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Abstract 

The key aims of this research were to investigate distributed leadership in successful 

schools, to examine the extent to which this contributes to school success, and whether 

there are any identifiable patterns of distributed leadership within successful schools. 

This study used a mixed methods research approach through the use of social network 

analysis and individual interviews to explore distributed leadership in three successful 

Australian secondary schools. A social network analysis was conducted through a school 

relationships survey to identify the patterns of connections within each school. Eight 

questions about work connections were asked of all teaching staff in each school, with 

achieved survey response rates of 51 per cent, 61 per cent and 63 per cent respectively. 

From the social network analysis well connected and influential leaders were identified and 

then invited to participate in semi-structured interviews. Twenty-six individuals were 

interviewed, including the three principals, four assistant principals, 15 leading teachers, 

three teachers with responsibility and one teacher. The semi-structured interviews were 

used to provide information on distributed leadership at the organisational level, the forms 

that it took, and what factors impacted it. The interviews also contributed to understanding 

the practice of leaders in a distributed leadership context, and provided insight into the 

individual characteristics of influential leaders and what factors impacted their influence 

within schools.  

Distributed leadership was identified in each of the three schools and was found to be 

influenced by two aspects of the schools. Firstly, organisational level factors, including 

leadership structure, the school’s strategic goals and planning, influenced distributed 

leadership in terms of what was distributed and who it was distributed to. Secondly, leader 

influence and capacity to distribute leadership was influenced by interpersonal factors 

including leader expertise, professional relationships, behaviours that are supportive of 

other people and the development of trust.   

A Distributed Model of Influence was developed which allows the extent of an individual’s 

influence to be mapped from knowledge of their positional power and personal 

connectiveness. The study contributes to knowledge about successful school leadership, 

distributed leadership and leadership in general. 
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 Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

Three successful public secondary schools in Victoria were used to explore distributed 

leadership in successful schools. This introductory section provides an overview of the 

purpose of the study, background overview, the research questions, methodology, and 

confidentiality.   

 

1.1 Purpose of the Study 

 

The overall purpose of this research study was to contribute to the knowledge and 

understanding of distributed leadership. 

The research aimed to understand how leadership is distributed in successful schools 

through greater understanding of the factors that influence distribution and to identify any 

aspects of individual leaders that were relevant in the distribution of leadership.  

1.2 Background Overview 

 

The goal of identifying what makes schools successful is not new. Education systems 

worldwide have continuously looked to drive student improvement and this has been 

expedited by the pace and scale of recent reforms within education both in Australia and 

globally. As Day, Gu and Sammons (2016 p. 222) write ‘The past 20 years have witnessed 

remarkably consistent and persisting, worldwide efforts by educational policymakers to 

raise standards of achievement for all students through various school reforms’. Research, 

nationally and internationally, has established the key role leadership, particularly principal 

leadership, plays in facilitating school success (Day, Gu and Sammons 2016). One area of 

research that has contributed significantly to current understandings of successful schools is 

the International Successful School Principalship Project (ISSPP) which has provided nearly 

20 years of research about successful school leadership.  

This research study was stimulated, in part, by the ISSPP, which has produced voluminous 

and important understandings about how principal leadership contributes to school success. 

Through the provision of extensive case studies, much is understood about the particular 

characteristics and leadership styles of successful principals. However, the ISSPP has 

contributed less to understanding about how others in schools contribute to school success 
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and more research is needed to understand how others in schools provide leadership and 

the structures and processes within schools that help or hinder the ability of others to lead.  

What has emerged from the recent findings is that there should be a greater focus on all 

levels of leadership within schools as all education systems now require that principals work 

with all in the school. Through the focus on successful leaders in schools, the ISSPP has also 

identified leadership frameworks that are increasingly evident and utilised by principals, and 

one that has increased in prominence is distributed leadership.   

In the past two decades there has also been an increasing focus on distributed leadership 

and its effectiveness and application within education, however there is some conceptual 

confusion as to what distributed leadership is and this is compounded by the lack of a clear 

definition. There are two emerging conceptions within the lexicon on distributed leadership, 

distributed leadership as a process and the practice of distributed leadership, however more 

understanding is needed of these two paradigms and how they are positioned within the 

distributed leadership framework. Currently, within schools, there is also a large move 

towards more distributed forms of leadership because the role of the principal is so complex 

and the function of running a school is beyond the capacity of one person. Many of the 

articles written on distributed leadership focus on the role of principals in distributing 

leadership or facilitating the distribution of leadership in some way and more clarity is 

needed in identifying these forms of distribution, and, other leaders in schools who can 

facilitate the effective distribution of leadership. Furthermore, while it is recognised that 

distributed leadership is closely linked with ‘who’ enacts leadership within the organisation, 

there is little thought given to what makes those leaders influential in their leadership 

practice. More investigation is needed in how distributed leadership impacts or is impacted 

by leader influence. 

Lastly, what has emerged in contemporary understandings of leadership within schools is 

the importance that networks play in contributing to leader effectiveness and helping 

identify influential people that can contribute to school success. Research on social 

networks through the use of Social Network Analysis (SNA) has grown considerably. SNA has 

risen in prominence as it has been pivotal in furthering the understanding of networks in 

schools and has helped provide clarity on key individuals within school networks. SNA was 

therefore chosen for this research to help identify influential leaders within schools.   
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To provide insights into the three area of importance, the research reported here selected 

three successful public secondary schools in Melbourne, Victoria, Australia, and explored 

through network analysis and individual interviews, how distributed leadership in these 

schools contributed to school success.  

1.3 The Research Question 

The main research question was ‘How is leadership distributed in successful schools?’.  

There were four sub-questions used to help frame the questions that were used in the social 

network analysis and also the interviews and these are listed below:  

1. Who are the formal and informal leaders within successful schools? 

2. How do leaders contribute to school success? 

3. What makes a leader successful? 

4. Does distribution of leadership contribute to school success? 

1.4 Methodology Overview  

 

Three schools were identified as meeting the criteria to participate in the study design from 

Department of education documents and annual school reports. The researcher contacted 

all three school principals and explained the research with all three principals agreeing to 

participate in the study.  

A mixed methods approach was applied using surveys and semi-structured interviews. The 

surveys were collected and analysed using social network analysis software and produced a 

school report for the principals outlining the most connected people. From this report of the 

most connected people, a list of influential people in each school was determined and these 

people were invited to be interviewed.   

Individual interviews were completed with a range of people identified as being influential 

in the schools and included principal class, leading teachers, teachers with responsibility and 

classroom teachers. The interviews were recorded, transcribed and summarised in detail. 

Coding and categorising were applied to organise and reduce the data to produce themes. 
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The collection of multiple interview responses provided a rich source of data. Semi-

structured interviews enabled exploration of the views of individuals about the research 

question. 

1.6 Confidentiality 

 

In documenting the research findings, pseudonyms were used for the names of the three 

schools, all interview participants and any person listed in the social network analysis. All 

three schools involved in the research were deemed to meet the criteria of success outlined 

in the methodology. A copy of each schools social network analysis report that was provided 

to each principal during the study has been included in the appendices. These reports have 

been anonymised.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Context 
 

The last few decades has seen an intense focus on understanding successful schools and as 

the scope of this research has developed, greater insights into what contributes to school 

success has been analysed. More recently, a large proportion of this research has focused 

on effective leadership, particularly successful school principals due to the significance of 

their role and the impact they can have on school outcomes (Day, Gu & Sammons, 2016; 

Leithwood et al., 2004). From this body of work, distributed leadership is one conceptual 

framework of leadership that has risen in prominence. Due to the complexities involved in 

education, particularly leading schools, more traditional forms of leadership can be seen as 

limiting the ability of schools to deal successfully with issues that arise within their particular 

context. Problem solving and other complex issues that arise now require broader 

perspectives in providing direction and helping achieve key priorities. Distributed leadership 

is one construct that may enable school leaders to influence necessary change, impact 

organizational culture and assist schools to deal with contemporary and complex issues 

successfully. 

 
Drawing on international and Australian literature this literature review explores the three 

areas of knowledge of most relevance to this study. It is interesting to note that these three 

strands of knowledge have a similar history, with considerable research and development 

over the past two decades. Section 2.1 investigates Successful School Leadership, with a 

focus on the current findings of the International Successful Schools Principalship Program 

(ISSPP). The ISSPP provided the impetus for the study, was a key contributor in helping 

identify successful schools and has produced a ground-breaking and sizable body of work on 

successful school leadership and acknowledges the impact of distributed leadership. Section 

2.2 explores distributed leadership in detail. Understanding distributed leadership in greater 

detail was the central focus of this study and more information is needed on understanding 

how Distributed Leadership helps improve success and its relationship with successful 

schools and leadership. Currently the scope of research on distributed leadership is limited, 

particularly on the patterns that distributed leadership takes and this review looks at 

defining distributed leadership, looks at the key aspects of distributed leadership in practice 
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and overviews the current understanding on patterns of distributed leadership. Lastly, 

Section 2.3 investigates social networks in education. Leadership is ultimately about human 

interaction and understanding social networks can help provide more clarity within the 

context of leadership. Social networks were also a key part of the research for this thesis 

and it is therefore important to investigate them fully to understand their place within the 

study.  

 

2.1 Successful School Leadership 

In the past two decades, the research focus on successful school leadership has gained 

increased momentum. A number of large scale reviews including Leithwood, Day, Sammons, 

Harris, and Hopkins (2006), Leithwood and Riehl (2003, 2005) Leithwood, Seahshore Louis, 

Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) and Robinson (2007) have been completed, as well as 

large-scale empirical research such as the ISSPP (Leithwood & Day, 2007).  

School leadership has been shown to be influential in facilitating successful student 

outcomes (Louis et al., 2010) and efforts to uncover the reasons for this have driven much 

of the focus on successful leaders. What has emerged from the research is that educational 

leadership has mainly an indirect effect on student outcomes, and while the effect may be 

indirect it has been shown to be important (Leithwood & Reihl 2003, 2005). Leithwood et al. 

(2004, p. 70) claimed in their review of school leadership literature that ‘leadership is 

second in strength only to classroom instruction in terms of factors that influence student 

learning’. Leithwood et al. (2006) produced a succinct definition of school leadership 

incompassing four elements or ‘core practices’. They described educational leadership as: 

 building vision and setting direction 

 understanding and developing people 

 redesigning the organisation 

 managing the teaching and learning program 

The four ‘core practices’ of leadership have become widely accepted as key aspects of 

educational leaders work, and they have also provided the foundation on which a large 

component of the research into successful leaders has focused (Day, Gu & Sammons, 2016). 

What has evolved from this research is a strongly founded understanding of the work of 
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successful school leaders and how they influence schools to become successful. Successful 

schools not only improve the academic performance of students but they have a strong 

commitment to developing the whole person and these features are heavily influenced by 

the leadership of the school (Day, Gu & Sammons, 2016; Moral et al., 2018). The ISSPP is 

one area of research that has contributed markedly to the current understandings of 

successful school leadership and it is this project that was the initial impetus for the current 

study. The ISSPP, as will be shown, has produced considerable knowledge about the 

contribution of principals to school success. Whilst this has been noteworthy, and there is 

some consideration of how others in schools may contribute to success, it has not had a 

substantial interest in the contribution of senior and middle leaders and teachers. The 

current project was deliberately constructed to address this through its focus on the 

distribution of leadership in successful schools. 

2.1.1 The International Successful School Principalship Project (ISSPP) 

The ISSPP is a longstanding, empirically based research study that has been investigating 

successful school principals since 2001. The project emerged from the study by Day, Harris, 

Hadfield, Tolley and Beresford (2000) that investigated effective headteachers in special, 

primary and secondary schools in England. In 2001, Day wanted to investigate further the 

practices and characteristics of effective principals and so formed a research group that was 

made up of researchers from eight countries: Australia, Canada, China, Denmark, England, 

Norway, Sweden, and the United States of America.  

The research in the ISSPP has largely been conducted through case study analysis and has 

explored the practices, characteristics and qualities of principals leading successful schools 

(Day & Leithwood, 2007). Through the research, it has been able to provide accounts about 

leadership and school achievement and multi-country analyses of what constitutes success 

in different contexts within education. ‘It is probably the most comprehensive international 

study of school leadership ever undertaken across Western countries, and it continues to 

include new countries in the research’. There are three research strands that have emerged 

within the ISSPP’ (Møller 2017, p.379). 

Strand 1: Investigated the work of successful principals through multi-perspective 

case studies. Some research schools in this strand have been re-visited as part of the 

research to explore if success had been sustained.   
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Strand 2: Studied the work of principals in under-performing schools using similar 

methodology to strand 1.  

Strand 3: Examined identity formation of principals leading successful schools 

through individual interviews.   

Strand 1 provided the main methodology for the selection of schools and principals. 

Selection was based on one or more of the following criteria (Gurr & Day, 2014a):  

 Evidence of student achievement beyond expectations on state or national tests  

 The Principals' exemplary reputations in the community and/or school system.  

 Other indicators of success that are context-specific, such as the overall reputation 

of the school, awards for exemplary programs, etc.  

2.1.2 Contribution of the ISSPP 

At the time of completing this research study the ISSPP involved more than 20 countries, 

had over 150 case studies, and more that 2000 journal papers, book chapters, and books 

listed on the project website (https://www.uv.uio.no/ils/english/research/projects/isspp). 

The initial case study findings were published in both a special issue of the Journal of 

Educational Administration (43(6), 2005) and in an edited book (Day & Leithwood, 2007). 

The next set of findings focused on instructional leadership, organisational learning and 

school culture and leadership practice and were published in a special issue of International 

Studies in Educational Administration (35(3), 2007), and an edited book (Ylimaki & Jacobson, 

2011). There was also another overview of findings looking at sustaining success and these 

were described in a special issue of the Journal of Educational Administration (47(6), 2009) 

and a third project book (Moos, Johansson & Day, 2011). A fourth book (Day & Gurr, 2014) 

produced stories of the work of the ISSPP principals and produced a summary of the main 

findings of the project (Gurr & Day, 2014b) that included 11 themes; they are outlined in 

Table 2.1 below: 

 

Table 2.1: Overview of ISSPP Successful Leadership (adapted from Gurr, 2015): 

Theme Description 

https://www.uv.uio.no/ils/english/research/projects/isspp
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High Expectations Principals have consistently high expectations of their staff and 

are focused on facilitating staff success. 

Pragmatic leadership approaches No single model of leadership is inherently linked with successful 

principals. The leadership style used is developed depending on 

the school community and context. 

Distributed leadership There is a deliberate focus on distributing leadership and it is an 

important part of sustaining success. 

Core Leadership Practices The project has shown that successful principals focus on the four 

core leadership practices of setting direction, developing people, 

leading change and improving teaching and learning. While there 

are a number of other practices that have been identified in the 

research, these four provide the foundation upon which the 

leadership is practiced. 

Heroic leadership Successful Principals involved all in the school community in 

working towards the vision of achieving the best for the school. 

‘In many cases there is evidence of heroic leadership, in, for 

example, the way principals challenge the status quo, fight for 

the best opportunities for their students, and have a positive 

empowering view of what is possible for a school community, 

whatever the circumstances.’ (Gurr 2015, p. 139) 

Capacity Building Successful school leaders are focused on developing the abilities 

of all staff within the school community. 

Trust and Respect School leaders that are successful are trusted and respected by 

those they work with. They display integrity and are transparent 

in everything they do. They also model exemplary practice and 
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reciprocate the trust and respect shown to them. 

Continuous learning There is a background of continuous learning and development 

throughout the careers of the principals and this was gained 

either through on the job training, professional development and 

mentoring. 

Personal Resources Refers to the personal attributes, beliefs and values that enable 

principals to be successful. Successful leaders display certain 

behaviour and actions that facilitate things such as trust, 

persistence and optimism. They are people focus and believe that 

all students can achieve 

Context Sensitivity Successful school leaders understand the context in which they 

operate. Through the understanding of the context they utilise a 

range of leadership practices to enhance school success. 

Sustaining Success Relates to two components of success. Firstly, there was a clear 

focus of sustaining success at the school level which is linked with 

a number of factors including context, vision, planning and 

strategic aims and goals. Secondly, it is also linked in with the 

principals maintaining success as a leader in the school. This is 

more aligned with the things such as personal qualities and 

beliefs, commitment to improvement and utilising different 

leadership styles.  

