, and raising the accoyynhldachers
(Ingersoll, 2003). Hence, proponents argue that teachers should not have autonomy or control in

making educational decisions within the school.
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The second side of the debate argues for the need to decentralize schoolgyby givin
teachers more autonomy and control when making educational decisions. This argument is
based on the fact that teachers are the individuals who directly impact stldemement on a
daily basis. Therefore, they should be given increased autonomy to makeoadlidaicisions
at the district, school and classroom level, which will result in increasedspiafialism,
motivation, collaboration, and efficacy of teachers (Ingersoll, 2003). In turn, student
achievement will increase as well as the productivity of the organizatiogrgtig 2003).
Proponents of decentralization argue for the need to institute school-based managjeane
based management, and shared decision-making (Ingersoll, 2003). All which arefforms
distributed leadership. Furthermore, they argue that teachers should haveuteoomy in
making educational decisions within the school setting. Yet, research does ootrghyffi
address whether or not distributed leadership truly influences the teacheustiosal decision-
making in the classroom.

School-wide Decisions of Teachers

Along with the debate over autonomy and control, research also focuses onghad type

decisions that teachers make within the school setting (Ingersoll, 2003). Ihdloéwale
setting, these decisions can be categorized into three different typessafrdeicluding
administrative, social and instructional. While the majority of contrahes have falls into
instructional decisions, research supports that teachers have some controliavdesistons
and little to no control over administrative decisions (Ingersoll, 2003).

Administrative decisions include the managerial issues within the schooysebibme
of these issues include allocating nonteaching duties, allocating school sfeategse

employees, determining the school schedule and class size, assigningsteachbudgetary
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decisions (Ingersoll, 2003). Ingersoll found that teachers had little inputiregaecisions
about the schedule, class size, allocation of school space, and budgetéonslediserefore,
teachers have little to no control over administrative decisions made withirhtt@.s@ his
relates to the intended study because distributed leadership should provide aadrameamt
of teacher autonomy when making decisions within the school. The current studyweill del
further into this topic. Additionally, it raises the question of how much influencebditad
leadership really has on teachers when making educational decisions.

Another type of educational decision in which teachers have some autonomysanclude
social decisions. This consists of evaluating, expelling, adding or droppirgn¢gratudents,
determining the focus for faculty inservice training, as well amgediscipline policies
including classroom attendance, classroom discipline and rules for teatiaerors (Ingersoll,
2003). While it has been found that teachers have little control over evaluation, inservice
training, and school-wide behavioral rules for students, teachers did report to having more
independence over the behavioral norms for themselves, and student discipline in their own
classrooms (Ingersoll, 2003). Further, teachers tend to feel they have moreama@rtsucial
decisions than administrative decisions.

Along with administrative and social decisions, instructional decisionsatbea
category of decisions in which teachers may have autonomy. In fact,reehakie the most
autonomy when making instructional decisions when compared to administrative ahd soci
decisions within the school (Ingersoll, 2003; Archbald & Porter, 1994). Instructionsioahesc
include developing the school curriculum, creating educational innovations, choosing course
texts, establishing grading standards, establishing objectives for eash,@ssigning

homework, selecting content, and selecting pedagogical strategies@lhd003). Teachers
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reported having the most control over the selection of content and pedagodieglestraught
(Ingersoll, 2003). Under content teachers reported having a great deatrof ower
establishing grading standards, choosing objectives, assigning homeworkeahdgeourse
texts (Ingersoll, 2003). In sum, teachers feel they have the most control onestiosal
decisions occurring in the classroom.

While teachers have the most influence over instructional decisions, stéarate
examines the impact of teachers having power or control over different tygesisibns in the
school (Ingersoll, 1996). A study conducted by Ingersoll found that the amount of power
teachers have does make a positive difference in how well the school functions, depémds
on the type of school activity that teachers have control or autonomy over (1996}, Wwhiac
teachers have the most control over instructional and social decisions, then ticeindht
school will improve. In turn, the school climate and culture will also improve. At tinoegh,
teachers are given control over less important activities, issues oodsci$Vhen this occurs,
they do not actually have real power within the school. Consequently, this actudkg cneae
centralization within the school. As a result, teachers are simply led teeotiag they have
control over school related issues and decisions when in reality they do not reallphiave c
over anything of substance.

This brings up the question of whether or not individuals in the school setting truly have
influence over decisions in the school. Even though they may be involved in leadership, it does
not necessarily mean they have influence over the decisions that are rird¢he&ischool.
Further, just because teachers have a chance to get involved does not necessatiigyneill
due to the costs (increased time demands, loss of autonomy, risk of collegial disfavor and

subversion of the collective bargaining process) outweighing the beneélimgs of self-
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efficacy, shared ownership, advancement of workplace democracy) (Duke,r§hower,

1980). It has been stated by Duke, Showers, and Imber, “shared decision making d@ssnot m
shared influence (1980). Thus, not only should teachers be provided with opportunities to
become involved in the decision making process, but their involvement should carry mfluenc

In other words, they should not just have opportunities to get involved to create the illusion of
having influence. This would be a waste of everyone’s time. Instead, they should be involved i
the decision making process while having influence. The current study anélmelevel of
involvement within the school measured through building level distributed leadeihiglate

to the sense of autonomy teachers have at the classroom level.

The most important decisions in the school involve what happens in the classroom
because this is the heart of the educational mission. When teachers have maolre\aamt
instructional decisions within the school, student conflict or misbehavior decreagasdgll,

1996). This relationship is strengthened when teachers’ control over instructicisareis
coupled with their control over social decisions, which includes setting discyppoécies
affecting the school and classroom practices as well as tracking and stutlents (Ingersoll,
1996). Itis critical for teachers to have control over instructional issules whe school.
Teachers who have little control in the school are less able to get things doheyahavie less
credibility (Ingersoll, 1996). In sum, the school benefits when teachers haveonin@ over
social and instructional decisions. The present study has a simuanfbach is to analyze if
distributed leadership is related to teachers’ classroom decisions.

Classroom Decisions of Teachers

In addition to research focusing on the types of decisions teachers make hotle sc

setting (Ingersoll, 1996; Archbald & Porter, 1994), research also emphasizesisiende
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making of teachers in the classroom setting, which is where they have treéynwdjpower and

control (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981; Diamond, 2007). When analyzing classroom decision-
making of teachers, researchers have delved into the amount of control teachekehave

content and pedagogical decisions and factors influencing teachers’tins@idecisions

(Diamond, 2007). Not only are there a multitude of decisions that teachers make on a daily
basis, but there are also a number of factors that influence teachergrdecldowever, when

looking at the core of teachers’ work, their primary decision-making revalngind what to

teach (content) and how to teach it (pedagogy).

Historically, research looks at factors influencing teacherg'uasonal decisions in the
classroom (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981; Diamond, 2007). The overriding principle is that
teachers’ decision-making is influenced by multiple players includingpalrfluences,
collegial influences, and administrative (Diamond, 2007). Personal influgnvaédge teachers’
own characteristics, their cognitive processes; consequences fortineabidecisions and
personal reflection and or evaluation. Collegial influences include tsacléeagues,
coworkers, grade level team collaboration, and vertical collaboration ¢samimsulting with
colleagues in grades above and/or below their own). Finally, administrativenicés stem
from school or district policies, administration, curriculum materialg@tevel standards,
textbooks and more. Therefore, teachers traditionally do not make instructioniardeicis
isolation. Instead, their decisions are influenced by themselves, tHeagims and
administrative influences.