 

The 11 themes identified in the ISSPP provided a comprehensive overview of the key 

aspects of successful school leadership. Several models have been developed from the ISSPP 

and these provide a useful way to consider how these aspects of school leadership combine 

to influence student outcomes. Gurr (2015) has synthesised these models into one view and 

Figure 2.1 shows this successful school leadership model. A key feature of the model is that 
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it separates the why, how and what of successful schools (Mulford & Johns, 2004) and 

frames it according to impact levels (Gurr, Drysdale, Di Natale, Ford, Hardy & Swann, 2003). 

Figure 2.1: Successful school leadership model (Gurr, 2015, 2017) 

 

The model consists of three impact levels on student learning outcomes. Level 3 is the least 

direct and relates to the wider context of the school and includes aspects that leaders need 

to deal with including family, external contexts. Networks and collaborative partnerships are 

key components of level 3. Level 2 is concerned with the leadership and management of the 

school. There is a strong focus on building the capacity of teachers and the practices of 

school leaders. The model acknowledges that a range of leadership approaches are needed 

within schools. Level 1 has the most impact on student learning because it is focused on the 

teaching and learning component of schools. There is a clear emphasis on effective teaching 

and learning, student input into learning programs, a productive learning environment and 

the use of evidence to inform teaching.   
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The use of impact levels provides useful insight into how leadership influences student 

outcomes. The model shows that principals have more of an indirect impact on student 

learning. This is because they work more within levels two and three of the model. Other 

leaders, such as middle level leaders (for example leading teachers within the Victorian 

Department of education) work more within levels one and two and therefore are able to 

more directly impact student achievement. The model recognizes that some elements run 

across all three levels such as school culture, critical reflection, a clear focus on the use of 

evidence, strong collaboration with a wide range of stakeholders and the promotion of high 

expectations for all. The Model provides great insight into the focus of leaders work within 

successful schools, notably the work of principals, but is also useful in outlining the key 

focuses of most leaders work within schools. The ISSPP has contributed significantly to 

understanding in greater detail the work of principals in successful schools and how they 

impact student outcomes, and the successful school leadership model provides a 

diagrammatic representation of much of this knowledge.  

While the ISSPP has provided a wealth of information on successful school leadership, its 

focus has been strongly centered on the work of principals and has been based on personal 

accounts. A key contribution of this research, which builds on the work of the ISSPP is that it 

will add to the depth of knowledge on successful leadership of individuals, but will 

investigate it through other leaders within the organisation and this will provide greater 

insight to the contribution of all in the organisation, particularly middle level leaders.  The 

work of middle-level and teacher leadership needs greater investigation and is one area of 

research that the ISSPP has not been concentrated on. While, there has been an increase in 

research conducted into middle level leadership (De Nobile & Ridden 2014; Gurr & Drysdale, 

2013), it has had much less investigation than principal level leadership (Wattam 2017) and 

there is a need to uncover how middle-level leaders (both formal and informal) fit into the 

overall picture of successful school leadership. There is enough evidence from the project to 

broaden the model to apply to all school leaders (senior leaders, middle-level leaders and 

perhaps teacher leaders (Gurr., 2015).  

One of the emerging leadership frameworks that has gained increased prominence within 

the ISSPP, and also the wider educational literature, is distributed leadership. The third 

project book of the ISSPP (Moos, Johansson & Day, 2011) summarized the findings from 
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case studies that were looking at the sustainability of successful principal’s leadership and 

what emerged in the results was a deliberate and progressive distribution of leadership by 

successful principals. The findings indicated that distributed leadership was an important 

factor in sustaining success because it led to distributed responsibility and through the 

distribution of roles it delivers the possibility for all staff (in particular teachers) to enact 

influence in some capacity (Moos, Johansson & Day, 2011). This research will provide more 

information on the patterns of distribution and how these contribute to success. 

Furthermore, the ISSPP has shown repeatedly the importance of understanding context to 

facilitate successful leadership and this research builds on this further, as it may provide 

greater insight into the links between context and its impact on distribution, particularly 

school level factors. This research study was focused on unpacking more knowledge and 

understanding of distributed leadership due to its inherent rise within educational 

leadership and the next section of the literature review will look at distributed leadership in 

detail.   

2.2 Distributed Leadership   

Over the past two decades there has been an increase in the number of studies 

investigating distributed Leadership within education (Bolden, 2011; Gronn, 2003; Harris, 

2009b; Leithwood, Mascall & Strauss, 2009; Muijs et al., 2006; Spillane & Diamond, 2007). 

The focus has risen out of the concept that leadership roles and responsibilities are 

‘distributed’ across multiple people and that by more people working together, student 

outcomes can be improved. Its prominence has grown as it is seen as having the potential to 

make school leaders’ decisions more successful, contribute to improved classroom 

achievement, increase collaboration and affect overall school outcomes in a positive way 

(Botha, 2016). The paradigm of the traditional ‘hierarchical’ top-down leadership structure 

is shifting to a more ‘devolved’ and flatter leadership framework that may facilitate more 

people assuming responsibility in schools (Harris, 2009b; Leithwood, Mascall & Strauss, 

2009) and there has been some substantive qualitative and quantitative research into 

distributed leadership which has affirmed its link with effectiveness within schools (Day et 

al., 2009; Louis et al., 2010; Spillane, Camburn & Pareja, 2007). ‘There is increasing research 

evidence…that distributed leadership makes a positive difference to organisational 

outcomes and student learning’ (Harris 2008, p. 13). 
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In this section, distributed leadership is defined, alternative and related views described and 

the benefits and criticisms explored. The logic of this review is somewhat unusual in that a 

dominant view of distributed leadership is presented first, and then alternative conceptions 

explored.  

 

2.2.1 Defining Distributed Leadership 

Distributed leadership can be described as a framework of leadership that allows leaders to 

construct an environment that leads to greater shared responsibility for leadership, is 

contextually relevant, encompasses collaborative and collective leadership structures and 

enables educators to work toward achieving improved student outcomes (Harris, 2009b; 

Louis et al., 2010; Spillane, 2006). Distributed leadership has its founding in earlier works 

looking at the concepts of ‘Distributed Decision-making’ and ‘Distributed Cognition’ which 

relates to members in organisations and teams working and learning together (See Gronn, 

2000, 2002; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2004) and is based on two main concepts: task 

distribution and distributed influence processes (Robinson, 2008). 

 

Currently, there are a number of descriptions of distributed leadership in the literature. 

House and Aditya (1997, p. 457) describe distributed leadership as ‘...collaborative 

relationships that lead to collective action grounded in the shared values of people who 

work together to effect positive change’. Harris (2008, p. 12) states ‘A distributed leadership 

perspective recognises that there are multiple leaders...and that leadership activities are 

widely shared within and between organizations’ and Elmore (2000, p. 15) depicts it as 

‘…multiple sources of guidance and direction…’ and points out that distributed leadership is 

inherently linked with a concerted approach amongst people to get things done, recognises 

that people have expertise in different areas and therefore need to work together for 

organisational improvement and achievement. Recently, Tian, Risku and Collin (2016, p. 

156) defined distributed leadership as “as a process that comprises both organisational and 

individual scopes; the former regards leadership as a resource and the latter as an agency.” 

All these descriptions are based on the interpretation that in organisations leadership is 

spread, that there are multiple leaders and that leadership is not the domain of individuals 

but is the result of the interactions between people in an organisation (Harris, 2006; 

Spillane, 2006). ‘At the core of distributed leadership is the central notion that leadership is 
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not the preserve of an individual but results from multiple interactions at different points in 

the organisation’ (Harris, 2008, p. 33).  

 

Much of the current understandings of distributed leadership are based on the conceptual 

framework outlined by Spillane (2006). Spillane’s (2006) overview of distributed leadership 

is referred to frequently within the literature (Bolden, 2011; DeFlaminis, Abdul-Jabbar & 

Yoak, 2016; Harris, 2008, 2013) and is seen as useful as it enables the full identification of all 

those who lead or contribute to leadership within an organisation besides the formal 

leaders (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Spillane’s framework indicates that distributed 

leadership ‘is first and foremost about leadership practice rather than leaders or their roles, 

functions, routines, and structures.’(Spillane, 2005, p. 144). It consists of three elements. 

Firstly, it is concerned with the ‘practice’ of leadership; secondly, it focuses on the 

‘interactions’ between leaders and followers; and thirdly, the ‘situation’ is integral as it 

influences and is influenced by leadership practice. The framework consists of two aspects: 

the leader-plus aspect and the leadership practice aspect. 

 

2.2.1a Leader-plus aspect: 

 

Recognises that the work of leading and managing school’s requires multiple individuals. ‘A 

distributed view of leadership also recognises that leading schools requires multiple leaders’ 

(Spillane, 2006, p. 13). It understands that there are many leaders within schools that are in 

both formal and informal leadership positions that are responsible for all leadership 

activities and it also ‘acknowledges and incorporates’ the work of all who contribute to 

leadership practice in an organisation (Spillane, 2006).   

 

2.2.1b Leadership practice aspect: 

 

Emphasises that the practice of leadership is extremely important, if not more so, than the 

actual role or function of leaders. It recognises that while leadership can be conducted by 

numerous individuals within schools, it is focused on how multiple interactions between 

different stakeholders are part of and contribute to leadership practice because within 

organisations both formal and informal groups constantly interact and these interactions 

results in shared patterns of communication, learning and action (Harris, 2013; Spillane, 
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2006). The leadership practice aspect consists of three dimensions: leaders, followers and 

their situation.  

 

In the distributed leadership framework, leadership is stretched over the work of 

many leaders (both formal and informal). Multiple leaders can be involved in any one 

leadership activity and ‘A distributed perspective involves examining how leadership 

practice takes shape in the interactions among the practices of these leaders’ (Spillane, 

2006, p. 16).  

 

Followers are central in leadership because they interact with leaders and interpret 

their actions and efforts; and these interactions and interpretations impact leadership 

practice. Leadership is ‘not simple something that is done to followers; followers in 

interaction with leaders and the situation contribute to defining leadership practice’ 

(Spillane, 2006, p.17).  

 

The situation which consists of such things as organisational structures, context, 

routines and tools is also central to leadership as it helps define how leadership is done and 

is also defined by the leadership practice itself. At its core the situation is the intermediary 

for framing social interactions and influencing how people interact (Spillane & Diamond, 

2016). ‘A distributed perspective necessitates understanding how aspects of the situation 

enable and constrain that practice and thereby contribute to defining it’ (Spillane, 2006, p. 

19). Figure 2.2 overviews the three dimensions of the Leadership practice aspect and their 

inter-relationship.  

 

 Figure 2.2:  Leadership Practice Aspect (Spillane 2006, p.3) 
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The triangles in Figure 2.2 represent a single leadership practice by leaders and the 

interrelationships of leaders, followers and the situation in which the practice happens. The 

multiple triangles and timeline show that overtime ‘interactions can be more or less 

connected with one another’ (Spillane, 2006, p.15) and this concept fits with other authors’ 

Bennett et al., (2003), Bolden (2011) and Harris (2008) description that distributed 

leadership is ‘an emergent property of a group or network of interacting individuals’ 

(Bennett et al., 2003, p.7).  

 

2.2.1c Other considerations for defining Distributed leadership 

 

Distributed leadership encompasses both the formal and informal form of leadership 

practice within its ‘framing, analysis and interpretation’. It is principally focused on the co-

performance of leadership and the reciprocal inter-relationships that shape leadership 

practice and therefore can involve both formal and informal leaders (Harris, 2013). 

Distributed leadership is also often misinterpreted by many to mean that everyone leads, 

but this is not the case and organisational effectiveness would be impacted if everyone was 

leading at the same time (DeFlaminis, Abdul-Jabbar & Yoak, 2016; Harris, 2008; Harris, 2013; 

Spillane, 2006). It also recognises that those in ‘formal’ leadership positions provide 

opportunities and support for those in the organisation without a formal position of 

responsibility to lead when appropriate (Harris, 2008).  

 

However one views or discusses distributed leadership, what is agreed upon in the literature 

is that it goes above the control or responsibility of just one person or the ‘heroic leader’ 

(Bolden, 2011; Harris, 2008; Spillane, 2006). It describes human activity as distributed within 

the complex array of actors, contexts and artefacts within organisations and is 

interconnected to all three constituent parts (Spillane, 2006). Using Spillane’s (2006) 

definition, and considering the work of Bennett et al., (2003), Bolden (2011), Gronn (2003), 

Harris (2008) and Leithwood, Mascall and Strauss (2009) there are key elements of 

distributed leadership which are found in the current literature:   

● Leadership is an emergent property of a group or network of interacting individuals. 

● There is an openness of boundaries for leadership and also a social distribution of 

power and influence within an organisation. 
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● Distributed leadership is focused on both leaders and their interactions and on the 

interactions amongst all people in the organisation.  

● The functions and activities of leadership are shared among individuals and are not 

monopolised by any one person or leader. 

● There are a variety of people with expertise distributed throughout the organisation. 

● Distributed leadership is interrelated with the context of the organisation. 

2.2.2 Alternative views of distributed leadership 
 

Having described a major view of distributed leadership, it is worth considering alternative 

views. In this section it is done in two ways. One is to consider types of distributed 

leadership and the other is to explore terms that are related to distributed leadership  

A key question that has influenced much of the current research is ‘How is leadership 

distributed?’ (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2008; Spillane, 2006; Spillane & Diamond, 

2007). This focus has led to more investigation into the types and models of distributed 

leadership with particular focus on the patterns of distribution (Harris, 2009; Leithwood et 

al., 2007). Since 2000, a number of authors have outlined conceptual frameworks of 

distributed leadership in response to this focus including Gronn (2002), Hargreaves and Fink 

(2006), Hay Group (2004), Leithwood et al. (2007), MacBeath, Oduro and Waterhouse 

(2004) and Spillane (2006) and these frameworks have influenced considerably the current 

empirical research. What has emerged, particularly in the past two decades, are some clear 

distinctions in the types of distributed leadership that are being identified. As Leithwood, 

Mascall and Strauss (2009, p. 280) state ‘Simply put, distributed leadership, we are now 

learning, appears in quite different patterns, includes the distribution of a potentially wide 

array of different leadership functions, and arises as a response to many different 

challenges’. Current research suggests that it is the pattern of distribution that will 

determine its effect and impact on organizational effectiveness (Harris, 2009). The following 

is an overview of the types of distributed leadership that are outlined within the current 

literature:  

2.2.2a Additive Distribution  
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Described as ‘Numerical Action’ by Gronn (2002)  and referred to by Spillane (2006) as the 

‘leader-plus’ aspect of distribution, additive distribution emphasises that there are 

numerous leaders within organisations and therefore many people can and do lead at 

different times, irrespective of whether they hold a formal position of leadership.  It is 

focused on the concept of ‘distribution by numbers’ and recognizes that leading schools 

requires multiple leaders and that various people may take on leadership functions at 

different stages within an organisation (MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004; Spillane, 

2006). Additive forms of distribution can best be described as ‘the aggregated leadership 

behaviour of some, many or all of the members of an organisation or an organisational 

subunit’ (MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004, p. 13).  

2.2.2b Formal Distribution:  
 

Formal distribution represents the ‘traditional’ concept of a ‘top-down’ style of distribution 

and decision making (Bennett et al., 2003; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; MacBeath, Oduro & 

Waterhouse, 2004). This type of distribution is aligned with the designated leadership 

structure and processes of an organisation and is displayed by those in formal leadership 

positions assuming responsibility; or distributing it to other people in some capacity. Formal 

distribution can be empowering but ultimately is constrained by the boundaries of the 

designated roles of staff members and organisational structures (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; 

MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004). Formal distribution occurs in two main forms: 

Delegated Distribution: Distribution is performed by the Principal, designated leaders 

or leadership team. In delegating roles leaders can adhere to the traditional 

structures and processes and delegate responsibility through them or they can 

delegate progressively and create new roles and/or extend older, formal structures 

depending on the expertise available (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; MacBeath, Oduro & 

Waterhouse, 2004) 

Strategic Distribution:  Also referred to as ‘Distribution by design’ (Spillane, 2006) or 

‘Guided Distribution’ (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006), this form of distribution is strongly 

focused on school improvement and goal attainment and involves guided direction 

by leaders within the organisation. There can be a creation of leadership positions 

due to demand or a purposeful delegation of responsibility, but both are linked with 

the specific context of the school. Staff may also be consulted to give input into 
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decisions made in the school but decisions are still made by people in leadership 

positions or with some form of role responsibility (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Hay 

Group, 2004). ‘It is expressed most saliently in a carefully considered approach to 

new appointments. These may be seen less in terms of individual competencies and 

more in terms of people as team players, perhaps with the potential to fulfill certain 

roles…’ (MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004, p. 38).    

2.2.2c Planned Distribution: 

This form of distribution involves coordinated consultation and pre-planning so that 

resources and responsibilities are deliberately distributed to those individuals and/or groups 

best placed to lead a particular function or task (Leithwood, 2007). Leithwood (2007) 

describes this style of distribution as  ‘planful alignment’. While it can be coordinated by the 

formal leadership of the school it can involve any person in an organisation irrespective of 

their position or role. Planned distribution is linked with ‘prior thoughtful consideration’ by 

organisational members about which functions are best carried out by different people. 

‘Agreements have been worked out among the sources of leadership (principals, heads of 

department and teachers etc) about which leadership practices or functions are best carried 

out by which source.’ (Harris, 2009, p. 17) 

2.2.2d Concertive Distribution: 

Referred to as ‘concertive action’ by Gronn (2002), this form of distribution is identified by 

the collective action of people working together. It is often interchanged with ‘bottom-up’ 

approaches to distributing leadership as it is not associated with the formal leadership of 

the organisation. Spillane’s (2006) narrative of the ‘leadership practice aspect’ encompasses 

this form of distribution, as a key component of it is the influence that relationships play in 

people leading and working together.    

Concertive distribution develops in two main ways. Firstly; it can develop over time. Gronn 

(2002) refers to ‘intuitive working relations’  in which people in organisations come to rely 

on each other through the development of close working relationships ‘leadership is 

manifest in the shared role space encompassed by their relationship’ (Gronn, 2002, p. 430). 

Secondly; people can come together for a range of reasons instinctively. Both Gronn (2002) 

‘spontaneous collaboration’ and Leithwood (2007) ‘spontaneous alignment’ describe 
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concertive distribution resulting from people working together with little or no planning for 

the completion of a leadership function or task. Spillane (2006) described concertive 

distribution existing in three main forms:   

Collaborated distribution: Characterized by Individuals who co-perform leadership 

tasks. Involves two or more individuals working together in time and place to 

execute the same leadership routine (Spillane, 2006). 

Collective distribution: Characterized by leadership where two or more individuals 

work separately but interdependently to enact a leadership routine (Spillane, 2006). 

Coordinated distribution: Characterized by individuals who work separately or 

together in sequence in order to complete a leadership routine (Spillane, 2006) 

2.2.2e Emergent Distribution:  

Distributed Leadership ‘emerges’ when people (individually or collectively) take action for a 

particular reason.  Emergent forms of distribution are not aligned with any formal aspect of 

the leadership structure or processes of the school but are the result of what people do in 

the organisation (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Distribution generally emerges due to a few 

reasons:  

Emergent distribution may be ‘opportunistic’ where members of staff seize initiative and 

take on leadership responsibilities that evolve from opportunities that arise or are 

identified. Leadership is assumed when staff extend their roles, irrespective of whether or 

not it is endorsed by the formal leadership.  As MacBeath, Oduro and Waterhouse (2004, p. 

41) writes ‘There is a natural predisposition to take a lead, to organise, to see what needs 

doing and make sure it gets done’.  

Distribution can also emerge due to crisis or neglect in the organisation. Hargreaves and 

Fink (2006) and Leithwood (2007) both describe an anarchistic framework for distribution 

that can be the result of neglectful leadership. Formalised leaders may be neglectful of their 

role or may provide no vision for the organisation; or there is a lack of effective leadership 

where leaders are seen as ‘weak’ or after popularity (Leithwood, 2007). 

Lastly, distribution emerges due to an organizational need such as an issue that arises or 

areas that are identified that need improvement. Staff take on responsibility based on an 
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organisational need that arises due to lack of leadership or direction from the formalised 

leadership of the school (Spillane, 2006).   ‘At times, savvy administrators, specialists, or 

classroom teachers, acting alone or collectively, may identify an area in which leadership is 

lacking and step in to fill the vacuum. This direction may result because these individuals see 

a particular leadership function or routine falling through the cracks or because they believe 

that beefing up some aspect of leadership is critical to the school’s success’ (Spillane, 2006, 

p. 45). 

2.2.2f Cultural Distribution 

Cultural distribution is ingrained in the way the organisation operates. It is distribution that 

has become ‘embedded’ and is the product of the collective strengths of people within the 

organisation.  This form of distribution is represented by a communal emphasis on co-

agency and reciprocity displayed through social networks that have developed from the 

behaviours and interactions of people within the school and does not dissipate at the 

conclusion of events or after a successful achievement. (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; 

MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004).  

Cultural distribution emphasises leadership from within (particularly teacher leadership) and 

is not associated with status or position ‘but as exercised individually and in concert in a 

culture that authorises and confirms a shared sense of agency’(MacBeath, Oduro & 

Waterhouse, 2004, p. 44). Hargreaves and Fink (2006) contend that a key component of it 

are leaders who create ‘inclusive, purposeful, and optimistic’ cultures that embolden 

initiative. It moves away from the identification of leaders or followers or distribution as a 

conscious process because people are willing to display initiative due to the developed 

culture (MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004).  

In describing the types of distributed leadership what must be emphasised is that there is 

cross-over between the different patterns.  For example formalised styles of distribution 

often utilised a planned process of delegation of responsibility and concertive forms of 

distribution can be embedded within the school or the result of neglectful leadership. 

Hargreaves and Fink (2006) state that leadership is already distributed in schools because it 

exists in a variety of places and times and therefore it is not limited to anyone person. The 

pattern of distribution will also be tied with the context and formal leaders of the school, 
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particularly the principal and, therefore, all types of distributed leadership can have 

strengths and weaknesses. ‘While the literature suggests that distributed leadership is an 

indispensable ally of the learning organisation, how this expresses itself in the day-to-day 

life of schools is more problematic and challenging’ (MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004, 

p. 17). 

2.2.3 Related terms to Distributed Leadership 

Another way to consider distributed leadership is to describe related terms to get a sense of 

how it is placed in relation to these concepts. Currently, there are a number of leadership 

terms that are used in the description of different forms of, or, as an interchange to 

distributed leadership. This has led to some confusion of interpretations and often 

conflicting descriptions of the term that can be confusing and often misleading (Harris, 

2008; Leithwood et al., 2006). The common theme amongst all related terms or constructs 

used in relation to distributed leadership is that leadership in organisations is not the sole 

responsibility of only one person but involves a number of people (Bolden, 2011; MacBeath, 

Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004). Table 2.2 below outlines common leadership terms referenced 

with distributed leadership.  

 

Table 2.2: Related leadership constructs to Distributed Leadership  

Leadership 

construct 

Description and Link with Distributed Leadership 

Collaborative 

leadership 

 

Description:  

Based on the premise that leadership requires people working together across 

boundaries to get results. Collaborative leadership involves building and 

managing relationships and sharing control with others. (Archer & Cameron, 

2013) 

Link with Distributed Leadership: 

Concerned with the relationships between stakeholders who are working 

towards common goals. Entails the sharing of knowledge, experience, 

responsibility, authority and accountability for school goals and is linked with the 

premise that there are people with different areas of expertise in schools. 
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(Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Samriangjit, Tesaputa & Somprach, 2016). 

Collective 

Leadership 

Description: 

Refers to the influence that all members of an organisation exert on decisions in 

their schools.  Is aligned with the combined effects of all sources of leadership, 

along with the differences in the contributions made by each of these sources 

such as administrators, teachers, students and parents (Louis et al., 2010). 

Link with Distributed Leadership: 

Is also recognised as ‘distributed influence and control’ within organisations and 

moves away from traditional hierarchical leadership structures so that all staff 

members are actively involved in decisions affecting the school. (Leithwood & 

Mascall, 2008).  

Participative 

leadership 

 

Description: 

Often interchanged with Democratic Leadership, it involves the input of the 

group as a whole in making decisions within organisations. It is based on the 

premise of joint decision making or as the ‘shared influence for deciding between 

superiors and subordinates’ (Sagnak, 2016, p. 199)  

Link with Distributed Leadership: 

Often defined as ‘joint decision’ making, leadership is distributed through the 

participation of stakeholders in decision making. Also Involves leaders in schools 

consulting with and seeking others opinions. Can enable leaders within schools to 

access information about issues due to the ‘participation’ of staff in decision 

making (Sagnak, 2016). 

Shared 

leadership 

 

Description: 

Shared leadership in the school context refers to the teachers influence over, and 

their participation in, school-wide decision making. It is closely aligned with a 

social process framework of leadership as it is seen as leadership that arises out 

of social relationships and is not necessarily aligned with position or role and 

therefore it can be aligned with both the formal and informal leadership roles in 

schools (Louis et al., 2010; MacBeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004).  
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Link with Distributed Leadership: 

Shared leadership is linked with peer or lateral influence in organisations and at 

other times the hierarchical influence of the school leadership structure. 

Individuals are invited to ‘share’ responsibility for leadership (Hughes & Pickeral, 

2013). Also seen as interactive influence among individuals in groups in which 

they are working together to help achieve either group or organisational goals. 

(Pearce & Conger, 2003)  

Teacher 

leadership  

Description: 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) define teacher leaders as those teachers who 

lead in and beyond the classroom. It includes teachers who are designated 

formal leadership positions and also those who take on additional leadership 

responsibilities.  

Link with Distributed Leadership: 

Teacher leadership is ‘…premised upon lateral, networked and fluid forms of 

leadership practice in schools…’ (Harris, 2008, p. 31). It is also linked with the 

interactions between leaders and followers at different levels in specific school 

contexts (Szeto & Cheng, 2017). 

 

2.2.4 Benefits of Distributed Leadership  

The past decade has seen a move towards more empirical research looking at the specifics 

of these benefits. Distributed leadership has been shown to have positive impacts in the 

following areas:  

 

2.2.4a School Leadership  

 

Distributed leadership has been shown to help school leadership positively. It has increased 

significantly the focus on leadership development, particularly teacher and middle level 

leadership and has facilitated increased leadership development experiences available in 

schools (Harris, 2008; Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Szeto & Cheng, 2017). It has also been a 

strong enabler of the ‘sharing’ of leadership within schools which has the ability to reduce 

the workload for those in formal leadership roles and also improve organisational decision 
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making due to more information and expertise being available (Harris, 2008; Leithwood & 

Mascall, 2008). Furthermore, in some contexts distributed leadership has been shown to 

provide further reinforcement of leadership influence (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).  

 

2.2.4b School Effectiveness and School Improvement 

 

Studies have shown that different patterns of distributed leadership are linked with 

organisational improvement (Fitzgerald et al., 2013; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Harris, 2009; 

Leithwood et al., 2006) and there is increasing evidence that distributed leadership 

improves organisational outcomes, student learning and performance (Leithwood et al., 

2004; Harris, 2007). ‘There are positive associations between the increased distribution of 

leadership roles and responsibilities and the continuing improvement of pupil outcomes’ 

(Day et al., 2009, p. 4). Silins and Mulford (2002) demonstrated a link between distributed 

leadership and improved student outcomes through improved teacher empowerment and 

Harris and Muijis (2004) also found a positive relationship between distributed leadership 

and student engagement.  

 

Harris and Chapman (2002) found that leadership approaches that adopted distributed 

leadership were linked with school improvement. Hargreaves and Fink (2006) and Spillane, 

Halverson and Diamond (2001) also showed that educational outcomes improved when 

multiple leaders were involved in decisions in educational settings. Recently Botha (2016) 

found that the ‘sharing’ of leadership was necessary as the role of principal’s are now 

beyond the capability of any one person and that distributed leadership improved school 

effectiveness because it created a sustained learning environment, improved school 

outcomes and promoted collaborative decision making.  

 

2.2.4c Teacher Effectiveness and Collaboration: 

 

Distributed leadership has been shown to help develop staff capacity and teacher 

effectiveness. Leithwood and Mascall (2008) found that distributing a larger percentage of 

leadership functions to teachers positively influences teacher effectiveness and student 

engagement. Harris and Muijs (2004) found that when teachers felt more included and 

involved in decision making through a greater distribution of leadership teacher 

effectiveness improved. Recent research also shows a relationship between distributed 
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leadership and teachers’ academic optimism, efficacy and positive experience at work 

(Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).  

 

It also emphasises the link between teacher input into decision making processes and school 

improvement (Harris 2009). Konsolas, Anastasiou and Loukeri (2014) found there was a link 

between distributed leadership and increased motivation of teachers which can increase 

collegiality, mutual trust and support and therefore help teacher effectiveness. Volante 

(2012), also showed the benefits from sharing or distributing leadership within a group. 

Having diverse opinions and input from a range of people leads to better decision-making, 

compared to when decision-making rests solely with the formal leadership of a school. 

Distributed leadership also enables staff to anticipate and respond more efficiently to the 

organizations environment. “Solutions to organizational challenges may develop through 

distributed leadership that would unlikely emerge from individual sources.” (Leithwood & 

Mascall, 2008, p. 531). 

 

Improved collaboration has also been linked with distributed leadership, as staff are able to 

see and therefore appreciate other members and also how individual behaviour impacts on 

the organisation. It is also influential in sustaining professional learning communities (Stoll & 

Louis, 2007) and has been aligned with greater commitment to the school; and enables 

organisational goals and strategies to develop due to increased participation in decision 

making (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008). 

 

2.2.5 Critique of Distributed Leadership 

 

The empirical evidence about distributed leadership and organizational 

development is encouraging but far from conclusive. We need to know much 

more about the barriers, unintended consequences and limitations of distributed 

leadership before offering any advice or prescription. We also need to know the 

limitations and pitfalls as well as the opportunities and potential of this model of 

leadership practice.  

(Harris, 2009, p. 18)  

While much of the current literature is focused on the benefits of distributed leadership,  

there have been a number of concerns and issues raised on the use of it as a leadership 
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framework and there are also other questions that need further investigation to identify its 

effectiveness and uncover which patterns are the most effective and in what contexts. 

Many researchers are highlighting that more studies need to focus on how leadership is 

distributed (Day et al., 2009; Harris, 2009; Louis et al., 2010; Spillane, 2006). Spillane (2006) 

points out it is understanding how it is done that is imperative, although Day et al. (2009) 

suggest that ‘why’ it is distributed and ‘what’ is being distributed also need addressing. Even 

though there has been some identification of different patterns of distribution and evidence 

produced that suggests some patterns are more effective than others, more information is 

needed on what forms of distributed leadership there are in schools, particularly successful 

schools, and their link with student outcomes (Leithwood et al., 2006; Spillane, 2006).  

Some research highlights the difficulties with distributing leadership. Storey (2004) showed 

that it can lead to conflict in organisational priorities and issues may result from competing 

leadership styles and goals.  Also, although there is a push for schools to move to more 

distributed leadership amongst teachers some problems may arise as ‘teacher leaders may 

be particularly vulnerable to being openly disrespected and disregarded because they do 

not carry formal authority’ (Timperley, 2005, p. 412). In distributing leadership productively 

Harris (2008) states that for effective distribution to occur there needs to be some 

coordination that is planned and the distribution is reliant on having staff with the capacity 

to lead or who can develop the capacity to carry out leadership tasks. There is also a line of 

argument that leaders need to be wary of being overly optimistic about distributed 

leadership. The Hay Group (2004) and Hargreaves and Fink (2006) suggest that if not 

properly monitored it can be the catalyst for problems in schools but do point out that no 

distribution can lead to stagnation.  

Harris (2008) points out that there is limited empirical evidence about a direct relationship 

between distributed leadership and learning. ‘We have, at present, limited systematic, 

detailed evidence about this relationship, although what is emerging is encouraging’ (Harris,  

2008, p. 44) and other authors including Camburn, Rowan and Taylor (2003), Spillane and 

Diamond (2007) and Leithwood et al. (2007) also reinforce this point. Spillane (2006) also 

commented on the lack of empirical evidence of distributed leadership being linked to 

improving student achievement. Leithwood, Mascall and Strauss (2009) point out that 

distribution leadership is really only desirable if it enhances staff effectiveness.  
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Context is also important. How leadership is distributed in schools depends on the context 

including what the aims of the school are, the expertise of staff in the school and the 

principal. Spillane and Diamond (2007) identified social context as the ‘essential’ factor 

influencing distributed leadership and Macbeath (2005) also emphasises the link between 

distribution and context. The National College for Leadership of Schools and Children’s 

Services report (2010) highlighted that the distribution of leadership was ‘layered’ and 

controlled by heads of schools and was highly context specific. A key component of context 

linked with distributed leadership is the power dynamic of the organisation.  Bolden (2011) 

points out that while leadership may be distributed the ‘power’ may not be due to 

conflicting ideals between leaders, the micro politics in organisations and the ‘rhetoric’ of 

collaboration. The focus has to be on linking distributed leadership with the experiences of 

leaders and recognise the influence that the political nature of organisations has on 

leadership and the distribution of power and influence. Both Bolden (2011) and Sibanda 

(2017) found that there was an unwillingness of some principal’s to move away from 

autocratic leadership structures which impacted the distribution of leadership.  They 

highlight that support (district and regional) may be needed to facilitate distributed 

leadership in schools and to devolve power from the principal.  