One primary factor that influences teachers’ instructional decisiongesvivbm their
personal influences: characteristics, cognitive processes, consequenmeaging a certain

decision, and self-reflection or evaluation (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). Teraisersl
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characteristics involve their own beliefs about teaching and the subjeet stathming from
their past experiences, schema, environment and more. Further, their persefsaabélivalues
about instruction relating to content and pedagogy influence what and how they teach. For
example, if teachers’ believe guided reading to be the best way to teaciyyéiaein their
pedagogical decisions will more than likely involve grouping students byyabiiel to focus on
a common skill. Additionally, when making content decisions, teachers will spentb#tdime
on subject matter they deem to be the most valuable. If a teacher thinks re#tkny st
worthwhile subject, then she will spend more time building students’ readingtskiion other
subjects. This also refers to what teachers do not think are important subjadisaclier does
not think a certain subject or topic is important, then she will not focus a lot of hectistal
time on it. Therefore, teachers’ content (subjects, topics or objectives) dagbpeal
strategies (activities, grouping techniques, methods, etc) reflecprsonal beliefs and values.
Teachers’ cognitive process is another factor that influences instrakctiecisions,
which is the manner of selecting information and making inferences (Shaveldarstern, P.,
1981). When teachers make instructional decisions, they have to select information, and then
infer how well students will master the concept. To select information, thelieis@iew of
student attributions and heuristics. Student attributions refer to teachersepidgm students’
ability, motivation, participation and behavior. Heuristics are implicit rulesthigaindividual is
unaware of having (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). These processes play a role in how
teachers select information to be taught and the sequence of introducing it aistriunction.
Consequences for teachers’ decisions and personal reflections are twoabther fa
categorized as teachers’ personal characteristics that influetrcetiosial decisions. Teachers’

consequences involve what could happen from making a specific decision. For example, as
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teachers begin placing students by ability, they may judge a student’s beiral/mr ability.
Placing the student in the wrong group could cause them to not succeed fully. It copldlals
away from the learning of others. Therefore, teachers’ decisions have conssguehttes
possibility of what could occur influences teachers’ decisions. Additionallgazhers make
and carry out instructional decisions, they reflect and evaluate what occurreld infhiences
future decisions. When making instructional decisions, teachers are influengesisilyle
consequences and self-reflection.

In addition to a teacher’s personal characteristics, collegiglomships also play a
critical role in teachers’ instructional decision-making. When considerinag will be taught,
when and how, teachers do not generally make this decision in isolation. Insteardi]iteey
support from their grade level teams, expectations, and vertical teaiheglecisions of
teachers are often influenced by the actions of other individuals in the educatsteal sy
(Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). Hence, their colleagues influence their decisanieers
are encouraged to work closely with their grade level teams so that ateassistency and
cohesiveness exists. This partially stems from the influence and diqect# parents who
want to ensure that their child has the same type of education as their neighibdmsi.
Therefore, teachers are encouraged to make decisions regarding whaeartbntent is taught
as a team. However, teachers tend to have more autonomy in deciding how the cdrident wil
taught because this typically depends on the ability levels of students inaschTeachers are
also encouraged to seek assistance from the grade level team above and belespédutive
grade, referred to as vertical teaming. The purpose of this is to gain knowledgesatddin
what their students learned in the previous year and what their students needrtéonmihste

upcoming year. In sum, teachers’ instructional decisions are influenckdibgdlleagues.
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Not only are teachers’ instructional decisions influenced by personal tdratics and
collegial relationships, but administrative influences also play a magar Administrative
influences incorporate board, district or school policies, administratiorguandulum materials
(grade level standards, guides, textbooks, scope and sequences). As a teacher makes
instructional decisions, she needs to consider all of these administrative ieflumuause the
district and/or school environment sets boundaries on content and pedagogical decisions
(Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). “The most critical decisions affecting what stadents |
the choice of content for instruction” (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981). Yet, the content to be
taught is often predetermined by curriculum guides, materials, and scopesjagntcss, which
are written at the district level. Therefore, one of the most important aspéutsooire of what
teachers do is generally controlled completely by administrative inflaence

Considering the vast amount of influences and decisions that teachers make yn a dail
basis is a daunting task. However, when focusing strictly on instructionalotescihere are
two primary decisions that teachers make daily including the ‘what’ avd f teaching. In
other words, teachers make content and pedagogical decisions. Content decisitmthesfe
topic areas, specific objectives and broad subject matter. Pedagogis@adeinvolve the
teaching methods, strategies, and assignments to teach the content. Thesteatliee isole
individual that influences content and pedagogical decisions. These decisioriiareed by
the teacher, colleagues, supervisors, as well as student ability levelarcRé®es been
conducted on what influences teachers’ decisions (Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981; Diamond,
2007), but it has not delved into the influence of distributed leadership on the decisions of
teachers. This is a must because the most important instructional decisioeadhats make

involve content and pedagogical decisions, which directly impact student learning.

30



Some research examines the influence of various factors on teacheustimsal
decisions relating to content and pedagogy (Diamond, 2007). Teachers utilize a number of
factors when making both instructional decisions. Yet, researchers have faurzhteat
related decisions are mostly influenced by other teachers, textbooks, their vwrpesiences
and standards (Diamond, 2007). Additionally, when making pedagogical decisionsfdeach
utilize other teachers, their own past experiences, textbooks for ideas, draefiedents’
learning styles and ability levels. Studies specifically looking ainthence of high stakes
testing on content and pedagogical decisions have found content to be influenced more so than
pedagogy (Diamond, 2007). A primary factor influencing teachers decisiotisgétaboth
content and pedagogical decisions are their colleagues, which can belititiateyh distributed
leadership of informal roles. This occurs because teachers will turn teadheagues for advice
and consultation and these interactions tend to influence educational decisions. Yet, the
influence of distributed leadership has not been studied. However, this is the headtady
at hand.

Researchers have also examined the amount of control teachers havegexggparigint
and pedagogical decisions (Archbold & Porter, 1994). Some researchers havédbunel t
amount of control teachers have over decisions regarding content varies by thetlegree
centralization within the school (Archbold & Porter, 1994). As the control becomessitugly
centralized within the school organization, then the control teachers have mggamdient
decisions tends to decrease. Additionally, when looking at pedagogical decisioherddend
to feel that they have a great deal of control regardless of the amount afizatdn or even
control within the school organization. Some research shows that teachers tentheyfeal/e

more control over pedagogical decisions than content related decisions (Archbol@& Port
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1994). Yet, the examination of building level distributed leadership in relation to the
instructional decisions of teachers is an area needing further evaluation.

Current research surrounding teacher decisions focuses on the debate of how much
autonomy and control teachers should have over decisions (Arrowhead, T., 2004; Harris, 2003;
Ingersoll, 2003), the control teachers have over school and classroom decisions (Jrif£€¥3pl|
the various factors influencing teachers’ decisions (Archbald & Porter, 198dond, 2007;
Shavelson, R.J., Stern, P., 1981) and specific information regarding content and pedagogical
decisions (Diamond, 2007). While research shows that teachers have a varied amount of
autonomy and control when making educational decisions, the majority of decisidresseac
have control over are instructional decisions relating to the content in which thieyatehc
pedagogical strategies they choose to implement (Ingersoll, 2003). Even thaligh show
that teachers have a great deal of control over content and pedagogictdty delasions, they
are still influenced by a number of factors with their colleagues beingitihary influence
(Diamond, 2007). There has been a long lasting debate on the amount of control teaclters shoul
have over educational decisions. Some argue the need to centralize the conyrtightgihing
the structure of education. On the other hand, others argue that schools should be detentralize
by giving more autonomy and control to teachers since they are at the hbaredticational
mission, which is to educate children. The concept of distributed leadership is suijbydtie
latter argument. The research on the need to give autonomy and control to tdaevarsus
decisions teachers have control over and the various factors influencingsedebssions is
extensive, but does not specifically look at the decision-making of teachdsgesom

distributed leadership.
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The purpose of the present study is to analyze teachers’ sense of autononsyoorolas
level decision-making resulting from building level distributed leddprsResearch surrounding
distributed leadership primarily focuses on what it is, why it is practiced t& distribute
leadership functions and how it impacts the school, but this research is mostlpmased
anecdotal accounts and basically assumes that it has a positive effectarotiie The true
essence of distributed leadership is to empower teachers to make decisitms, feur
distributed leadership to be an effective practice, it should influence the coretdéadteers’ do
daily, which is make content and pedagogical decisions. This is the heart ofréme study,
which asks “Does distributed leadership influence the decision-makingcbktsan the
classroom?” In other words, building level distributed leadership will beniexal to determine

if it is related to teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level.
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Chapter 3