Harris (2007) states there are also questions that need answering as to the relationship 

between distributed leadership and organisational development. Currently a major issue 

with the research is that a large portion has investigated it from an additive perspective and 

large sections of it are based on studies conducted in primary schools (Spillane, 2006). 

Leadership is more distributed for practices aimed at developing people and managing 

instructional practice compared to setting directions and re-structuring the workplace and 

more complex and coordinated patterns of distributed leadership are linked with school 

improvement initiatives focused directly on student learning goals compared to the 

implementation of specific programs (Louis et al., 2010).  

In distributing leadership effectively, Leithwood et al. (2006) outline two features needed to 

successfully distribute leadership. The people who leadership is being distributed to, need 

to have the capacity or be able to develop the capacity to perform the leadership 

responsibilities given to them and there also needs to be some form of coordinated 

approach in the distribution. Harris (2009), also suggests that linking studies of distributed 
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leadership practice with learning practices will give greater insight to uncovering the impact 

of, and, how different patterns of distributed leadership contribute to improved student 

learning outcomes. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how leadership is distributed in schools and the 

examination of the literature has outlined some benefits of distributed leadership. These 

include it enhancing school leadership, contributing to school effectiveness and 

improvement, and positively influencing teacher effectiveness and collaboration. The 

literature review has also outlined that more investigation is needed into the patterns of 

distribution, how context impacts these patterns and the role that people within schools 

play in distributed leadership.  

 

Having discussed the benefits of distributed leadership and identified areas that need more 

clarification, the next area reviewed in the literature is focused on social networks. As 

considered earlier in the literature review a key facet of distributed leadership is focused on 

the practice of leadership and is premised on the interactions between people in schools. 

The fundamental aspect of these interactions is that they take place in the social networks 

that exist between people in schools. By examining social networks in more depth this will 

provide greater understanding of distributed leadership.   

 

2.3 Social Networks   

In the past two decades the breadth and depth of research on social networks in education 

has increased dramatically (Caloran, 2014; Daly, 2010). Social networks are concerned with 

personal networks and the resultant relationships that form and scholars are interested in 

understanding the nature of what influences the formation of relationships in networks and 

the influence of these relationships on school effectiveness. As the importance of 

relationships in education has received increased recognition the study of social networks 

through social network analysis has developed considerably (Carolan, 2014). The use of 

social network analysis has enabled researchers to highlight the importance of networks in 

schools and their link with effective school culture, development of teacher capacity and 

effective leadership (Deal, Purinton & Waetjen, 2009). In this section I will discuss networks, 

describe technical aspects of networks, overview social networks, outline the relationship 
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between social networks and social capital, and examine social networks within education 

and their benefits. A discussion on social network analysis and its use to analyse networks in 

schools and relevance for this thesis has been completed in the methodology section.  

2.3.1 Networks 

The literature on networks revolves around two main areas, Theories of networks and 

Network theory (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). Theories of Networks are concerned with the 

processes that determine why networks have the structures they do, in other words, what 

has contributed to the structure of individual networks and why, and, what particular 

characteristics each individual network has (Borgatti & Halgin 2011). Network theory, on the 

other hand, is concerned with ‘the mechanisms and processes that interact with network 

structures to yield certain outcomes for individuals and groups’ (Borgatti & Halgin 2011, p. 

1). It is focused on the interplay between network structure and its structural consequences 

to individuals and organisations, such as having many ties or being centrally located within a 

network (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011).  This thesis was focused on identifying well-connected 

people (those exhibiting many ties) and what aspects of their work made them highly 

connected (interplay between the organisational network and their personal connections) 

and was therefore focused on key aspects of Networks and network theory that related to 

the study.  

Fundamentally, networks contain a set of objects and the relationships that exists between 

them. ‘A network is simply a set of relations between objects which could be people, 

organisations, nations, items found in a google search, brain cells, or electrical transformers’ 

(Kadushin, 2012, p. 3). Networks consists of ‘nodes’, which are the individual actors within 

networks such as people, teams and departments, and ‘ties’ which represent the 

relationships between the actors such as friendships, alliances or communication patterns 

between departments (Daly, 2010; Strines, 2002). The basic premise of network theory is 

that the ‘ties’ serve as channels for the flow of resources between the ‘nodes’ and the 

network structure will directly impact this flow. Network theory looks to explain this 

connection and elaborate on how a given networks structure interacts with a given process 

(such as the flow of information or resources) to generate outcomes for nodes such as 

person who is highly connected (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Borgatti & Halgin 2011). Having 
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briefly looked at networks and network theory I will now discuss the key fundamentals of 

networks that are relevant for this thesis. 

2.3.2 Network Fundamentals 

Before discussing social networks in education an understanding of the technical 

components of networks is outlined.  

2.3.2a Network Types: 

Networks develop in two main ways: Expressive and Instrumental. Expressive networks are 

those that arise out of friendships and social relationships while instrumental networks 

develop within organisations for particular reasons related to the work of the organisation 

such as accessing knowledge or information (Cole & Weinbaum, 2010; Umphress et al., 

2003). Specifically, instrumental networks are those networks associated with advice, 

particularly, when workers seek out other workers for advice (Umphress et al., 2003). As 

Krackhardt (1990, p345) states ‘the advice network (who goes to whom for work-related 

advice) represents the instrumental, workflow-based network in the organization.’  

This thesis was interested in identifying those people who were sought out by others for 

advice in relation to their work (irrespective of role) and therefore only investigated 

instrumental networks. It did not investigate expressive networks which are purely based on 

friendship or social groups. There are influential actors in all networks and by further 

investigating the reasons why and in what context relationships are formed then greater 

understanding of why people seek out others and why they are seen as influential can be 

addressed.  

2.3.2b Network Position: 

In networks there are primary actors that are ‘Central’ for information and knowledge 

sharing and therefore are more influential within that network. ‘Centrality’ is a key measure 

used in analysing social networks and refers to the ‘relative importance’ of an actor in a 

network and can be used to identify how influential an actor is and where the actor is 

positioned relative to others in the network (Bozzo & Franceschet, 2013). ‘Degree’ centrality 

refers to the number of links to other actors in a network that an actor has and is measured 

by the number of ‘indegrees’ or ‘outdegrees’ that an actor receives. ‘Indegrees’ are linked 
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with the concept of ‘Prestige’. A ‘Prestigious’ actor is someone who receives more requests 

for friendships and advice than they reciprocate and actors with high prestige are seen as 

influential in both formal and informal networks (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Brass, 1992; 

Christopolous, 2016; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). An actor with high centrality in an 

organisation tends to be perceived as more popular, influential, powerful and linked with 

leadership (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Brass, 1992). Recently two forms of centrality have 

emerged in discussion of influence and networks within education and they are ‘advice 

centrality’ and ‘leader centrality’. 

2.3.2c Advice Centrality and Influence: 

 

Stephonson and Zelan (1989) used the term ‘information centrality’ to describe influential 

actors within networks. This developed from earlier works on centrality by authors such as 

Freeman (1979) and Donninger (1986). Following this Krackhardt (1990) used advice 

centrality in the research looking at structure, cognition and power in organizations and 

Friedkin and Slater (1994) were one of the first to use the term ‘advice centrality’ to 

describe how and why teachers sought advice from principals, they found there were more 

influential principals than others and that a key facet was their ability to solve problems. 

Warfield (2009) highlighted that teachers sought out experts to answer questions or give 

assistance as needed.  

 

Recently, a number of studies have also focused on central actors in ‘advice networks’, such 

as teacher advice networks and informal advice networks (Balkundi, Kilduff & Harrison, 

2011).  Within networks there are actors who are more central, irrespective of their position 

or title, and they have high influence as they are seen as having high ‘advice centrality’ or in 

other words are seen as having high levels of expertise or experience (Warfield, 2009). For 

example Supovitz (2008) showed that teachers that had no formal role were still more 

influential than principals in the development of teacher instructional practice in certain 

networks. Berebitsky and Andrews-Larson (2017) found in a large mathematical social 

network that teachers with greater expertise and experience were more central in the 

network and that teachers were more likely to nominate a person to coach them if they 

believed that person to have expertise. ‘Individuals who hold central positions in informal 

advice networks enjoy greater influence than those in peripheral positions’ (Sparrowe & 

Liden, 2005, p. 505). 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Balkundi%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kilduff%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Harrison%20DA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Harrison%20DA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
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2.3.2d Leader Centrality and Influence: 

Leaders occupy central positions in networks which puts them in a position of influence 

because of the position they occupy within the network structure. Highly central leaders are 

typically very influential as through their network position they can regulate the flow of 

resources such as information and advice and they can also act as bridges in networks and 

connect actors who may not be connected and can therefore enable the integration of 

different resources (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006). Leaders are also in the unique position in 

that they provide advice but can also seek out advice from other actors (Balkundi, Kilduff & 

Harrison, 2011). Central leaders can be both ‘informal’ and ‘formal’ (Spillane, Healey & Min 

Kim, 2010). A formal leader is a school staff member with a formal leadership position such 

as principal or leading teacher whereas, an informal leader is someone with no formal 

leadership position but who occupies an influential position in a school advice network. 

Spillane, Healey and Min Kim (2010) showed that while formally designated leaders tends to 

be more central in school advice and information networks overall, context does impact on 

whether formal or informal leaders are the recipients of advice interactions. Central leaders 

can use both informal power such as expert and referent power and formal power sources 

such as position or status and; they can also provide the people they work with, with the 

resources needed to achieve their goals and complete tasks (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006). 

2.3.2e Network Development: 

Coburn, Choi, and Mata (2010) after review of the literature outlined three reasons why 

people develop relationships with other people which lead’s to those actors becoming 

influential: 

1. Homophily: means that actors form ties with others because they perceive them to 

be like themselves in some way such as teachers who teach the same subject.  

2. Physical proximity: refers to the physical distance separating actors in an 

organisation, the distance between actors can predict which actors will form ties and 

communicate with others. 

3. Expertise: Individuals will reach out to others for information when they perceive 

that those others have some form of knowledge or expertise. Key findings in Coburn, 

Choi, and Mata (2010) were that while proximity was a key reason that teachers 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Balkundi%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Balkundi%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Harrison%20DA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
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developed ties, the desire for expertise led to networks that became ‘increasingly 

expert’. Atteberry and Bryk (2010) also found that over half of the coaches selected 

by principals for a literacy coaching program were initially selected based on some 

level of expertise (already seen as central in the network) and the results of their 

study showed that the coaches centrality increased at the conclusion of the study 

after taking on the coaching role.   

 

One other key facet that impacts the development of and a person’s influence in networks is 

trust. Friedkin and Slater (1994) and Penuel, Frank and Krause (2010) showed that the 

influence of actors in advice networks was also closely linked with how respected and 

trusted they were. Warfield (2009) showed that trustworthy teachers were often sought-

out the most by other teachers, particularly those in the same faculty. Baker-Doyle and 

Yoon (2011) identified that trust is crucial to the development of ties because it ‘facilitated 

conversations’. In their research they point out that trust is essential for collaboration and 

helped create an atmosphere in which actors were comfortable in discussing areas of focus.  

Penuel, Frank and Krause (2010) write that trust can act as a ‘resource of reform’ because it 

can help facilitate people being more likely to adopt new practices. Moolenaar and Sleegers 

(2010) show that trust and social interaction are often interrelated elements as trust is 

‘embedded’ in relationships. They write “Trust allows teachers to be vulnerable, to rely on 

each other to achieve goals, and to be open to new learning experiences that are central to 

ongoing teacher development in schools.” (Moolenaar & Sleegers, 2010, p. 101).  

2.3.3 Social Networks 

The science of social networks helps us see why, and it gives us tools to be 

more creative about cultivating innovative ideas, reviving school cultures, 

enhancing teacher capacity, and managing conflict - in short, making 

schools more attractive and fulfilling places to work.  

           (Deal, Purinton & Waetjen, 2009,  p. xii)   

A social network is a group of individuals and the relations or relationships defined in them 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994) and social network theory is focused on understanding social 

structure within organizations through the study of human relationships and seeks to 
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investigate how these relationships can facilitate or inhibit opportunity through influencing 

the flow of resources such as information and knowledge (Daly, 2010). It seeks to 

understand both the formal and informal patterns of interaction amongst actors within 

networks such as who is connected to who and how often these social interactions take 

place. It moves away from focusing on the organisation as the ‘primary entity’ to a shift on 

the complex network of people within organisations and recognises that the more 

organisations provide opportunities for members to develop relationships, the more likely 

ideas and information will be exchanged and new practices beneficial to the organisation 

created (Daly, 2010; Moolenaar & Sleegers, 2010). Through improved understandings of 

networks, researchers are more capable of identifying influential actors, where the 

knowledge in organisations resides, and to leverage untapped expertise (Daly, 2010). ‘With 

the introduction of social network theory, we find a shift in gaze from formal organizational 

entities – the school, the district, the intermediary organization - to the network of actors 

engaged with one another in various ways and degrees.’ (Daly, 2010, p. xi).   

2.3.3a Social Networks and Social Capital  

While it is necessary to comprehend the technical components of social networks, what is 

also important (if not more so) is understanding the foundations upon which they are 

constructed. The concept of social capital has been discussed at length in the literature and 

is one of the key theoretical frameworks that underpins social networks (Daly, 2010). Social 

networks are founded on relationships and social capital focuses on the resources available 

in these relationships (Daly, 2010).  

The term social capital was first thought to be used formally around 1916 by L. Judson 

Hanifan who used the term to describe his thoughts on community social life and the ‘social 

intercourse among the individuals and families who make up a social unit’ (Putnam, 2002, p. 

2). Over the century it has emerged in a range of fields to describe different manifestations 

of human relationships and the resultant transactions that arise. For example Seeley, Sim 

and Loosley (1956) used notions of social capital in their study of culture and suburbia, 

Jacobs (1961) used the term in her discourse on urban planning while Fukuyama (1995) 

discussed social capital and its contribution to economic prosperity.  It has also been used in 

a number of other fields including anthropology, physics, politics and sociology (Putnam, 

2002).  
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While there is some difference in opinion about the specifics of social capital theory, most 

authors agree that it is related to the resources (such as information and support) that 

people can access directly from their social network (relationships) (Baker-Doyle & Yoon, 

2011; Coleman, 1988; Daly, 2010; Penuel, Frank & Krause, 2010; Small, 2009; Spillane & 

Thompson, 1997; Warfield, 2009). For example Lin (1983) described social capital as the 

resources embedded in social structures that are accessed for purposeful actions. Here 

social capital can be found in the form of information, influence, and credibility. Bourdieu 

(1983) conceptualised social capital as the resources one derives from belonging to a 

network and discusses ‘the sum or resources’ that actors or groups can accumulate through 

their organisational relationships. Coleman (1988) identified that it is the obligations, norms, 

and information available to a person from her or his network and that these characteristics 

can facilitate certain actions and constrain others.  

From a social capital view-point social relationships themselves are not social capital but are 

‘sources’ of social capital that people can utilise now or in the future and the position of an 

individual within their network influences this (Lee, 2010).  Members of social systems need 

to understand the available assets in their network and must utilise the relationships in 

those networks to be able to access resources and it is this facet of social systems which 

influences people’s capacity to acquire resources and to enable ‘social capital transaction’ to 

happen (Daly, 2010). Therefore, the development of social capital is reliant on the network 

position of actors, the number and strength of relationships and, the available assets within 

the network. “Social capital refers to the sum of the actual and potential resources 

embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of relationships 

possessed by an individual or social unit” (Moolenaar & Sleegers, 2010, p. 99).  

2.3.3b Social Capital in Education 

Research on social capital and educational networks has increased substantially over the 

past three decades. A major reason for this is the increased focus within schools to create 

powerful community environments, founded on strong cultures in which more people are 

connected. This can be enhanced by the facilitation of trust, improved communication and 

coordination which are all components of social capital (Caloran, 2014).  
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One of the first uses of social capital in education was by Coleman (1988) who looked at the 

impact of social context on high-school dropout rates in the US and found that the higher 

the student’s social capital (measured through consistency of relationships) the lower the 

dropout rates. Ream and Rumberger (2008) also showed that students were less likely to 

drop out of school depending on the make-up of their social relationships.  Maroulis and 

Gomez (2008) used social capital to investigate how social relationships enable advantage 

and showed that the level of advantage that can be gained from a students’ social network 

can be context dependent and is influenced by the network structure, ultimately showing 

that how connected a person is and the resources available through those connections are 

both important.  There is also a growing body of research that has shown that improving 

social capital through relationships can improve school performance, and lead to higher 

educational attainment and educational aspiration (Johnson, Lustik & Kim, 2011; Leana & 

Pil, 2006).   

Baker-Doyle and Yoon (2011) used the term ‘practitioner-based social capital’ (PBSC) which 

refers to the knowledge and resources available to educators through their social networks. 

In their description they identified three factors that can affect a person’s access to social 

capital:  

1) Member position: Determined by the number of ties a person has, the direction 

of those ties and how central in the network they are.  

2) Distribution of individual-level attributes of a member: Actors whose social 

network is comprised of people with similar characteristics and demographics 

may decrease the opportunity to expand their social capital. 

3) Whole-group tie distribution: Looks at the amount and type of relationships 

within a network and how this can affect access to social capital.  

While the ability of networks to facilitate further development of social capital is becoming 

clearer, what is less understood is the role that the network structure plays in leveraging 

social capital successfully. However, there is some agreement that the structure is 

important (Small, 2009), and the factors of PBSC provide a framework for thinking about 

structure in social networks. To be effective networks need a balance of ties and they need 
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to make use of the ‘experts’ within the network and the network structure can enable this 

to happen (Baker-Doyle & Yoon, 2011; Small, 2009).  

2.3.3c Social Capital and Leadership 

Studies have also looked at social capital and leadership. Effective leaders use organisational 

social networks to build social capital. “In networks, leadership involves the building of and 

use of social capital” (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006, pg. 421). Leadership from a ‘social capital’ 

construct can be considered an accumulation of relationships and these relationships enable 

an leader to build their social capital irrespective of whether they are a formal leader or not 

as it is aligned with the structure of individual social ties (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). Because 

Leadership is highly influenced by the social ties that arise within an organisation, this can 

mean that any actor has the capability to have influence and therefore, informal leaders, are 

also able to influence the formal leadership of organisations as they have social influence. 

Social influence is linked with action and the achievement of outcomes and also the 

perceptions of others who view those outcomes and actions.  Leadership can therefore also 

be associated with an actor acquiring agency within a group due to their actions or 

behaviours which improves their social capital (Christopolous, 2016). 

2.3.4 Social Networks and Education 

The focus on social networks in education has developed out of the recognised importance 

of work-based relationships within organisations and the study of them enables researchers 

to understand more closely the day-to-day life inside an organisation. (Sparrowe & Liden, 

2005). Its prominence has also increased due to the growing amount of research being done 

in schools looking at distributed forms of leadership and networks (Daly, 2010). Studies 

looking at social networks have investigated networks and leadership, including distributed 

leadership (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006; Christopolous, 2016; Penuel, Frank & Krause, 2010; 

Pitts & Spillane, 2009; Spillane, Healey & Min Kim, 2010; Warfield, 2009) and teacher 

networks (Schiff et al., 2015), and while the understandings of networks is improving, more 

research is needed to understand their influence (Lima, 2010).  

2.3.4a Networks and Leadership  
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Traditional focuses on leadership are concerned with the human qualities such as traits and 

behaviours, or the situational qualities such as organisational structures and decision-

making processes (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). A social network view on leadership is looking 

to understand leadership through deeper analysis of the social-structural position of 

individuals in organisations because effective leadership can be linked with social 

relationships (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). Balkundi and Kilduff (2006, p. 435) write: 

 

Leadership research from a network perspective has the opportunity to forge 

a new understanding of the interplay between the psychology of individuals 

and the complexity of the networks through which actors exchange 

information, affect, and other resources.  

 

Identifying leaders in an organisation through the analysis of networks focuses on the 

relationships that connect actors and it is therefore able to identify both formal and 

informal leaders as it is not concerned with traits, behaviours or position (Balkundi & 

Harrison, 2006; Frank, Zhao & Borman, 2004). It facilitates understanding of the interactions 

between teachers and how this enables informal leaders to gain social capital to emerge as 

leaders (Warfield, 2009). This is important as actors, irrespective of their positions and 

whether or not they are directly connected to the formal leadership of the organisation can 

effect outcomes in leadership due to the nature of their connections in the network 

(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006).  

 

2.3.4b Networks and Distributed Leadership  

One area of research that needs greater focus is the relationship between networks and 

distributed leadership and how interactions can facilitate the flow of expertise in schools 

(Daly, 2010; Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2010). Warfield (2009) was able to show that teacher 

leadership was distributed through faculty networks and that teachers emerged as informal 

leaders but the leadership changed according to the situation. Distributed leadership from a 

network viewpoint is focused on the relationships and interactions among actors in 

organisations and looks at how the social context impacts these. It is essentially an 

‘interactional perspective’ on leadership, highlighting that leadership is constituted in the 

interactions between actors within organisations (Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2010; Warfield, 

2009). By investigating the interactions that take place between actors within organisations, 



   

54 
 

greater understanding of the access to resources can be identified, as-well as help explain 

how leadership is distributed in schools (Warfield, 2009).   

Pitts and Spillane (2009) identified links between distributed leadership and school 

networks when they showed that who people go to for advice or information ‘...does indeed 

identify leadership operationalized as the social influence interactions in an organization.’ 

(Pitts & Spillane, 2009, p, 202). This finding is a direct link between networks and Spillane’s 

(2006) definition of distributed leadership which is concerned with the practice-aspect of 

leadership and is focused on the interactions between people within the organisation.  

Distributed leadership is also able to promote communication between actors that can 

enable the distribution of resources and expertise to those who need them enhancing 

school outcomes (Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2010). ‘A network approach to analysing those 

interactions can help scholars assess the effectiveness of distributed leadership for 

promoting school change by considering how teachers access resources and expertise 

through interactions’ (Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2010, p. 159).  

2.3.4c Teacher Networks 

Niesz (2007, p. 605) described teachers networks as ‘groups of teachers, organized for 

purposes related to teacher learning, inquiry, support, or school improvement and refers to 

teachers networks as ‘communities of practice’.  Teachers engage in a wide range of 

networks that are both internal and external to the organisation. According to Baker-Doyle 

and Yoon (2011) and Schif et al. (2015) teacher networks generally consist in three forms: 

● In-school formal networks such as school-level, department-level, PLT teams, grade-

group and student support networks. 

● In-school informal networks such as friendships, classrooms, staff lounges, lunch 

breaks 

● Out-school networks focused on a range of areas such as content/pedagogy and 

teacher preparation.  

 

Both Baker-Doyle and Yoon (2011) and Schif et al. (2015) highlighted the interdependency 

of teacher networks but emphasised that formal teacher networks are generally the 

dominant structure within schools. Furthermore, within teacher networks some actors are 
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more influential than others as teachers often develop ties with others who are more likely 

to give them access to social capital (Baker-Doyle & Yoon, 2011; Neisz, 2007). Berebitsky 

and Andrews-Larson (2017) looked at a large 4-year study looking at social networks in 30 

schools and found that teachers seem to be aware of the expertise of others in their 

network and that they will deliberately seek out information from those in the network with 

expertise and experience. ‘Teachers choose networks that engage them and are responsive 

to their passions and questions and to how they see themselves as professional’ (Niesz, 

2007, p.208).  

Coburn, Choi and Mata (2010) looked at a large teacher mathematical network and found 

that there were a number of influencing factors on the formation and nature of teacher 

networks. They showed that the reasoning for tie formation changed over time and was also 

shaped by context and that who people developed ties with can have implications for their 

network overall. They showed that the three frameworks of proximity, homophily and 

expertise can all lead to tie formation in some way but that proximity was generally the first 

creator of tie formation. This can then change over-time with more people seeking ties 

based on expertise after working with staff.  

At the organisational level context such as organisational structure and practice is very 

influential in the creation of teacher networks (Coburn, Choi & Mata, 2010). Organisations 

can facilitate the creation of teacher networks by enabling expertise to be valued and can 

create the capacity for people to collaborate. ‘School leaders and policy makers can 

influence tie formation through the creation of opportunities for teachers to interact in 

regular and long lasting ways’ (Coburn, Choi & Mata, 2010, p. 48).  

Lastly, teacher networks can be influential in the success of school reform. In their study of a 

large scale literacy-collaboration program Atteberry and Bryk (2010) suggested that the 

state or strength of teachers’ networks can impact whether school reform is successful or 

not.   

2.3.5 Benefits of Social Networks  

Recent works show the ability of networks to positively influence educational change and 

organisational effectiveness. Formal and informal social relationships between actors within 

schools can support a climate of innovation and improve organisational learning due to new 
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knowledge and practices (Baker-doyle & Yoon, 2011; Moolenaar, & Sleegers, 2010). 

Moolenaar and Sleegers (2010) also outlined that strong ties increase collaboration as they 

can facilitate joint problem solving and exchange of tacit knowledge. Coburn, Choi and Mata 

(2010) found networks helped improve organisational performance and Schif et al. (2015) 

found that teacher networks helped benefit students and improve student outcomes. 

Moolenaar and Sleegers (2010, p. 97) state that ‘In educational practice and research 

around the globe, social relationships between educators are increasingly recognized as an 

important resource in support of school improvement and educational innovation.’  

Strong social networks are also associated with increased individual performance. Neisz 

(2007) noted that networks can facilitate both teacher learning and school improvement. 

Baker-doyle and Yoon (2011) and Warfield (2009) emphasised that both formal and informal 

networks promote professional development and collegiality and enable teacher growth. 

Schif et al. (2015) and Spillane and Thompson (1997) emphasised the ability of networks to 

enable personal and professional development of educators and also stipulate that 

networks are highly valued and desired by teachers due to improvements in social capital. 

Social networks with strong ties can facilitate diffusion of innovation, transfer of complex 

information, and increased problem solving (Coburn, Choi, & Mata, 2010).  

Networks can also facilitate leadership opportunity and/or the ability of actors to use their 

position for leadership purposes. A focus on the development of relationships through social 

connections by actors can provide an increase in a person’s social capital and therefore their 

influence within organisations (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2006). Burt (2005) refered to the term 

‘brokerage’ which refers to an actor being able to use their position and the network 

‘structure’ to gain leadership roles and also actors being given leadership opportunities due 

to some form of expertise, with the expertise ‘brokering’ network position for them.  

The structure and composition of networks can also allow the exchange of resources, 

information and support and can enable patterns of interaction to be more closely analysed 

(Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Podolny & Baron, 1997). The network composition and the 

position of an actor in the network, particularly informal networks have become very 

important for the access to information, resources and opportunities. Through networks 

individuals can identify strategic opportunities, utilize resources and organise teams through 

their positions in both formal and informal networks (Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). “…networks 
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with strong ties facilitate the transfer of tacit, sensitive or complex knowledge, joint 

problem solving, and the development of coordinated solutions” (Coburn, Choi, & Mata, 

2010, p. 34) 

2.3.6 Future Directions of Social Network Research  

While there is growing understanding regarding the importance of social networks in 

education there are also some issues with the current scope of research and that is the 

majority of studies are all based on networks that already exist. Two key areas that need 

further clarification are: 1/ why and how people develop relationships with others in their 

networks and 2/ the importance of organisational context on the development of social 

networks (Coburn, Choi, & Mata, 2010; Cole & Weinbaum, 2010; Daly, 2010; Small, 2009). 

Future research is needed to better understand the extent to which teachers are 

consciously aware of other teachers experience and expertise and how that influences 

instructional advice-seeking interactions (Berebisky & Andrews-Larson, 2017). 

Future research is also likely to focus more attention on how small changes in network 

connections (by, for example, one individual) can transform the flow of leadership 

throughout the whole organization, where leadership flow is understood to include 

influence patterns, reputation, and status. More research is also needed to look at how the 

organisational structure and social arrangements impact tie formation as tie formation is 

inherently influenced by existing organisational norms, structures and practices (Coburn, 

Choi, & Mata, 2010). As Small (2009, p.10) writes:  

…how a person forms and sustains a tie can affect the social capital to which she 

has access. That is, many of the obligations people feel and the resources they 

feel willing to provide others derive from the contexts that gave rise to and 

sustain their relationships. Of these contexts, none is more important than the 

organizational context. 

This concludes the literature review. It has been shown how whilst much is known about 

successful school leadership, the distribution of leadership in these schools needs further 

exploration and social network analysis is a tool that can help with this. In the next chapter the 

methodology and methods are fully described. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter explains and justifies the methodology used in the research. The research 

question is discussed as well as selection and justification of a mixed methods approach. It 

discusses in depth the selection and use of Social Network analysis, selection of schools for 

the research and the collection and analysis of data for the network analysis. It explains the 

reasoning for and conduct of semi-structured interviews, including the selection of 

participants and the thematic analysis of the interview data. Finally, it also examines ethics, 

rigour and trustworthiness; and delimitations and limitations.   

 

3.2 The Research Question  

 

The key aim of this research was to investigate distributed leadership in successful schools 

and to examine the extent to which this contributes to school success, and, whether there 

are any identifiable patterns of distributed leadership within successful schools. The major 

research question was How is leadership distributed in successful schools?. The current 

research and literature on distributed leadership has focused on conceptual development 

over empirical studies (Harris, 2009; Tian, Risku & Collin, 2016) and the key focus of this 

research was to conduct an empirical study that would increase the current understandings 

of distributed leadership in schools and that would provide evidence for school leaders to 

improve their understanding of distributed leadership.  

 

A number of sub questions were used in the research. Sub questions are directly related to 

the main research problem, however they are smaller, more practical questions that can be 

investigated individually to help answer the main question (Walliman, 2010). The sub 

questions used in this research included: 

 

1. Who are the formal and informal leaders within successful schools. 

2. How do leaders contribute to school success 

3. What makes a leader successful  

4. Does distribution of leadership contribute to school success 
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3.3  Research Design  

 

The design of this research study used a mixed method approach. Mixed method 

approaches use a combination of both quantitative and qualitative research. It enables 

researchers to design, collect and analyse both quantitative and qualitative research and 

combine them into a single study to investigate a research problem. The combination of 

both qualitative and quantitative research can provide a more in-depth analysis of the 

research problem (Sadan, 2014). Mixed methods study designs are increasingly being used 

within the field of research. “The rise of this approach is evidenced in the number of recent 

papers and ‘special issues’ of journals” that are focused on mixed methods (Cohen, Manion 

& Morrison, 2011, p. 22). Furthermore, mixed methods approaches are also being used 

more in education, particularly when studying leadership in schools. For example Warfield 

(2009) used a mixed methods approach to examine distributed leadership across school 

social networks.  

 

Mixed methods research involves the collection, analysis and integration of both 

qualitative and quantitative data in a single study. The benefits of mixed method 

research approach are particularly evident when studying new questions or 

complex initiatives and interactions.                                         

 (Sadan, 2014, p. 254) 

 

There were three key reasons for the use of a mixed methods approach for this study. 

Firstly, mixed methods can enable greater triangulation of results (Hesse-Biber, 2010). 

Secondly, it can allow a researcher to gain deeper understanding of the research question at 

hand (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011; Hesse-Biber, 2010) and thirdly, it can combine data 

types in answering research questions (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2011) and these were 

all deemed important for this research.  

 

The research consisted of two parts. Firstly, a quantitative school relationships survey was 

undertaken to determine key leaders within the selected schools. “Quantitative research is 

explaining phenomena by collecting numerical data that are analysed using mathematically 

based methods, in particular statistics” (Muijs 2004, p. 1). The surveys were analysed using 

social network analysis. From the results of the surveys, people identified as having 

leadership influence in the school were invited to participate in qualitative semi-structured 
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interviews “qualitative inquirers seek to interpret human actions, institutions, events, 

customs, and the like, and in so doing construct a reading or portrayal, of what is being 

studied” (Ary et al., 2006, p. 450). The interviews were analysed using thematic analysis.  