Data and Methodol ogy

3.1 Research Questions

The focus of this study is to analyze the relationship of building levelodittd
leadership to teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level. The nachrgaestion is,
“Does distributed leadership influence the decision-making of teachers ilasseoom
specifically relating to content and pedagogy?” In other words, this siadgines distributed
leadership at the building level to examine possible relationships to teacheegtmns of their
autonomy at the classroom level. A supporting question within the study is, “Daodsitkst
leadership influence content or pedagogical decisions differently?” To pfieredily, if there
is a relationship between building level distributed leadership and teadtess’ &f autonomy in
classroom decisions, will this relationship be stronger with content or pedagtepcabns?
3.2 Empirical Context

Data for the study will come from certified staff members among tlwarban school
districts in Missouri. Certified staff members include individuals who hold aykardegree in
education, have a current Missouri teaching certificate and are emphotfes school district.
Table 1 displays the schools represented in the study from each district. Tdssnc

participating elementary, middle and high schools from districts 1 and 2.

School district 1 involves certified staff members from six elementdmyas, two middles

schools, and two high schools. The elementary schools consist of kindergarten through sixth
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grade. The middle schools instruct students in seventh and eighth grade; whilgh t&hbbols
hold ninth through twelfth grades. School district 2 will include six elementanots; one
middle school, and two high schools. The elementary schools involve five that are kiretlerga
through fourth grade as well as another school that is fifth and sixth grades.idtte sohool
instructs seventh and eighth grades. There are two high schools in this district, ana thiath
grade center and another that holds tenth through twelfth grades. This includesfavetizie
elementary schools, three middles schools and four high schools.

Table 2 displays the basic descriptive statistics for the sample andrdgimog within

the study. This table helps show the composition of respondents within the study.

As displayed in Table 2, most of the sample is made up of white female respondermntg worki
an elementary school setting. The teaching experience appears to be etebiyetl. The
majority have been at their current school and in their current position for five oyearee
The respondents teach a variety of topics including Language Arts, Maial, Stoclies, etc.
The majority has a Bachelor’s degree or a Master’s degree as thesthighese acquired.
3.3 Data Collection Process

The data collection process involved multiple steps. First, the questionnaire was
developed with the collaboration of Dr. Argun Saatcioglu and Jaimi Clutter-Shig&tondly,
the study was formally approved by patrticipating districts. Thirdly, thetignegire was
electronically distributed to certified staff members from the pa#taig districts and reminder

emails were sent regarding the end date for the completion of the questionnaire.
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The questionnaire incorporates four sections described in detail in the foll@etrans
The measure for distributed leadership was adapted from the work of Heck andetalli
recent articleAssessing the contribution of distributed leadership to school improvement growth
in math achievemenivhich was published in 2009 by the AERA. In the developmental stages
of the questionnaire, the quantitative study by Heck and Hallinger wereeadabhaying close
attention to the measure of distributed leadership. Professor Heck wasembtdagdin more
information. Using this correspondence and the collaboration of Dr. Saatcioglu,aberenef
distributed leadership from Heck and Hallinger’s study was used to measunecilnet @f
distributed leadership within the study. The remaining sections of the questioneggre
derived from the work of Spillane, Diamond, and Ingersoll, but the remaining questions were
written independently from their work. The measure for this study will be dedanilaketail in
section 3.4.

Once the questionnaire was developed, the next step involved gaining approval from the
participating districts. This involved a formal meeting with members of thenelrative staff
including the superintendent and assistant superintendent. Once the study was propased, it
presented to the administrative team at both districts by the superintenderdistatchtas
superintendent. The study was then endorsed by both participating districts.

The final steps involved distributing the electronic questionnaire using Surveyeyonk
The questionnaire was distributed to certified staff members at the rtigigchools and
districts. Certified staff members are defined as individuals who hold gdaudegree in
education, have a current Missouri teaching certificate and are emphotfee school district.

This includes teachers, counselors, librarians, coordinators, and administratotstallinember

of certified staff members participating in the survey includes 438 froml¢ingentary schools,
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224 from the middle schools, and 372 from the high schools. The total certified staff siember
are 1034. The questionnaire was open from April 1, 2010 through May 28, 2010. A reminder
email was sent to participants in May.

The overall response rates incorporate those from both districts as wehggrdgated
rates by district. Table 3 displays the response rates from district 1 &l #isThis includes

response rates from elementary, middle and high schools as well as combineceresgpsns

The total response rate for the study is 25%. District 1's rate is 17% and @istiec38%. The
total response rate for elementary is 42%, 28% for District 1 and 57% facD2strA total of
10% were received for all middle schools with 9% from District 1 and 13% fromdDtr
Finally, the total high school rate was 13% including 11% from District 1 and 17%fretnict
2.

Speculations can be made regarding the response rates. Generally, iredwidual
respond to surveys may tend to have certain biases such as high frustration lea® neg
feelings toward the school community, poor relationships with colleagues, attation and
more. The response rates from this study show that a great deal more eleteanters
participated in the survey when compared to middle and high school staff members. This coul
be due to the nature of elementary teachers. For example, research delanbatary teachers
as being more nurturers than individuals in the middle or high school setting (Louis, Marks,
Kruse, 1996; Wilson, Herriot, Firestone, 1991). The speculation can also be made that

elementary teachers are more tuned into their environment and more likelpwotfobugh
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with requests. Therefore, elementary teachers may be more prone tpg@riitisurveys.
District 2 had higher response rates in all levels than district 1. This couldlibetedl to the
amount of active participation from the administration. In other words, the buildthg a
administrators in district 2 took an active role in promoting the study to thdir statirn, they
encouraged their staff members to participate. While some administratasict dli
encouraged their staff to participate, some did not follow-up with their staffdiag the
completion of the survey.
3.4 Measures

The data collection measure involves a survey distributed through an electrorat for
(Appendix A). The survey is comprised of four main categories including: deptugs,
measure of distributed leadership, influence of distributed leadership on conteioingdeeisd
influence of distributed leadership on pedagogical decisions. The survey focusesepiupé
data. It does not verify or explore the actual amount of distributed leaderdhgpbatltling
level. Instead, the survey asks questions relating to teachers’ perceptioimgetiee amount of
distributed leadership at the specific school in which they are employed. Thetkéodata
derived from this survey includes perceptual data regarding the amountibltkestieadership
at the respondents’ building level.
Demographics

In the first section focusing on demographics, respondents were asked to ansipér mult
choice and open-ended questions that focus on gender, ethnicity, grade level, gughatts

duties, experience, professionalism, and certification (adapted from Jpitesed.
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Distributed Leadership

To determine if building level distributed leadership is associated with tohela
decisions, there has to be a method of determining the amount of distributed leadershipgerc
to be at each school. The survey does this by asking questions relating to thrisechspec
distributed leadership that respondents perceive take place at their bt including:
collaborative decisions (focusing on educational improvement); school gove(earmavers
staff and students, encourages commitment, participation and shared accognatulit
academic development (participation in efforts that evaluate the scAda)distributed
leadership scale inquires about the amount of building level distributed leadbeghip
respondents perceive take place. It does not inquire about whether or not speciticatslivi
participate in more distributed leadership. This measure of distributeddegderns adapted
from the works of Heck and Hallinger (2009) as well as Ingersoll (2003). FAgdsults
suggest a high level of both discriminant and convergent validity for the smake ifThe
loading ranged from 0.576 to 0.885, with no cross-loadings on other latent measures in the study.
Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.891.

Content and Pedagogical Decisions

Both the content and pedagogical sections focus on the following: the influanberse
feel they personally have on classroom decisions, how much teachers’ decesiefiscied by
their colleagues, and how much teachers’ decisions are effected by thewrsupgeespondents
were asked to answer the questions using a five point Likert scale r&mmyminot at all,”
“some,” to “quite a lot.” The survey was adapted from the work of Heck, Hallinger, and
Ingersoll through the collaborative efforts of Dr. Argun Saatcioglu and Jdutie€Shields.

The EFA results for the content and pedagogy scales suggest a high level of bimtindistr
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and convergent validity. The loading ranged from 0.493 to 0.766, with no cross-loadings on
other latent measures in the study. Cronbach’s Alphas for content and pedagaggsnease
0.887 and 0.825 respectively.

It is critical to get an understanding of how educational decisions are maeéat
influences these decisions. Since distributed leadership is gaining populdréyeieuicational
and research setting, it is essential to determine whether or not itesl telagducational
decisions. This directly impacts classroom practice and student learning onkeades.
Therefore, respondents supplied perceptual data regarding the amount of diskeidadeeship in
each school as well as the influences of instructional decisions relatogtent and pedagogy.
The data for the current study was derived from an electronic survey &mteméour sections:
demographics, measure of distributed leadership, influence of distributed hgadersontent
decisions, and influence of distributed leadership on pedagogical decisions. Késsitma
possible to evaluate if distributed leadership is truly associated duttagonal decisions
relating to content and pedagogy.

3.5 Analysis Strategies

Multiple steps were used to analyze the data for this study. The firsta$eipator
analyzing the items within the questionnaire. The second step involved running sastige
statistics for key demographics within the study as well as the keyirasagithin the study
(distributed leadership, content decisions and pedagogical decisions). Nexatbivari
correlations were conducted to determine if any associations existecbetistibuted
leadership and content decisions and distributed leadership and pedagogicaisieé&isially,
multivariate regression analysis was conducted to test the centrabgsedithe study: “Does

distributed leadership influence the decision-making of teachers spicifedating to content
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and pedagogy” and “Does distributed leadership influence content and pedagogsoahsiec

differently?”
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Chapter 4
Data Analysis

4.1 Measurement Characteristics

The initial step in analyzing the influence of distributed leadership on atamssr
decisions was to conduct a factor analysis on the items within the questionnagr@rovided a
more limited number of essential factors rather than focusing on each questidganaire
individually. The results of the factor analysis showed that there werentlaiadactors
including distributed leadership, content decisions, and pedagogical decisions.

Mean and standard deviations for the key measurements within the study aresdigplay
Table 4. Table 4 is divided into three sections: distributed leadership, contanmeand
pedagogical decisions. All incorporate the mean scores and standard deviagspsndents
rated their answers on a five point scale where the score of 1 equaled “Hotrad &he score of

5 equaled “a lot.”

The overall mean score of distributed leadership is 3.86, which means respondents felt
that their school moderately applies distributed leadership. Further, thessaothe middle of
the five point scale. The overall mean score of content decisions in teacBifg;is/hereas,
the overall mean score of pedagogical decisions in teaching is 3.59. While theanesaof
pedagogical decisions is slightly greater than the mean score of catanbis, both scores are
basically the same. Based on the mean score, it appears that respondengddglrsigarding

the direction of control in both content and pedagogical decisions.
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It is important to note that this is simply a combined mean score; thus, providing a
average of responses from participants. Yet, it does not explain why. The mearcanoot
depict possible relationships or predict how the results will change if thex@résor less
distributed leadership within the school setting. Therefore, additional statestialysis needed
to be conducted such as correlations and regressions. Therefore, bivaritdéausrare
provided in Table 5 and multivariate correlations are shown in Table 6.

4.2 Bivariate Test of Key Measures

Construct correlations were conducted on the key measures of the study including
distributed leadership, content related classroom decisions and pedagagiattly classroom
decisions. Table 5 displays the construct correlations. Construct correlatiesonducted to

determine whether correlations existed between the different items.

At a bivariate level, distributed leadership has a positive associationomitint (.330)
and pedagogy (.418). Pedagogical decisions have a slightly higher assol&tioaritent
decisions. This may be due to content decisions being externally drivenebstatalards and
district curriculum; whereas, pedagogical decisions tend to be determined ocatHevel.
Furthermore, teachers are often told what to teach (content); not how to teaclogy®dag

These correlations show a preliminary examination on the size and strength of the
relationship between distributed leadership and classroom decisions: content andypedago
However, they are bivariate estimates. To obtain a more predictable rdigtjohis necessary

to conduct a multivariate analysis.
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4.3 Multivariate Test of the Central Hypothesis

Table 6 shows the results of multivariate regression models that tedatimship
between distributed leadership and content classroom decisions as well agipatia@ssroom
decisions. The first panel displays the predictable relationship betweeénutestieadership
and content decisions. The second panel displays the predictable relationshgm betwe
distributed leadership and pedagogical decisions. Table 6 displays ta@saskips with and
without controls. The controls include gender, race, school level, language drs,teaience
teacher, special education teacher, other subject teacher, total yeqrsr@nee, years of
experience in the current school and years of experience in the current posittugleest
degree attained. Through the examination of this table, three findings will begparent.
First, distributed leadership is associated with both content and pedagogisai$e Second,
the association remains robust when controls are added in for both content and pedagogical
decisions. Third, the relationship is slightly stronger with pedagogicaiaesithan content

decisions.

In the first panel, model 1 demonstrates the relationship of distributed leaderdhip a
content decisions without the use of controls. The table shows a coefficient of .300isnhic
significant relationship (.300, p<.010). Additionally, ten percent of the variation can be
explained (R?=.105).

The data remains robust as the controls are incorporated into the analysisswhich i

displayed in model 2 of panel 1. The coefficient with the controls added in was found to show a
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significant relationship (.273, p<.010). Further, the controls in model 2 account far fiftee
percent of the variation, even though special education teacher has a positiieasigeiifect.
Therefore, with the controls incorporated into the equation, the R-squared imipydixes
percent.

The first panel of Table 6 shows that there is a positive relationship betweduthst
leadership and content decisions. This relationship remains positive when copteuldeal
into the analysis. The interpretation could be made that as building levieludestrleadership
increases, respondents perceive that their control over content decisionsralasas. In other
words, teachers’ sense of autonomy over content related decisions might iasrdes&vel of
building level distributed leadership increases.

The second panel of Table 6 depicts the relationship between distributed leadership and
pedagogical decisions. Model 1 in panel 2 shows the relationship without adding in controls,
which is a significant association (.328, p<.010). This accounts for seventeen percent of the
variation. The variation increases to twenty percent with the incorporation of sonfiak
time, special education teacher does not have a significant effect, inséeadfyexperience in
the current position has a highly significant effect (.204, p<.010) and years of expéni¢ne
current position has a medium significant effect (-.162, p<.050), which is negativeforaer
with the controls added in to the analysis, there is a three percent increask-Sghared.

The second panel of Table 6 shows that there is a positive association betwienedist
leadership and pedagogical decisions. When controls are added in, this relatemsimg r
strong. Therefore, distributed leadership is positively associated widypgical decisions.

This relationship actually slightly increases when controls are addéaisitead of pedagogical
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decision only increasing by thirty-two percent, it can be predicted that pgdalgtecisions
increase by thirty-three percent.