 

3.4 Sampling 

 

“The sample is the group of subjects, treatments and situations on which the study is 

conducted.”(Thomas & Nelson, 1996) The research had two sample groups. The first was 

the schools that participated in the social network analysis and the second sample was the 

people selected to participate in the semi-structured interviews. Both sample groups were 

purposive. Purposive sampling enables researchers to select units which will enable them to 

make meaningful comparisons in relation to the research question and they can also be 

effective for practical reasons such as time and money (Mason, 1996). While the sampling 

strategy was suitable for the research being undertaken it was also cost and time effective 

for the principal researcher. The methodology explains in detail the selection of both the 

schools and interview participants. 

 

3.5 Social Network Analysis  

 

This section discusses the first component of the research which was the design, 

implementation and evaluation of the Social Network Analysis conducted at each school. 

“Social Network Analysis (SNA) is concerned with the interpersonal transactions that 

constitute the social structure of a group” (Friedkin & Slater, 1994, p. 139). It is an effective 

tool to identify relationships within organisations and factors that contribute to or impede 

these relationships and networks and it allows us to collect data that can be analysed to 

understand the structure of relationships amongst members of an organisation (Pitts & 

Spillane, 2009). It evolved in the 1950s and 1960s as a set of tools for describing or 

summarizing data on social connections and it has grown from a technique for visually 

presenting information into a methodology with the ability to explain social relationships 

and the analysis of relational data (Gould, 2003). Social network analysis has gained 

increased momentum as a useful tool for analysis of networks in various organisations and 

is being used more and more in the study of school leadership. (Friedkin & Slater, 1994; 

Ogawa 1994; Spillane & Orlina, 2005; Pitts & Spillane, 2009).  
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3.5.1 Background of Social Network Analysis 

 

Social Network Analysis or Network Analysis, as it is also known, has emerged from two 

main fields of enquiry: Sociometry and Network theory. Sociometry has its origins in the 

work of Jacob L. Moreno (1889–1974), an Austrian-born psychiatrist, who was interested in 

researching the structure and power of relationships. He was particularly interested in 

revealing the hidden structures of groups and identifying key players and subgroups within 

these groups (Remer, 2008). Sociometry, by definition, measures the “socius”—the 

interpersonal connection between two people (Remer, 2008). It is a technique used to map 

the social structure of groups and is normally completed through the use of a questionnaire 

and rarely applied by actual observation. (Nisbet & Entwistle, 1970). Sociometry provides 

strong organization and tools for use in both small and large group interactions and 

wherever and whenever interpersonal dynamics come into play within organisations and 

groups. (Remer, 2008). It enables visual representation of relationship dynamics to be 

developed and this information enables analysis of these relationships to further 

understand the power and influence of people within social groups and organisations.   

 

Sociometry depicts the relationships between people and groups through the use of 

Sociograms. Sociograms, which arose out of work linked with Moreno, are diagrams that 

map relationships between people.  They are “a visual representation, usually by means of 

arrows, of the choices people make about other individuals with whom they interact” 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 1990, p. 108). They are an effective tool to outline and expose key 

people in organisations that hold influence and can be applied as a quantitative and graphic 

measure of performance and interactions within groups and networks (Appleton, Terleksti 

& Combes, 2013; Leung & Silberling, 2006). Sociograms that arise from social network 

analysis are composed using specialised software packages such as UCINET, NetDraw and 

SocNetV. These programs utilise components of mathematics, particularly graph theory, to 

produce information that can help identify connected or influential people in networks. 

 

Along with sociometry, social network analysis also utilises network theory in the 

investigation of relationships. Social Network Analysis (SNA) using a network theory 

framework highlights the strength of interpersonal communication networks and their 

ability to influence informal and formal social control. Communication’s between people 
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enable a wide array of social transactions to be carried out including personalised 

agreements, development of social support structures and access to materials and 

resources. ‘United’ communication networks provide even greater opportunities for social 

transactions to take place, particularly in consensus building and positive effects on social 

support processes (Friedkin & Slater, 1994). United communication networks can also 

facilitate the design of structures that enable social transactions to take place that impact 

greatly on people and organisations, both positive and negative. (Friedkin & Slater, 1994). 

The key areas of focus in social network analysis therefore are in networks and 

relationships. In networks, social network analysis is concentrated on analysing larger 

networks and breaking them down into smaller more meaningful ones and to identify the 

characteristics of the relationships that underpin these networks; for relationships, social 

network analysis is seeking to investigate and develop ways to analyse, identify and describe 

the social structures that underpin the relationship’s that exist amongst people, the 

structures that influence these relationships and the consequences of the structures 

(Kadushin, 2012). 

 

Human networks are also subject to structural analysis. But there is a difference. 

Human networks arise as a result of acts by individuals and organisations. The 

networks created by these acts in turn produce networks that have 

consequences for individuals and social organisation. Social networks evolve 

from individuals interacting with one another but produce extended structures 

that they had not imagined and in fact cannot see, Individual interaction takes 

place within the context of social statuses, positions and social institutions, and 

so social networks are constrained by these factors. The social statuses, 

positions, and social institutions, however, can themselves be regarded as 

connected networks. 

                 (Kadushin, 2012, p.11) 

 

3.5.2 Application of Social Network Analysis 

 

Social Network Analysis (SNA) has been employed in a wide range of social science 

disciplines such as sociology, social anthropology, political science, economics, business 

management and education (Vera & Schuppa, 2006) and is being used more frequently in 
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the analysis of leadership in organisations as Serrat (2009, p. 2) states “More recently, 

interest has grown in analysis of leadership networks to sustain and strengthen their 

relationships within and across groups, organizations, and related systems”. A large 

proportion of the current research deals with investigating the communication and inter-

personal relationships between people in organisations, with a strong focus on the 

channel’s, patterns and modes of these communications and relationships. (Vera & 

Schuppa, 2006). There is also an emphasis on understanding the implications these 

structures and relationships have on the influence and power-positioning of individuals in 

networks (Kadushin, 2012) and this has coincided with an increased focus on the links 

between school networks, network position and leadership in schools (Pitts & Spillane, 

2009; Strine, 2002). Friedkin and Slater (1994) used SNA to investigate principal centrality 

and school performance. Palmer (2008) used SNA to focus on the characteristics associated 

with influential individuals in school irrespective of position and the organizational 

structures that facilitate or hinder opportunities for influence and leadership. Pitts and 

Spillane (2009) used a School Staff Social Network Questionnaire in their network analysis 

and investigation into leadership practice in schools (both formal and informal). Warfield 

(2009) examined how leadership is distributed across the social networks in schools through 

SNA and Moolenaar, Daly and Sleegers (2010) used SNA to investigate the principal’s 

position in school networks in combination with transformational leadership and its impact 

on school innovation and climate. A key focus of this research was the investigation of 

school networks, leadership and the identification of leaders in the schools irrespective of 

formal position and network analysis is as an effective tool to do so as Pitts and Spillane 

(2009, p. 187) write:  

 

Social network analysis is a potentially powerful tool for investigating 

leadership…..it allows us to move beyond an exclusive focus on the formal 

organization (e.g. formally designated leaders, formal organizational routines) to 

attend to the informal organization such as informal interactions that are 

intended or understood by school staff to influence their practice.  

 

3.5.3 School Selection  

 



   

64 
 

The selection of schools deemed suitable for the research was done in three parts. Firstly, 

schools were identified that fitted the following criteria: all had to be Victorian Public 

Secondary schools; they all had to be co-educational and non-denominational; they had to 

teach Year 7 – 12 students; and they had to be classified as non-select entry and therefore 

guided by departmental entry requirements for students within their allocated educational 

zone.  

 

After initial selection, the schools then had to meet the second criterion which was being 

identified as successful. For this research study the definition of a successful school was 

aligned with Drysdale and Gurr’s (2011) description of successful schools in the International 

Successful School Principalship Project (ISSPP) which was that the school had received 

“favourable school review reports that provided evidence that these schools were 

successful in terms of student learning outcomes, student attendance, and parent, student 

and staff opinion.” (Drysdale & Gurr, 2011, p. 356). Furthermore the schools would be either 

1/ showing improvement in student learning over time and/or sustaining high performance 

over time or 2/ the school had been classed as a ‘Turn Around’ school that improved from 

being a poorly performing school in both student outcomes and reviews to a school that is 

now achieving high student outcomes and positive reviews in a short time frame (Drysdale 

& Gurr, 2011).  

 

Lastly, it was intended to research schools from different socio-economic regions to further 

augment the richness of the results and this was determined by their socio-economic profile 

using their Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) and their Student 

Family Occupation index (SFO). ICSEA is a scale of socio-educational advantage that is 

computed annually for each school and is an indication of the level of ‘educational 

advantage or disadvantage that students bring to their academic studies’. (Guide to 

understanding ICSEA (Index of Community Socio-educational Advantage) 2013, p.1; 

http://www.acara.edu.au/_resources/Guide_to_understanding_2013_ICSEA_values.pdf). It 

provides an indication of the socio-educational advantage of students irrespective of staff, 

school facilities and curriculum programs and takes into consideration parents’ occupation, 

school education and non-school education. It is not a performance measure of a school, its 

staff or teaching programs, but it does provide a numerical reference point for the relative 

level of educational advantage of disadvantage of schools. The higher the ICSEA value a 
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school has the lower the level of educational disadvantage. The national average ICSEA 

value is set at 1000 (Guide to understanding ICSEA, 2013). 

 

The SFO takes into account the parent occupations of students. Research shows a significant 

correlation between the socio-economic status of students and their educational 

success. (Student Family Occupation-Fact Sheet, Department of Education and Early 

Childhood Development (DEECD) 2013). The SFO is based on Parental Occupation data 

that is acquired by the Victorian Department of Education on enrolment at a school. 

There are five occupational levels): 

 

N: Parents who have not been in paid work in the past 12 months.  

D: Machine operators, hospitality staff, assistants, labourers and related workers. 

C: Tradesmen/women, clerks and skilled office, sales and service staff.  

B: Other business managers, arts/media/ sportspersons and associated 

professionals.  

A: Senior Management in large business organisations, government 

administration and defence, and qualified professionals.  

(SFO guidelines: Parental Occupation Groups, DEECD)  

 

Using these groupings schools are then given an SFO rating of either low, low-mid, mid, 

mid-high, high. A school with an SFO ranking of low would have a higher proportion of 

parents in groups N and D than a school with an SFO ranking of high, which would have a 

higher portion of parents in groups A and B. 

 

To identify suitable schools publicly available documents were used. These were gathered 

from the schools’, websites (school council documents), My School website of the Australian 

Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA; school background, ICSEA data, 

National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) data), the Victorian 

Registration and Qualification Authority Website (VRQA: School Annual Report),  and the 

Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority Website (VCAA: Victorian Certificate of 

Education (VCE), Victorian Certificate of Applied Learning (VCAL) and Vocational Education 

and Training (VET) data).After schools were identified as being suitable for participation in 

the research (see next section) the principals were contacted by phone and the research 
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explained. Five schools were initially identified and contacted with three agreeing to 

participate in the research; details of the characteristics of the selected schools is described 

in the next section. 

3.5.4 Success Criteria 

This section discusses the indicators used to select the three schools agreeing to participate 

in the study. All three schools were rated as being successful by having shown improvement 

in student learning over time and/or having sustained high performance over time. There 

were three data sets used to determine selection. The first set related to school profile, the 

second was looking at annual school performance from 2012 – 2015 and the last one was 

looking at overall school performance from 2012 – 2015. Each is discussed below. 

3.5.4a School Profile 

Table 3.1 overviews the profile of the schools agreeing to participate in the study. It shows 

information regarding the schools socio-economic status, number of teaching staff and 

student enrolment numbers. 

Table 3.1: Selected Schools Profile 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015 2012 2013 2014 2015

Location

SFO (2015 Rating)*

ICSEA** 966 977 983 988 1156 1143 1143 1151 997 995 994 1006

Teaching staff ** 103 95 95 98 68 66 69 67 77 73 78 76

Enrolments total** 1207 1200 1200 1179 828 834 867 868 833 813 846 928

Girls** 574 564 578 564 418 402 402 393 284 288 298 335

Boys** 633 636 622 615 410 432 465 475 549 525 548 593

% Students with 

Language Background 

other than English**

59% 59% 61% 63% 14% 14% 15% 15% 45% 45% 46% 47%

Number of students 

enrolled in a VCE unit 3 

& 4 study***

237 257 267 201 187 201 192 171 147 195 191 176

 Students enrolled in a 

VET Certificate***
194 196 161 139 61 67 53 54 131 117 94 95

 Students enrolled in 

VCAL***
75 95 78 61 17 12 15 20 58 59 62 56

***Data obtained from VCAA post completion data 2012 - 2015. (http://www.vcaa.vic.edu.au/Pages/vce/statis tics/schoolstats/index.aspx)

* Data obtained from each Schools  2015 Annual  report to the School  community. (http://www.vrqa.vic.gov.au/StateRegis ter/Search.aspx/Search?SearchType=0)

**Data obtained from the ACARA "MY school" Webs ite 2012-2015. (https ://www.myschool .edu.au)

Low

Students

Table M1:  SELECTED SCHOOLS PROFILE

School A School B School C

School 

Outer North-Western Melbourne Inner Melbourne Inner West Melbourne

Low-Mid High 
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All three schools that agreed to participate in the research were Government schools, co-

educational, Year 7-12 and non-select entry. The three schools were from different regions 

in Melbourne. School A was from the outer north-west of Melbourne in a lower socio-

economic area with an average ICSEA value of 978.5 from 2012-2015 indicating a lower level 

of educational advantage in comparison to schools across Australia. Its SFO index in 2015 

was described as low-mid indicating a high proportion of parents with occupations in the 

no-work and non-professional groups. School B was from Inner Melbourne in a high socio-

economic region. Its average ICSEA value from 2012 -2015 was 1148.25 indicating a high 

level of educational advantage.  Its SFO in 2015 was rated as high indicating a large 

proportion of parents from professional occupations. School C was from the Inner west of 

Melbourne in a lower socio-economic region with an average ICSEA of 998. Its SFO ranking 

in 2015 was low indicating that of the three schools it had the highest proportion of families 

in the no-work and non-professional categories. 

3.5.4b Annual School Performance 

Table 3.2 outlines selected annual school performance indicators from 2012 to 2015 for the 

three schools involved in the research and for the state. It provides information relating to 

student attendance, VCE and the successful completion of Year 12 Programs.  
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Table 3.2: Selected School Annual School Performance Indicators (2012-2015) 
 

 
3.5.4c Student Attendance Rate: 

Student attendance data is shown in Table 3.2 for each school and the state and refers to 

students in Year 7 - 10. “The student attendance rate is defined as the number of actual full-

time equivalent student-days attended by full-time students…as a percentage of the total 

number of possible student-days attended over the period.” (My School 2016, Glossary 

Section: www.myschool.edu.au/AboutUs/Glossary/glossaryLink#main). The Table shows the 

annual school attendance data from 2012 to 2015 and the average for the same time 

period. As shown in Table 3.2 the State average for student attendance for Year 7 – 10 

students from 2012 – 2015 was 92%. School A was higher with an average of 95%, School B 

was higher with an average of 96% and School C was the same as the state average on 92%. 