Table 6 demonstrates three findings. The first is that distributed legdisrploisitively
associated with both content and pedagogical decisions. This means that responcvesgperc
greater sense of control over both content and pedagogical decisions as tkeiegdevel of
distributed leadership at the building level increases. A second finding thehais a stronger
correlation between distributed leadership and pedagogical decisions thbnteédtieadership
and content decisions. This can be explained in several ways. First, respondéms flieey
have more autonomy when it comes to pedagogical decisions than content decisieins as t
perception of building level distributed leadership increases. This may be chredntc
decisions generally being predetermined externally at the state Ie\Mlssouri, there is a
statewide curriculum for elementary and secondary teachers. Eleynantaculum is
categorized by grade level. This curriculum is referred to as gradelgextations (GLE).
For secondary schools, the curriculum is referred to as course level expectafobi)or
While CLE’s are not developed for specific grade levels, they are drigatendividual courses.
A great deal of districts will then use the state curriculum to develop distdetcurriculum
specific to them. While a few teachers will have this task distributed tq themrmajority will
be given the curriculum without having the autonomy to alter what is taught. Another
explanation for content decisions having a lower association than pedagogsiaihndds that
the majority of respondents are teachers. Therefore, they may feel thdb thet have control
over content decisions regardless of the fact that several teachers maattaipated in this
distributed leadership task. On the other hand, teachers are usually not told speaifog pad

strategies to implement in class (how to teach the content). Instead,dlgpyesr the autonomy
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to make this decision based on the needs within their own classes including the athiéty of
students, interests of the students, collaboration between fellow teachirgueieand
personal preference. While they may be given curriculum materials andoess(uath series,
reading programs, district curriculum initiatives, professional developomepédagogical
strategies, etc), teachers are allowed to use these as supplememt®wmntihesources. Thus,
they are given the autonomy to implement pedagogical strategies HHadstiensure student
learning in their specific classrooms. A third finding in Table 6 is thatelaéionship between
distributed leadership at the building level and teachers’ perceptions obolassutonomy
remains positive with controls added into the analysis. Therefore, distributedtepder
positively associated with both content and pedagogical decisions.
4.4 Summary

The research design and methodology within this chapter were implemented targeterm
if there is a relationship between distributed leadership and classroom de@kting to
content and pedagogy. A further query was to evaluate if content or pedagogy weutd ha
stronger relationship with distributed leadership. Multivariate regresaalgsas was conducted
to determine this relationship. It was found that there is in fact a positveatgs between
distributed leadership and both content and pedagogically related classrooondedtsirther,
pedagogical decisions have a stronger correlation with distributeddbagdthan content

decisions.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The intent of this study is to examine if building level distributed leadershglated to
teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level. Distributed lepdsrstiical to the
success of an educational organization due to the vast number of responsibilities aed requi
expertise of the leader. The response to this is for administration to spreashigefimctions
across the school community to pool the expertise of the staff. Further, theeedsdistributed
leadership is to empower teachers to participate in the decision-makieggpwmithin the
school. This means that distributed leadership should influence teachers’ deuisierso than
any other outcome. More specifically, it should influence the instructionaiaesihat
teachers make daily. While a number of studies have been conducted on distributetifgader
few examine whether distributed leadership influences the educational deoisieashers.

This problem presents a gap in the research, which the current study begnse toychsking
the following question: Does distributed leadership influence the decision-makiegcbkers in
the classroom?

The data for the study was derived from two school districts in Missouri. i€@gthaff
members employed at elementary, middle and high schools were surveyed. Tloaogiesti
involved a demographics section, measure of distributed leadership, and a ntedstewsriine
the control of decision-making in the classroom focusing on content and pedagogygg-indi
suggest that building level distributed leadership is positively related¢bdes’ sense of
classroom decisions concerning content and pedagogy. A second finding is that patlagogi

decisions have a stronger association with distributed leadership than contgnhdeci
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It is important to note that findings from this study are based on correlatedrsiaps.
Cause and effect relationships cannot be determined. However, the main conalasidhssf
study are based on the correlated relationships between building level didtl@adership and
teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level concerning content agajpeda
5.1 General Discussion

The essence of this study was to determine if building level distributeddbguezlated
to teachers’ sense of autonomy at the classroom level concerning content andypedag
Numerous research focuses on the need to implement distributed leadership beatause of
positive effects on the school as a whole, such as improving the school communéaye(clim
culture, communication, shared decision-making, etc), the job of the principalpth®fv
teachers and most importantly student achievement (Camburn, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Haris,
2003; Hobby, Arrowsmith, 2004; Mayrowetz, 2008). While this research states é&xphiait
distributed leadership is a must in the educational setting, it fails to exasimgact on the
heart of the educational mission. In other words, it does not examine whether orutpt it tr
impacts the decisions teachers make in the classroom setting, whicly dnfeeences student
learning. There is even research arguing that distributed leadershipdgeatiaeneffect on the
school community due to ineffective teacher leaders, increasing the wbdfltdze principal,
taking away from the work of teachers and negatively impacting student achr@vem
(Mayrowetz, 2008; Marks & Louis, 1997). However, current research fails to ask anatssent
guestion within the literature of distributed leadership and teachers’ denisiking, “Does it
really matter?”

The current study asks if distributed leadership truly matters byieke the question,

“Does distributed leadership influence the decision-making of teachers ilasseoom?” The
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findings show that distributed leadership does have a positive association with bettt aodt
pedagogically related decisions. This suggests that yes indeed distriladiedigp does matter.
In other words, teachers’ perceptions of the amount of building level distributkaidbgp gives
teachers more of a perceived sense of control when making decisions. This includes both
content and pedagogical decisions. As the amount of distributed leadershgydgrarceive to
take place at the building level increases, then the amount of control teachergepgerbave
over their own classroom decisions also increases. This means that tpacteik®e to have
more autonomy to decide not only what they teach (content), but also how they wiltteach i
(pedagogy).

It is important to note that this conclusion is based on a positive correlation between
building level distributed leadership and teachers’ sense of classroom dec{Sarsation
cannot be determined, instead only a correlated relationship can be found. Yetepossibl
inferences can be made to explain the positive correlation between distrilagexdsiep and
teachers’ decisions at the classroom level relating to content and pedagogy.

The autonomy teachers have over content related decisions may come in tbe form
assisting with curriculum documents for the district and/or school. Teachersesréngblved
in this process where they are able to give input regarding the topic areds; spgxctives and
broad subject matter presented in the classroom. Further, they may also be imvtileed i
process of determining the essential skills (the most important objeatidks akills to be
taught in each grade level), specific grade level expectations and essgtiemce of topics.
Having this input through distributed leadership gives teachers more decisiargmaluer.

Similar to content decisions, the autonomy teachers perceive to have over pedagogic

decisions as distributed leadership increases at the building level may conmatittipte
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avenues. One possible explanation is that the autonomy over pedagogy may comaphpm si
having the freedom to use their professional judgment to decide the specific tenetiings,
strategies and assignments employed in their own classroom. Teasbermaglhave more of a
role in determining the newest initiatives and/or teaching models thdienithplemented in
classrooms throughout the district. They may also have an increased role in prineding
professional development for those specific initiatives and teaching modelsackers
participate in these distributed leadership activities, they are alsodeargmore control over
their pedagogical decisions.

Findings from this study show that there is a stronger relationship betwadruiksl
leadership and pedagogical decisions than distributed leadership and constonsled his
means that as teachers’ believe the level of distributed leadershipsiesréhey perceive to have
more control when making pedagogical decisions than content decisions. Ifhlig tise case,
then as teachers are given more autonomy within the school setting throupltéidtri
leadership, they are also given the freedom to decide the pedagogy tlhat evilbloyed in their
own classroom.

While the results of this study are based on positive correlations, inferendas iwede
to explain possible reasons why distributed leadership has a stronger corwglttipedagogy
than content. The first is that research shows that teachers feel they haventmi over
pedagogical decisions than content decisions (Archbold & Porter, 1994). Therefore, as
distributed leadership increases, it is natural that teachers feel thagatreemore control over
pedagogical decisions than content decisions. Another explanation is thatsekcimefact
have more control over pedagogical decisions because these decisions tenditielde de

internally, rather than content decisions, which are usually driven by exXi@ees. District-

51



wide content involves curriculum materials such as curriculum guide® gnael expectations,
curriculum textbooks, etc. These materials are developed from the stateleoriguide, which
informs districts and teachers of the content they must teach. Thus, contsioindesie
predetermined before the district and teachers even see it. Yet, teaehadte to decide how
they teach that content based on their personal preferences, input of colleagues amickimeieds
students. This means teachers are usually told what to teach, but not how to teach it.
5.2 Implications for Practice
This study found that distributed leadership does in fact matter. In other words,

distributed leadership has a positive association with both content and pedagogstahsleci
This relationship is stronger with pedagogical decisions than content decision. When
considering how this information fits into the educational setting, it is sintiplechools where
there is a greater sense of distributed leadership perceived by tedwretsathers tend to
enjoy more control in the classroom relating to content and pedagogical deciBarsfore, if
the teaching staff feels that there is greater distributed leapletisén they may also feel that
they have more autonomy in the classroom especially with pedagogicabuaecidn additional
implication concerns the best school placement for teachers. If teac@rmore distributed
leadership, then it would be worthwhile for them to attempt to work at a school wherésther
greater distributed leadership. This also applies with the opposite scenarinst&oce, if
teachers would prefer to have fewer opportunities to provide input and share leadership
responsibilities, then they may want to seek employment at a school whernes these
distributed leadership.

At this point, it should be noted that this study does not determine cause and effect

relationships because it demonstrates correlations between distributedrgaded teachers’
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sense of autonomy at the classroom level. Therefore, associational relpsaas only be
used when making implications for practice. However, if future researctsshawdistributed
leadership does in fact influence teachers’ instructional decisions conceoniegit and
pedagogy, then possible implications can be made that carry more of a caus&dwomeof
those inferred implications could provide suggestions to district and building leadarding
the effect of building level distributed leadership on classroom decisions|aswelssible
conclusions for increasing or decreasing the level of distributed leadesiiiip the school
setting.

For example, if districts want to provide more opportunities for teachers to have
autonomy over their own classroom decisions relating to content and pedagogy, then they should
increase the level of distributed leadership within the school setting. This wouldtrpeksible
for teacher to take an active role in the decision-making process within theicbeaai and
classroom setting. However, it is essential to note that this involvement shouldunotvihout
true influence. In other words, districts should not just give tasks to teacheyshatshey are
distributing leadership. Instead, they should provide involvement in conjunction with influence.
This means teachers should have responsibilities distributed to them thatatigdssrand where
they have true input.

There is another side to this implication. If districts do not want teachers tonipaxe i
over their classroom decisions, then they should decrease the amount of distriloleesthiiga
within the school level. Since a key finding of this study found that distributed lbgulers
positively associated with teachers’ decision-making in the classrbemtte opposite can be
inferred. As distributed leadership decreases, then teachers have lesisogentiecisions in

their classroom.

53



An example of this implication for practice is with districts who are giterg to
implement a new pedagogical initiative into classrooms. They may wanptement this
pedagogical change from the top-down meaning the administrative staffuoes the idea to
staff members, provide professional development opportunities and ensure thei€hange
occurring in the classroom setting. If districts are attempting typocate this type of
pedagogical change, then providing increased distributed leadership maym®besttoption.
This is because as teachers have more distributed leadership, they have marevant
content and pedagogical decisions. Therefore, if a new initiative is beingnepied from a
top-down method, then teachers may have more autonomy to actually choose to or choose not to
employ those changes in their own classrooms. In fact, providing more dedribatlership
may inhibit content and pedagogical change within the district. Distvisting to incorporate
a new content or pedagogical initiative may want to develop a more centralizezharent.
5.3 Future Research

One topic for future research is derived from the implications for practiceséad a
“Does providing more decision-making in the classroom from distributed |égpl@ssist or
inhibit content or pedagogical change?” It was found that building levebditgd leadership is
in fact positively correlated with teachers’ sense of autonomy when gnd&nisions.
Therefore, the next plausible question is how will this influence change?giwiilg more
autonomy to teachers make it more difficult for them to implement new inggatrom the
district?

The findings from this study are associational in nature. The results careratidetif
distributed leadership truly causes teachers to have more control oveyaraskecisions or if

individuals who enjoy distributed leadership respond more favorably to questions focusing on
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classroom decision-making. A topic for future research would be to examinerittbase of
distribute leadership truly increases decision-making or will individtedponding positively
because they enjoy distributed leadership.

An additional future research question is “Does the increase of teachesgd@caking
from distributed leadership influence student achievement?” It cannot bel éingtiehe heart of
the educational mission is to educate children. This is the most important purpdssots.sc
Therefore, it is critical to investigate how increased decision-rgakiteachers in their
classroom influences student achievement.

5.4 Limitations

A limitation with this study is that there are low response rates. Tdlaésponse rate
for the study is twenty-five percent where the majority of respondents aes felnitales,
working at the elementary level and specifically teaching kindergérteugh second grades.
This low response rate makes it difficult to generalize the results to thdl pegnalation.
Instead, the results must be focused on the population who responded to the study.

An additional limitation is the nature of the survey. It was set up to gatleeredgirding
the independent and dependent variables. When this happens, a bias may occur. For example,
respondents who felt positively regarding the amount of distributed leadership \wéinin t
specific buildings may have responded positively to the sections focusing ont@wetisions
and pedagogical decisions. The study may have been stronger if the levilnftds
leadership was determined through an alternative route such as determinimgtiné¢ af
distributed leadership without asking the respondents. This possibly could have beeméddtermi
by researching a school prior to the incorporation of distributed leadership and thie ieav

changes after implementation.
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5.6 Summary

Distributed leadership is a frequently researched topic. Reseaimteson the
definition, the rationale, the distribution of responsibilities, and the impact on the school
community. Decision-making of teachers is another topic that has a great tessdarch
including the debate of autonomy and control, the types of educational decisions made by
teachers (district, school and classroom level), as well as who or whahaatueachers’
decisions. Examining the influence of distributed leadership on teachersodeunisking in the
classroom is essential because it is an area that few studies have dxédtuirter, the true
essence of distributed leadership is to get teachers involved in the decigiog-pracess of the
school. Not just providing involvement for teachers, but also allowing them to have true
influence. The current study found that building level distributed leadership hasepos
relationship with teachers’ decision-making in the classroom. As tedwterge there to be
more distributed leadership in the school, then they also perceive more contrdbhesevom
decisions concerning content and pedagogy. An additional finding was that a stronger
relationship exists between distributed leadership and pedagogical dettisiomistributed
leadership and content decisions. The main implication for districts fronmtutisis that in
schools where there is a greater sense of distributed leadership, thersteawh® enjoy more
control in the classroom especially with pedagogical decisions. In conclustibuded
leadership is not just a buzz word or the newest fad in education. Distributed lgattatghi

matters and makes a difference in the decision-making of teachers insireafa.
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Tablel

Participating elementary, middle and high schools from District 1 and Digrict

School Level Elementary Middle High School Total
District 1 6 2 2 10
District 2 6 1 2 9

Total 12 3 4 19
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Table?2

Basic Descriptive Statistics for Demographics

Demographic Names

M ean Per cent

Gender
Male
Female
Race
White/Caucasian
Hispanic
School Level
Elementary
Secondary
Grade Taught
K-2
3-4
5-6
7-8
9-10
11-12
Teaching Experience
0-5
6-10
11-19
20+
Tenureat Current School
0-5
6-10
11-19
20+
Tenureat Current Position
0-5
6-10
11-19
20+
Subject Taught
Language Arts
Math
Social Studies
Science
Elective
Special Education
Other
Highest Degree Acquired
Bachelor's
Master’'s
Specialist
Doctoral