3.5.4d Median VCE Study Score: 

Data for the annual Median VCE study score and overall average from 2012 – 2015 for each 

school and the state is shown in Table 3.2. The VCE study score indicates how well students 

2012 2013 2014 2015 Average 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average 

Student Attendance 

Rate (Based on Sem 1  

Figures)**& *

94% 99% 94% 94% 95% 94% 99% 94% 97% 96% 89% 95% 92% 93% 92% 91% 91% 92% 92.0% 92%

Median VCE Study 

Score (out of 50)***
28 29 29 29 28.75 32 33 32 31 32 29 28 27 30 28.5 28.9 29.0 28.9 28.9 28.9

VCE (%)*** 95 99 98 98 98 97 99 96 98 98 97 98 98 96 97 96 97 97 97 97

VET (%)*** 83 88 84 87 86 97 87 90 89 91 86 84 84 85 85 85 87 87 85 86

VCAL (%)*** 86 76 82 89 83 95 83 93 91 91 88 85 95 97 91 83 84 83 83 83

Overall Yr 12 

Completion Rate 

(%)***

88 88 88 91 89 96 90 93 93 93 90 89 92 93 91 88 89 89 88 89

* Data Obtained from Government school  s tudent attendance rates  by sex, indigenous  s tatus  and year level  2012- 2015. (https ://www.data.vic.gov.au/data/dataset?q=attendance+data)

**Data obtained from the ACARA "MY school" Webs ite 2012-2015 (https ://www.myschool .edu.au)

***Data obtained from VCAA post completion data 2012 - 2015. (http://www.vcaa.vic.edu.au/Pages/vce/statis tics/schoolstats/index.aspx)

Table M2:  SELECTED SCHOOL ANNUAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (2012 - 2015)

 Successful 

completion  

Year 12 

Programs

School 

Outcomes 

State*School A School B School C
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performed in a Unit 3 and 4 VCE course compared to other students in the state. “The 

median study score is the middle score when all the study scores obtained by students of 

the school are ranked from highest to lowest; so it represents a ‘typical’ level of 

achievement in the school”  (VCAA 2016, Post Compulsory Completion and Achievement 

Information: http://www.vcaa.vic.edu.au/Pages/vce/statistics/schoolstats/index.aspx). The 

average Median VCE Study Score for Government schools in the state from 2012 to 2015 

was 28.9. All three schools had similar or better Median VCE study scores in comparison to 

the state. School A averaged 28 from 2012 – 2015. School B Averaged 32 from 2012 - 2015 

and School C averaged 28.5 from 2012 – 2015.  

 

3.5.4e Year 12 Completion Rates: 

 

Table 3.2 outlines the successful completion rates for the state and each school for VCE, 

VET, VCAL and Year 12 Overall. The annual completion rates for 2012 – 2015 are shown as-

well as the overall average for 2012 – 2015. The completion rate data sets were used to 

verify that the three schools were tracking similar to or better than the state for successful 

completion of year 12. 

 

VCE: 

The state average from 2012 – 2015 for successful completion of VCE was 97%. All schools 

were at or above the state average for successful completion of VCE from 2012 – 2015. 

School A and School B both averaged 98% from 2012 – 2015, while school C was at the state 

average of 97%.  

 

VET: 

The state average from 2012 – 2015 for successful completion of VET was 86%. School A had 

the same average successful completion rate at 86% from 2012 – 2015. School B was higher 

at a completion rate of 91% while school C was slightly lower than the state average with a 

completion rate of 85%. 

 

VCAL: 

The state average from 2012 – 2015 for successful completion of VCAL was 83%. School A 

had the same average completion rate for VCAL as the state at 83% from 2012-2015. School 
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B was higher than the state averaging 91% and school C had an average of 89% which was 

also higher than the state. 

 

Overall: 

The overall state average for successful completion of Year 12 programs 2012 – 2015 was 

89%. School A had an overall completion rate of 89% for successful completion of Year 12 

which was the same as the state. Both school B and C had higher overall average successful 

completion rates in comparison to the state. School B averaged 93% while school C 

averaged 91%.  

 

3.5.4f Overall School Performance: 

 

To determine overall school performance, each school was compared to the state and to 

statistically similar schools on a number of performance indicators. School performance 

data provides information about what schools are doing well and shows areas where 

improvement can be made. The data analysed represented overall performance for a four 

year period from 2012 to 2015 for all three schools. The same performance indicators were 

used for both comparison to the state and to statistically similar schools. The data that was 

used for comparison included: 

 The percentage of students exiting to further studies and full-time employment. 

 Student connectedness: Measurement of the Connectedness to School factor 

derived from the ‘Attitudes to School’ survey completed annually by Victorian 

government school students in Years 5 to 12. The school's average score is reported 

here on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 is the highest possible score.  

 Student perceptions of safety: Measurement of the Student Perceptions of Safety 

factor derived from the ‘Attitudes to School’ survey completed annually by Victorian 

government school students in Years 5 to 12. The school's average score is reported 

here on a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 is the highest possible score.  

 VCE Mean Study Score: The Mean study score from all VCE subjects undertaken by 

students at a school. This includes all Unit 3 and 4 studies (including those completed 

in Year 11) and any VET studies awarded a study score. The maximum student study 

score is 50 and the state-wide mean (including government and non-government 

schools) is set at 30.  
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 NAPLAN Year 7 and 9 Reading and Numeracy results: NAPLAN is a series of common 

literacy and numeracy tests conducted annually across Australia for all students in 

Years 3, 5, 7 and 9. The assessments are undertaken nationwide, every year, in the 

second full week in May. NAPLAN is made up of tests in the four areas (or ‘domains’) 

of: reading, writing, language conventions (spelling, grammar and punctuation) and 

numeracy. (NAPLAN 2016, NAPLAN Section). Reading and Numeracy data are the 

only two measures reported on annually by the Department of education. 

3.5.4g Comparison with all State Schools  

The data for each school’s performance in comparison to all state schools is shown in Table 

3.3. Table 3.3 also contains the key to reading each schools performance in relation to the 

state. The Performance Summary allows you to compare student outcomes for students at 

the three schools with the outcomes of students in all other Victorian government schools. 
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Table 3.3: Overall School Performance Comparison (State Schools 2012-2015*) 

 

School A: 

The data in Table 3.3 show that School A had achieved successful performance overall in 

comparison to the state. For Students exiting to further studies and full-time employment it 

was slightly above the state in performance. Student connectedness was the only indicator 

in which it was behind the state, but it was still in the middle 60% of all Victorian 

government schools. For student perceptions of safety its performance was better in 

comparison to the state and this was the same for its Mean VCE study score. Its NAPLAN 

School 

Outcomes 

Students exiting to 

further studies and 

full-time employment

Student 

connectedness

Student perceptions 

of safety

VCE
Mean study score                           

(4 year average)

Year 7 Reading 

Year 7 Numeracy 

Year 9 Reading 

Year 9 Numeracy 

* Data  obta ined from each Schools  2015 Annual  report to the School  community. (http://www.vrqa.vic.gov.au/StateRegis ter/Search.aspx/Search?SearchType=0

Comparison with all State Schools

Key for interpreting comparitive data  

Naplan

Student 

wellbeing 

Table M3:  OVERALL SCHOOL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON (STATE SCHOOLS) 2012 - 2015*

School A School B School C
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results are very positive indicating strong performance. For Year 7 reading and numeracy 

and Year 9 Numeracy it was significantly higher than the state average, while for Year 9 

reading it was slightly higher than the state.  

School B: 

The data in Table 3.3 shows that School B has achieved very strong performance overall in 

comparison to the state. For all indicators it has achieved at a higher rate than the state. For 

Students exiting to further studies and full-time employment,  Student connectedness, 

Student perceptions of safety and Mean VCE study score it was higher than state. Its 

NAPLAN results are excellent achieving substantially higher results in all areas in comparison 

to the state 

School C: 

The data in Table 3.3 shows that School C has also achieved successful performance overall 

in comparison to the state. For students exiting to further studies and full-time 

employment, Student connectedness and Mean VCE study score it was slightly higher than 

the state, while its outcomes for Student perceptions of safety was at the same level as the 

state. Its NAPLAN results are also very good achieving higher results in all areas in 

comparison to the state. 

3.5.4h Comparison with Statistically Similar Schools 

The data for each school’s performance in comparison to statistically similar schools is 

shown in Table 3.4. It also contains the key to reading each schools performance in relation 

to similar schools. The Performance Summary allows you to compare student outcomes for 

students at this school with the outcomes of students in other Victorian government schools 

that have a similar student cohort.  The school comparison data takes into account the 

different student characteristics of each school including the socio-economic background of 

students, the number of Aboriginal students, the number of non-English speaking and 

refugee students, the number of students with a disability, and the size and location of the 

school (VRQA 2016, Annual School Performance Report). In Table 3.4 NAPLAN comparisons 

for Year 7 are not shown. As Year 7 is the first year of secondary school, Year 7 NAPLAN is 

not used for the School Comparison by the Department of Education. 
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Table 3.4: Overall School Performance Comparison (Similar Schools 2012-2015*) 
 

 

School A: 

The data in Table 3.4 shows that School A has achieved strong performance and is 

performing at a level that would be expected for its student cohort for all performance 

indicators. This is shown in it receiving a ‘Similar’ rating for all indicators including Students 

School A School B School C

School 

Outcomes 

Students exiting to further 

studies and full-time 

employment

Student connectedness

Student perceptions of 

safety

VCE
Mean study score                           

(4 year average)

Year 7 Reading 

Year 7 Numeracy 

Year 9 Reading 

Year 9 Numeracy 

* Data  obta ined from each Schools  2015 Annual  report to the School  community. 

(http://www.vrqa.vic.gov.au/StateRegis ter/Search.aspx/Search?SearchType=0

Table M4:  OVERALL SCHOOL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON (SIMILAR SCHOOLS) 2012 - 2015*

Schools that are doing exceptionally well with the 

student cohort they have are rated  as having 

higher performance.

Schools that are doing as expected with the 

student cohort they have are rated as achieveing 

results that are similar.

Schools that are achiveing lower performance 

with the  student cohort they have are rated as 

having lower performance.

Key for Understanding School 

Comparison

Comparison with Statistically similar schools

Naplan

Student 

wellbeing 
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exiting to further studies and full-time employment, Student connectedness, Student 

perceptions of safety, Mean VCE study score and NAPLAN. 

School B: 

The data in Table 3.4 shows that School B has achieved at a high level in comparison to 

similar schools.  For Students exiting to further studies and full-time employment, Student 

connectedness and Student perceptions of safety it has received a ‘Similar’ rating. For Mean 

VCE study score and NAPLAN it has received a ‘Higher’ rating, indicating that it is performing 

at a very high level in these areas in comparison to similar schools.  

School C: 

The data in Table 3.4 shows that School C has achieved strong performance and is 

performing at a level that would be expected for its student cohort for all performance 

indicators. This is shown in it receiving a ‘Similar’ rating for all indicators including Students 

exiting to further studies and full-time employment, Student connectedness, Student 

perceptions of safety, Mean VCE study score and NAPLAN. 

3.5.5 Survey Design 

 

The Social Network Analysis (SNA) was conducted through the use of a school relationships 

survey. A survey was deemed the most appropriate data collection method for the SNA as 

when conducting an SNA, questionnaires are commonly used when the subjects involved 

are people and the research is investigating the respondent’s ties to other actors 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Surveys enable analysis of the connections present between 

actors in networks in reference to areas of importance.  “Questionnaires are most useful 

when the actors are people, and the relation(s) that are being studied are the ones that the 

respondent can report on” (Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 45).  

 

The school relationships survey consisted of two sections. Section one asked for some 

background information on the survey participants. Section two contained eight questions 

that were used in the network analysis. The survey consisted of a number of questions 

designed to identify influential people in 5 key areas in the schools: relationships; 

curriculum; administration; pastoral care and influence. For example, the following two 
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questions were asked to identify key staff involved in curriculum “Whom would you discuss 

an idea, innovation or issue relating to curriculum with?” and “Whom do you receive 

information from regarding curriculum?”. (Please refer to appendices for a full copy of the 

survey). Table 3.5 shows the full list of survey questions analysed in the SNA. 

 

Table 3.5: Survey Questions 
  

 Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice about teaching related 

matters?  

 Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about non- teaching/personal 

matters? 

 Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to curriculum with?  

 Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum?  

 Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s administration?  

 From whom would you expect to find out important decisions about the school? 

 Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral care/ discipline of student’s? 

 Please list below the people in this school who you have direct input into or influence over on 

your teaching.   

 

The style of questions used was influenced by a number of recent studies that all used 

questionnaires as part of their SNA. These included O’Rourke (2001), Kim (2007), Palmer 

(2008), Pitts and Spillane (2009), Warfield (2009). In these studies, all survey questions were 

framed to elicit information regarding influential people in a key area of focus in the target 

school. This was achieved by using questions that could identify directed relations for the 

area of research. Directed relations refer to one actor initiating the relationship and another 

actor receiving (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). For example Palmer (2008) asked the following 

question “To whom do you turn for advice/guidance at this School about improving your 

general pedagogical techniques regardless of which specific curricular/special area you 

teach?”, Warfield (2009) asked “During this school year to whom in your school, have you 

turned for advice about classroom management?” and Pitts and Spillane (2009) asked the 

following question in their study “To whom have you turned for advice or information about 

maths teaching strategies and content?”.   
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To identify the most influential/connected members of staff for each area of focus Actor 

Prestige was used. Prestigious actors are people that are the recipient of a high number of 

directed connections from other people that they don’t initiate. “We define a prestigious 

actor as one who is the object of extensive ties, thus focusing solely on the actor as a 

recipient.” (Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 174). Actor prestige can only be used when 

analysing directed relations. “…one must look at ties directed to an actor to study that actors 

prestige…” (Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 175). 

 

Degree prestige was the measure used to identify actor prestige for each question and it 

was calculated using equation 5.24 in Wasserman and Faust (1994, p. 203) which is: 

 

𝑃𝐷
′ (𝑛𝑖) =

𝑥+𝑖
g − 1

 

 

It is determined by the number of indegree’s (also referred to as connections or ties) that a 

person receives. For each question on the survey respondents were asked to identify other 

members of staff that they sought out for a specific reason or were influenced by. Each time 

a person was selected by another person they received an indegree. The total number of 

indegrees for each person was then divided by the number of survey participants minus the 

receiver (as they were not able to select themselves in the surveys) to give a standardised 

figure. This gives a reading between 0 and 1. The higher the number of indegree’s a person 

received the higher their degree prestige. A degree prestige of 1 would indicate that a 

person has received a connection from every person completing the survey. There was no 

limit on how many people respondents could select when answering questions. The full 

results for the most prestigious actors and degree prestige for each question are shown in 

Tables 4.1, 4.4 and 4.7 in the results section.  

 

The other objective of the survey was to quantify the relational value of each identified 

connection to further help facilitate the selection of people for the interviews. Relational 

value enables the strength of each connection to be established (Scott, 1991: Wasserman & 

Faust, 1994). “Values typically indicate the strength of a relation rather then its mere 

presence.” (Scott, 1991, p. 49). By quantifying the relational value for each connection not 

only would the most connected people be identified but it would also show how often those 
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connections took place. Using Pitts and Spillane (2009) and Wasserman and Faust (1994) 

each question on the survey included a relational value component in it.  

 

For questions 1 – 7 Strength of Connection was used to measure the extent to which staff 

interact with other people. For every connection indicated in participant responses, they 

also had to indicate how often they would interact with that person. Participants could 

indicate yearly, monthly, weekly or daily/almost daily. The higher the Strength of 

Connection a staff member receives, the more often they are consulted by or interact with 

other people in the school for that particular question. For question 8 Degree of Influence 

was used to gauge the direct influence that people have on other staff within the schools. 

For every connection indicated in participant responses, they also had to indicate the level 

of influence or input that each staff member had on their teaching. Participants could 

indicate very high, high, average or minimal. The higher the Degree of Influence a person 

receives, the greater the influence that staff member has over the professional practice of 

specific staff within the school. Table 3.6 provides an example. When answering each 

question there were no limits on how many staff members respondents could choose and 

there was 100% response rate for ratings for each indegree given. 

 
Table 3.6: Example of survey question design 
 
Identify the people in this school that you go to for 

support or advice about teaching related matters? 

How often would you seek advice from this 

person? 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 

daily 

1/     

 

To calculate strength of connection Wasserman and Faust’s (1994, p.142) description of 

Nodes in Valued Graphs was used. Each rating was converted to a figure. Yearly= 1, 

Monthly= 2, Weekly= 3, Daily/almost daily= 4. All ratings were tallied up (for each individual 

receiving an indegree) and the ratings total was divided by the number of indegrees 

received. This gave the average rating value for each person and the result was the strength 

of connection rating. To calculate degree of influence a similar process was followed. Each 

rating was converted to a figure. Minimal= 1, Average= 2, High= 3, Very high= 4. All ratings 

were tallied up and the ratings total was divided by the number of indegrees to give the 

average rating value for each person. The result was the Degree of influence rating. The 



   

79 
 

results for strength of connection and degree of influence can be seen in the results section 

in Tables 4.1, 4.4 and 4.7. Where two or more people received the same degree prestige 

there actor prestige ranking was then determined by their strength of connection or degree 

of influence (please refer to the results section). 