11.0
89.1

990.1
1.2

77.0
29.4

66.0
41.0
24.6
12.7
18.5
18.0

22.1
26.9
30.0
20.7

51.7
27.1
15.3
5.7

56.6
24.7
14.1
4.4

49.7
43.8
42.9
39.8
54
16.2
24.8

47.5
51.9
131

3.9
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Table3

Response Rates

Overall

Elementary Schools

Middle Schools

High Schools

District 1

17%

28%

9%

11%

District 2

38%

57%

13%

17%

Combined

25%

42%

10%

13%
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Table4
Basic Descriptive Statistics for Distributed Leadership, Content Decisions atzdj@gical
Decisions

Distributed L eader ship Mean Standard
Deviation
Teachers have input over curricular development 3.92 974
Staff has input over school goals 4.24 .858
Teachers have input over school innovations 4.04 .878
Parents have input over educational decisions 3.52 .088
Teachers can express concerns to administration 3.73 1.162
Teachers have input over school decisions 3.73 1.028
Adequate resources are available for educational programs 3.97 2 .92
Stakeholders are able to review the school's vision and purpose 3.82 1.006
Stakeholders are able to evaluate needs for academic development 3.74 979
Overall Mean Score 3.86
Content Decisionsin Teaching Mean Standard
Deviation
Teachers have influence over content in their own class 3.6 1.127
Teachers have influence over the sequence of topics in their own class 3.64 1.165
Teachers have influence over content taught based on student ability 4.19 .908
Colleagues have influence over content 3.33 1.077
Colleagues have influence over the sequence of topics 3.29 1.121
Colleagues have influence over the content based on student ability 3.08 1.148
Administrators have influence over content 3.4 1.082
Administrators have influence over the sequence of topics 3.25 1.158
Administrators have influence over the content based on student ability 3.12 1.172
Overall Mean Score 3.43
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Pedagogical Decisionsin Teaching Mean Standard

Deviation
Teachers have influence over specific methods used in their class 441 778
Teachers have influences over specific strategies used in class 445 752
Teachers have influence over assignments given to their students 452 679
Colleagues have influence over methods used in class 3.17 1.053
Colleagues have influence over specific strategies used in class 3.12 1.044
Colleagues have influence over methods used in class 3.11 1.056
Administrators have influence over specific methods used in class 3.28 1.078
Administrators have influence over specific strategies used is clas 3.25 1.05
Administrators have influence over assignments given to students 3.00 1.048

Overall Mean Score 3.59
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Table5

Construct Correlations for DL, Content Decisions, Pedagogical Decisions

(1) (2) 3)
(1) Distributed Leadership 1.00 .330** A418**
(2) Content Decisions 1.00 594 **
(3) Pedagogical Decisions 1.00

**p<.010
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Table6 Results predicting the effects of distributed leadership on corgssrecom decisions and pedagogical classroom decisions

Conten Pedagog
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.  Coeff  Std. Err.
Distributed Leadership 0.300*** (0.059) 0.273™ (.060) 0.328™ (.049) 0.339™ (.050)
Controls
Gende 0.116 (.165) 0.122 (.136)
Race 0.264 (.376) 0.504 (.317)
School Level -0.005 (.122) 0.002 (.102)
Language Arts Teacl 0.065 (166 0.000 (.141)
Math Teache -0.073 (.167) 0.077 (.145)
Social Stulies Teacht -0.053 (.177) 0.007 (.153)
Science Teach -0.043 (.159) -0.006 (.135)
Special Education Teac! 0.353 * (.184) 0.175 (.159)
Other Subject Teacl 0.108 (.180) 0.045 (.153)
Total Years of Experien 0.090 (.057) -0.059 (.049)
\S(is(r)zlof Experience in Curr¢ 0.101 (.074) 0.204" (.062)
gizirﬁso‘r’]f Experience in Curre 0057  (.077) 0.162° (.064)
Highest Degree -0.053 (.083) -0.031 (.067)
Constar 2.276** (.231) 1.859 *** (.482) 2.325% (.191) 1.813™ (.405)
Adjusted P 0.105 0.15 0.171 0.200
F 25.904 *** 3.683 ** 45.368 ** 4.854™

*** p<.010; **p,.050; *p,.100
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Appendix
1. What is your gender?
O Male O Female
2. What is your racial/ethnic background? (Optional)

O African American [ Native American O Latino O Puerto Rican

O Asian O Alaska Native O White/Caucasian O Hispanic

Other (please specify)

3. Which subject(s) do you teach this school year? (Select all that apply)

OLanguage Arts O Science O Social Studies

OMath O Elective O Special Education

Other (please specify)

4. List your current non-teaching duties (i.e., committee involvement, mentor
teacher, etc).

5. Which grade(s) are you teaching this school year? (Select all that apply)
OK-2 O 3-4 056 Oo7-8 09-10 011-12
6. How many years of teaching experience do you have?
0o-5 06-10 011-19 O 20+
7. How many years have you been employed at your current school?
0o-5 06-10 011-19 O 20+
8. How many years have you held your current position?
0o-5 06-10 011-19 O 20+
9. Which degrees have you acquired? (Select all that apply)

[ Bachelor's Degree [0 Master's Degree O Specialist Degree O Doctoral Degree
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10. Which certification(s) do you have? (Select all that apply)

O Regular or standard state certification

O Probationary certification

O Other (please specify)

[ National board certification

O Administrative certification

11. Which grade level endorsement(s) do you have? (Select all that apply)

O Elementary

O Other (please specify)

O Middle School

O High School

12. Which subject endorsement(s) do you have? (Select all that apply)

Language
Arts
Elementary O
Middle O
High School O

Math

©)

O

©)

Social

Studies

O

O

O

History Science
O O
O ©)
O O

Elective

O Other (please specify)

13. In this section, we inquire about the leadership dynamics at your school.

To what extent does school leadership...

ensure teachers have a
major role in curricular
Development

enable staff to work
together to achieve school
Goals

facilitate staff participation
in processes to promote
innovation in the school
provide opportunities for
parents to participate in
important decisions about
their child's education
through a variety of venues
ensure teachers can freely
express input and concerns
to the administrators

Not at All (1)

()
O

Some (3)

(4)
O

Other

A Lot (5)
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provide opportunities for O O O O O

teachers to make and plan

school decisions

ensure adequate resources O O O O O
are available to the school

to develop its educational

Programs

provide regular O O O O O
opportunities for all

stakeholders to review the

school's vision and purpose

provide opportunities for O O O O O
stakeholders to evaluate

needs for academic

development

14. In this section, we inquire about issues concerning decisions affecting the
content of what you teach in class. By "content," we broadly mean the topic
areas, the specific objectives, and broad subject matters covered in class. We are
interested in the influence that you personally have on content, as well as the
influence that your colleagues and your supervisors have over content.

To what extent do you feel...
Not at All (1) (2) Some (3) (4 A Lot (5)
you personally have O O O O
influence over the content
of what you teach

you personally have O O O O O

influence over the
sequence of topic areas
you teach in class

you personally have O O O O O
influence over decisions

made in situations when

the level of what you teach

needs to be adjusted to

variations in student ability

in your class

your colleagues (i.e., peers O O O O O

at the same level) have
influence over the content
of what you teach

your colleagues have O O O O O
influence over the

sequence of topic areas

you teach in class
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your colleagues have
influence over decisions
made in situations when
the level of what you teach
needs to be adjusted to
variations in student ability
in your class

your administrative
supervisors have influence
over the content of what
you teach in class

your administrative
supervisors have influence
over the sequence of topic
areas you teach in class
your administrative
supervisors have influence
over decisions made in
situations when the level of
what you teach needs to be
adjusted to variations in
student ability in your class

15. In this section, we inquire about issues concerning decisions affecting the
pedagogy of teaching. By "pedagogy," we broadly mean the teaching methods

and strategies as well as the assignments given to students. We are interested in
the influence that you personally have on pedagogy, as well as the influence that

your colleagues and your supervisors have over pedagogy.

To what extent do you feel...

you personally have
influence over the specific
method(s) you use for your
teaching in class

you personally have
influence over the specific
strategies you employ in
your teaching in class

you personally have
influence over the nature of
assignments you give to
your students in class

your colleagues (i.e., peers
at the same level) have
influence over the specific
methods you use for your
teaching in class

Not at All (1)

(2)
O

Some (3)

(4)
O

A Lot (5)
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your colleagues have
influence over the specific
strategies you employ in
your teaching

your colleagues have
influence over the nature of
assignments you give to
your students in class
your administrative
supervisors have influence
over the specific methods
you use for your teaching in
Class

your administrative
supervisors have influence
over the specific strategies
you employ in your
teaching

your administrative
supervisors have influence
over the nature of
assignments you give to
your students in class
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Correlations forllsurvey items

(1) Distibuted Leadership

(2) Content Decisions

[3) PedagogicalDecisions

(4 School Level

(5) Gender

(6] Race

(1) Language Arts Teacher

(8) Math Teacher

(9) SocialStudies Teacher

(10) Science Teacher

(1) SpecialEducation Teacher
(1) Other Subject Teacher

(83) Curiculum Team

(14) Non-Curiculum Team

(15) Multple Committees

(16) Student Leaming Team
(17) Student Organization Team
(18) Building Leadership Team
(19) Distric Team

(2) Other Team

[2) K, 5t or Ind Grade Teacher
(22 3rd ordth Grade Teacher
(23 Sth orth Grade Teacher
(24) Tth or 8th Grade Teacher
(25) %t or 10th Grade Teacher
(26) 11th or 12th Grade Teacher
(1) Total Yearsof Experience
(28) Yearsof Experience Teaching in
Current School

(2) Yearsof Experience in Current
Positon

(30) Highest Degree

(31) Elementary ertfication
(32 Secondary Certficaion
(33) Language ArtsEndorsement
(34) Math Endorsement

(39) Sorial Studies Endorsement
(36) History Endorsement

(31) Science Endorsement

(38) Elective Endorsement

(39) SpecialEducation Endorsement
(40) Other Endorsement

(1) Total Endorsements

1
1

1
B0
1

3
g
Sy

1

4
0
006
0008

1

§
006
0059
008
e

1

§
Q007
0048
w
m
0

1

1 8
004 oo

1B 180
06 0006
A0 -
RN

0052 0
1 "
1

9
0101

-7

0065

-3
Q08

00

i
T

1

10
0061

-8

003

g
B

008

il
Nk
Th#

1

1
0009

BU

0059
0065

Q08
Q0
.ASAH
-3
-4
-3

1

0008

0086

019
B3
Bl
A0
'.525”
'.456”
_A%##
'.440“
-2

3
010

-8

006

0018
B

0073

-1t

0065
0.04
0.068

-1
009 -

Y
00n

A0

15
008
00
0018

-9
008

003

0%
0016
008
0038
008
il
-6
008

1

16
006
0008
0045
14

'.164”

0.0
008
007
0,108
0088
RULE]
008
00
00%
083
1

1

008
0009
067
-

Ll

000
-
-B7
-1
-8

008
g

006
0003
01
1

1
003
0061
00
0078

006

0.0%
0035

0082
U

004

0066

0058

il

005

-1
0652

15

i
0009

-5
Q064
-1
-0

0046

15
1

1

Bl
0%
A
16

008

1P

0108

iy
Bl

0

0059
000

0.0%

-0
-

004

16
2
15
16"
005
-t

0084
006

Q100

0

000
10
3%

i
0016
15
0008

50
-2

0105
pllig

1
1
2
004
Q051
A
001

0059
1

Pl
218

B

16

1

/]
0057
0048

006
-3
-
0088
I
008
13
0089
A

010
000
0052
004
Bt

03

010
005

A0

bty
1

3
001

004
0082
-1%
0004
00
00
1%t
-1
-1
B/

005
003
1

001

-1t
RIS

005
0005

-1

A

U

Q067

A0
0071

il

0064
0039

R
-1
R
R

010
0039
00%

A0
08 -0

005

Ll
08
0%
A0
_.254*3'
_.168**
088

5
0015
0064
0011

e
.

05

-
-7 -
DI
DI

000

it
0084
8-
000
0068
B
Rt
-
-
35
-1
-4
000

0006
B
Q04
0%
4105
-3
_.227“
-18*

009

il

1

1

198
B

0016

018
105

0016

0l6
(052
-1
A0

0008
00%
0061

Q0
008
000

B

010
0039
005
0074
00

004

0008
001

B
007

Bt

iy
0073
0034
0.0
0001
001

Q034
0%
108

g
0.04
0085

0%
A0
0%
1
05

0083
00
0015

Q07

0034
0089
0104

pilie

i)
0074
B

0B

007
001

000
09
A0

A0

08
A0

13
00

066
Q10

0002
0034
1

A0

0074

A0

0009

08
08

15
g

S

8

1

El
0081
008
004
119
L
001
008
0
-

ik

005
8%
0.046

-5

(118
000
008

0069
0019
006
0,066
000
000
50t
o
5

2 k%

19

i
000t
10
003

i
-3

006
15
il
U
B
18

LI

A0
0042
003
0069

'.281”

0049
B
0,066
I
Pt
m#

179
-3
-4

005

Q061

A0
005

2

0059

BT

A0
B

0057
004

-J1*
35
-3
-39
0
i

0.0

0005

008

-
15

0076

- 15¢*
1B
-5
A0
Q083
Bl
B
B0
15

0.108

0.088
0

- D56

1

3
0089
009
0o

U
-5

-1
0073
il
i
043"
B
-5
_349**
13
0%
008
0074
.‘204“
Q105
I
0.088
0089

P

0074
0%
.‘264“
.‘Bgﬂ
0%

QU]

005

Q061

il

-3
1

4
A0

-0

009

006

o
Fli
g
f+
-3
_358##

0105

Q0
05

00

-
07
i

1
Bl

0106

02
'379”
'37 $%
09

0069

-0
07
Kl
'.428”
T

%
U

0%

B

-3
Q0

0065

S
o
B
B
155
-3

0083
0003

0058

0079

-8
005t
168

0.108
A6

008

0.108

076
R
-39
0066

003

0069
008
i
N 407*3&
T
85

1

¥
15
06
By

-A00

0%
0061
S0
5+
o
Uiy

-8
-3

006
00

0,068

-6
AW
1

Bl
B

A0

il

-1
-3¢
B
A0

AW

0
Rt
5
-4
T8
0
Bt

]
B
-1
0087

-

-
0057
S
il
o
g

-3
-3

¥
005
0019
008

Dl

000t

Bl

1
1
06
By

008
- 388“
-39
0062

0066

-
0103
Fiki
-15*
Fii
Kl
&+
i

B
0052
0104

Q105
Fillg
il
A0
-6
.307**
_193**
-3¢
108
g
Q0M
08
08
08

18
0083

-3
0083
-5

003

Q061
Ui}
il
il

A0t

185

15
0032
-1
I
R
B
-7
R
-9

)
Uit
13
0104
Q0
-1
019

-3
R
R
%

£
A0
058
0069
A6
0001
005

(b
0%

0079
00
1%
118

L5
01

00

005

06

06
005

L5
B0
'I2%¥¥
'.29 L3
3
-1

L
000
009
00
005
Q0
003
0%
005
005
Q0
008
18
008
0083
0.0%
1w
0067

0014

00
0.054
009
Nt
04

0%
000

008

008

0.016
Uiy
0
00
L5

008
0058

009

-

003

it
1t
0008
B
kil

Pl

0064
Jn#
5
Ui
m*
0%

-3

0053
00
0%

il

Q034

16
01
B

00

158

A0
310
-9

003

004

08
0%
il
009
T
T
T
bl
86
A0

001
004

15
)