 

3.5.6 Pilot Survey and Network Analysis 

 

Prior to conducting the surveys and SNA a pilot study was completed at the principal 

researcher’s school as it is common to trial questionnaires on a small group before it is used 

in research (Walliman, 2010). The pilot survey and SNA enabled the principal researcher: 

 

 To have a run through of the survey and practice conducting it in a real setting. 

 To identify any problems with the questions on the survey. 

 To seek feedback on the construction of the survey questions. 

 To identify any difficulties with the survey structure and the use of relational values 

with the questions.  

 To become familiar with the software package used to conduct the SNA. 

 To use the feedback and trial run to make any necessary modifications to the survey 

questions and SNA prior to starting the research. 

 To become familiar with the time needed to conduct the surveys and complete the 

SNA 

 

The pilot study proved successful and there was no change to the survey questions, 

structure or software package used. 

 

3.5.7 Survey Implementation and Analysis 

 

Each school participating in the research was studied independently and therefore each 

school network was analysed as a separate ‘One-mode’ ‘Complete Network’. One-mode 

networks contain a single set of actors (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). “The number of modes 

in a network refers to the number of distinct kinds of social entities in the network.” 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994, p. 35). Complete networks are networks limited by a boundary 

and focus on the ties amongst actors within those boundaries (Knoke & Yang, 2008). In this 
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research the schools were the boundaries and the teaching and principal class staff 

members represented the actors.   

 

The surveys were conducted on site at each of the three schools on a date that was agreed 

to by the principal researcher and the school principal. For each of the three schools the 

date agreed on to do the network analysis was a general staff meeting in which all available 

school staff were expected to attend. At each staff meeting in which the survey was 

conducted, staff were given a brief ten minute overview of the research. This consisted of a 

Power-point presentation and explanation of the research intentions, how the research 

would be used and other relevant information. Staff were then given instructions on how to 

complete the surveys. All teaching staff members (including principal class) in attendance 

were invited to complete the survey. All staff members who completed the surveys, signed 

consent forms. There was no time limit on how long staff had to complete the surveys. All 

surveys were completed in hard copy. The completed surveys where then collected and 

taken away for analysis. Table 3.7 outlines the staff completion rates for the surveys in each 

school.  

 

Table 3.7: Staff Survey Completion rates 
 

SCHOOL *Number of Principal 

and Teaching staff 

Number of Principal and 

Teaching Staff who 

completed Surveys 

Completion rates 

% 

School A  97 61 62.88 

School B  66 40 60.60 

School C  72 37 51.38 

*Please note that this number includes both full and part-time staff. As a result part-time staff that did not 

work on the day the surveys were completed did not complete the survey. 

 

The response rates were lower than the typical expectation of 75 per cent or greater 

response rate (De Brún & McAuliffe, 2018), but within error limits beyond which 

trustworthiness becomes problematic (Borgatti, Carley & Krackhardt, 2006). Importantly, 

the social networks for this study are used to construct a representation of reality and to 

identify key interviewees, rather than as a completely accurate map of connections as is 

typically aimed for in social network research. Together with the interview data, the 
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response rates are sufficient to provide a trustworthy representation of leadership 

distribution in successful schools.  

The initial survey data for each question was entered into an excel spreadsheet, with one 

spreadsheet being used for each question. This process was repeated for each school. The 

excel data sheets were then transferred and entered into a program called UCINET 6. 

UCINET 6 works in conjunction with a software program called Netdraw. UCINET 6 is a 

specialised software package that translates numerical data into code and this code is then 

used by Netdraw, which is a network visualization tool, to produce visual maps that can 

identify connected individuals in networks. (Borgatti, Everett & Freeman, 2002). 

 

Through UCINET 6 and Netdraw, a network map was created for each question. This was 

repeated for each school.  UCINET 6 was decided as the software package due to its 

popularity and ease of use for beginners. As Scott (1996, p. 214) writes “Its authors, Stephen 

Borgatti, Martin Everett and Linton Freeman, are to be congratulated for producing what is, 

to my mind, the best of the three programs under review and the one that is most 

accessible for the novice”. Table 3.8 below shows one question related to general teaching 

and Figure 3.1 is the resultant network map for one school showing, for that question, 

indicating the most connected people for that question in relation to that school.    

 

Table 3.8: Survey Question Examples  Network Map Examples 
 
 Identify the people in this school that you go to for 

support or advice about teaching related matters? 

How often would you seek advice from this 

person? 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 

daily 

1/     
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Figure 3.1: Example Network Map for survey question in Table 3.8 

 

From the initial network maps produced by UCINET 6 and Netdraw an interim report was 

prepared for each school that outlined the most connected people in their school for each 

question. The principal researcher presented the report to the school principal in person. A 

copy of all three reports are included in the appendices.   

 

3.5.8 Selection of Interview participants 

 

The key focus of the surveys was to identify suitable participants for the interviews. The 

selection of people for interviews involved three components. Firstly, actor prestige across 

all 8 questions was analysed to ascertain the top 20 most connected members of each 

school overall. To identify the top 20 most connected members, the total number of 

connections from all 8 survey questions was totalled for each person to determine the most 

connected people. For example, the 1st ranked person in each school received the most 

connections for all questions. This was done for each school to rank the top 20 most 

connected people. 

 

Secondly, actor prestige and relational value in five of the eight survey questions was then 

analysed. These five questions were seen as key questions that would identify the most 

connected people for key leadership areas within the schools, irrespective of role. The 
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questions used were 1,2,3,7 and 8. Questions 1, 2, 3 & 7 were all structured to see who staff 

consciously sought out for advice, support, ideas or information relating to a specific area of 

leadership in the school. Question 1 focused on identifying connected people who provide 

advice or support for teaching related matters, question 2 looked at connected people for 

advice or support for non-teaching related matters, question 3 focused on  connected 

people for curriculum; and question 7 was seeking to identify connected people for student 

wellbeing. Question 8 identified those people who had influence and input into the teaching 

of others.   

 

Three questions were not included in the final analysis to identify the interview participants 

and these were 4, 5 and 6. All three questions were excluded because they were only 

concerned with the passing on of information and did not fit the criteria discussed earlier in 

3.5.5 survey design of directed relations which is when people deliberately seek out other 

people for advice or information and, therefore, would not provide relevant information 

into people who were well connected for advice which was a key focus of the social network 

analysis. Question 4 was designed to identify the key staff who communicated information 

relating to curriculum to others irrespective of whether people had asked for the 

information or not. Question 5 & 6 refer to the administration of the school and also related 

to the passing on of information. As will be seen in the analysis of these two questions for all 

schools, the Principal Class team clearly had the highest number of connections overall and 

were key people involved with this role. This is a positive indicator as a key role of Principal 

Class members in most schools is in administration. As the research is focussed on well-

connected people who are sought out for advice in a number of areas, excluding these 

questions, which is focussed on the work of the principal class, allows identification and 

analysis of connected people in the school in relation to key areas of leadership.   

 

The third component in selecting the interview participants was ensuring that those 

identified as well-connected, and asked to participate in the interviews, came from a range 

of roles and responsibility levels to further enhance the results.  This was decided upon by 

the principle researcher and his supervisor. The results section outlines the selection of the 

interview participants for each school. A total of 26 people across all three schools (9 from 

school A, 9 from School B and 8 from School C) were invited to participate in the interviews 

and all accepted and participated in the interviews.  
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3.6 Semi-Structured Interviews 

 

After the network analysis was completed interviews were conducted in the same term with 

people identified as being well-connected in each school in a number of predetermined key 

areas. A total of 27 people across the three schools took part in the interviews. Interviews 

were used as they have the advantage of supplying large amounts of in-depth information 

quickly. They have the ability to give insight into the perspectives of participants and they 

allow immediate follow up to clarify participant responses (Ary et al., 2006). 

 

The interview is one of the most widely used methods for obtaining qualitative 

data. Interviews are used to gather data on subject’s opinions, beliefs and 

feelings about the situation in their own words. Interviews provide information 

that cannot be obtained through observation, or they can be used to verify the 

observation. 

(Ary et al., 2006, p. 480). 

 

Semi-structured interviews were the style of interview used for this component of the 

research. Semi-structured interviews provide an effective way to build an understanding of 

the complex issues of people, including their perspectives, expectations, and assumptions 

(Vaughn & Turner, 2016). While most of the questions for a semi-structured interview are 

pre-determined, semi-structured interviews give some flexibility in the direction that 

interviews can take and allow the interviewer to ask participants to clarify or expand on 

their answers (Ary et al., 2006; Slavin, 1992). They enable the rationale of the research to be 

explained in clearer terms for participants and therefore permit clarification for any 

questions that participants may have. Finally, unlike structured interviews, semi-structured 

interviews allow participants to give clarity and meaning to their responses to the questions 

asked. “Semi-structured interviews…..are well suited for the exploration of the perceptions 

and opinions of respondents regarding complex and sometimes sensitive issues and enable 

probing for more information and clarification of answers.” (Barriball & While, 1994, p. 330).  

 

3.6.1 Interview Design 
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A list of open-ended questions aimed at eliciting responses that would provide data on the 

focus of the research was created. Open ended questions were used as they give 

participants latitude in their answers and enable them to put forward responses that are 

relevant and representative of their understandings of the phenomenon (Lancy, 1993).  The 

interview questions were the same for each participant in the study irrespective of their role 

and were attempting to gain insight regarding three areas; school success, leadership and 

distributed leadership.   The full list of interview questions are listed below in Table 3.9: 

 

Table 3.9: Interview Questions 
 

Introductory Questions 

1. How long have you taught at this school 

2. How long have you been in your current position? 

3. What are the key responsibilities in your current position in the school? 

4. Can you briefly outline your career to date? 

 

School Success 

Your school is regarded as a successful school. I want to ask you several questions about this 

success. 

1. How do you describe the key aspects of success in this school? 

2. In your opinion, what accounts for the success in this school? 

3. What has been your contribution to the success of the school? How do you know? 

How have you acted to bring about success? 

  

Leadership  

You have been identified as a leader in the school. I want to ask you several questions about 

your leadership. 

1. Can you tell me about your work as a leader? 

2. Why would you be identified as a leader within the school? 

3. Can you give me an example of a successful aspect of your leadership? 

4. Who else provides leadership in the school? What kinds of leadership do they 

provide and how does this relate to your role? 
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Distributed Leadership 

1. How is leadership distributed in this school? 

2. Does this pattern of distributed leadership contribute to the success of the school? If 

yes, can you explain how? If no, can you explain why? 

3. What has helped or hindered the distribution of leadership in this school? 

4. Can you tell me how the current leadership structure came about and who were the 

people involved in the process? 

5. Do you see any areas where this process can be improved in the future? 

 

The introductory questions were aimed at gaining preliminary information regarding each 

participant. The next three sections (school success; leadership; distributed leadership) were 

seeking to provide information in three areas. Firstly, to provide examples and uncover 

contributing factors to success, leadership and distributed leadership amongst the schools. 

Secondly, to investigate any contextual factors that are relevant to success, leadership and 

distributed leadership in and across the schools and thirdly, to identify patterns related to 

success, leadership and distributed leadership amongst successful schools.  

 

3.6.2 Pilot Interview 

 

Prior to commencing the interviews, a trial interview was undertaken with an assistant 

principal in a Victorian Secondary Government school. Trial interview’s enables researchers 

to reflect upon their practice and identify areas that can be improved in interview technique 

as well as gauging the effectiveness of the style and order of questions (Mason, 1996). This 

was also the researcher’s first experience with interviewing so it was deemed important to 

have experienced the procedure before starting the interviews.  The trial interview enabled 

the researcher to: 

 

 Experience the interview process. 

 To seek feedback from the assistant principal in the pilot interview on the questions 

asked. 

 To practice audio recording and note taking during the interview. 

 To identify any problems with the progression of the interview. 
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 To make modifications if needed to the questions and interview procedures based 

on the responses given and direct feedback from the participant. 

 Gain an understanding of the time needed to conduct the interview. 

 

Overall, the pilot interview was successful. The researcher gained valuable experience in 

interviewing and the responses given had great depth highlighting the relevance of the 

questions. There was no change to the questions or their sequence.   

 

3.7 Thematic Analysis   

 

Thematic analysis was the method used to examine the interview transcripts and “is a 

process for encoding qualitative information.” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. vi). It has been used across 

a range of different areas including sociology, psychology, literature, art, history, 

mathematics and cultural anthropology (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006; Guest, 

Macqueen & Namey, 2012) and is one of the most common methods used in researching 

qualitative data (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012). Many authors suggest that it is not 

solely a single separate method but rather a technique that can be used to assist 

researchers across a range of research areas (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun & Clarke 2006; Guest, 

Macqueen & Namey 2012). In comparison to other research methods it is not bound to any 

pre-existing theoretical framework and therefore can be used within a number of different 

research structures and can be used to achieve a range of outcomes depending on the 

analysis being undertaken (Braun & Clarke, 2006). It is a process that is used to code 

qualitative information and is focused on the identification of themes from both implicit and 

explicit ideas in data (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012). 

 

Thematic analysis…is a common general approach to analyzing qualitative data 

that does not rely on the specialized procedures of other means of analysis such 

as grounded theory methodology, discourse analysis, and semiotic analysis. In 

this exploratory approach, the analyst codes (marks or indexes) sections of a text 

(e.g., a transcript, field notes, and documents) according to whether they appear 

to contribute to emerging themes.                                   

   (Schwandt, 2007, p. 291)  
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3.7.1 Developing Themes and Codes 

 

The thematic analysis of the interview transcripts used an inductive approach and was 

aimed at the development of codes from the data, which would then form the basis on 

which themes would be established. “Inductive analysis means that the patterns, themes, 

and categories of analysis come from the data; they emerge out of the data rather than 

being imposed on them prior to data collection and analysis” (Patton, 1980, p. 306).  

 

The codes created are constructed from raw information that is broken down into smaller, 

more manageable units and allow researchers to ‘make sense of the data’ (Guest, 

Macqueen & Namey, 2012; Schwandt, 2007) These units are named and then applied to raw 

data as points of reference for further analysis (Boyatzis, 1998; Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 

2012).  “the unit of coding is the most basic segment, or element, of the raw data or 

information that can be assessed in a meaningful way regarding the phenomenon” (Boyatzis 

1998, p. 63). Coding requires the researcher to constantly compare and contrast the various 

units of data and then to categorise them and it is the identified codes that ultimately 

determine the scope of the inquiry into the research (Schwandt, 2007). The codes that 

emerge then define the code book. The codebook contains all units of code developed for 

the research and it is the codebook that forms the basis for further investigation and the 

pinpointing of themes. (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012). 

 

A theme is “a phrase or sentence that identifies what a unit of data is about and/or what it 

means” (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012, p. 65). Themes highlight important aspects of 

the data in relation to the research and represent “some level of patterned response or 

meaning within the data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 82). They are identified patterns 

across data sets that are necessary to explain a particular phenomenon associated with a 

specific research question (Daly, Kellehear & Gliksman, 1997). In identifying themes from 

the data there is no set rule as to what constitutes a theme or how prevalent the theme 

must be in the raw data to be identified as a theme. Ideally, themes will be identified a 

number of times within the data, however, a theme that is identified more times than 

another doesn’t necessarily  make it more important, as the identification of themes is 

dependent on the researcher, the style of code development used and the aims of the 

research. (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  “the ‘keyness’ of a theme is not necessarily dependent on 
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quantifiable measures – but rather on whether it captures something important in relation 

to the overall research question.’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 82).  

 

3.7.2 Interview Implementation and Analysis  

 

All interview participants gave written consent prior to participation in the interviews. All 

interviews were conducted on site at each participant’s school. The interviews for each 

school were done over two consecutive days and each interview took between 45mins and 

90mins to complete. All interviews were audio-taped with supplemental notes taken during 

the interview. At the completion of each interview the audio-tape was fully transcribed, by a 

private transcription company. Each transcription was then verified against the original 

audio-tape to correct any mistakes and ensure the authenticity of the transcription. Each 

finalised transcription was ‘member checked’. Each interview participant was given a copy of 

their finalised transcription and was then able to amend, withdraw or qualify any of the 

interview transcription. Interview participants returned their transcriptions with any 

amendments written on it and signed off on the transcription. The transcriptions were then 

ready for analysis.  

 

3.7.3 Code and Theme development 

 

The analysis was completed manually. Manuel thematic analysis can facilitate deeper 

understanding of content which can enhance code and theme reliability and validity 

(Boyatzis, 1998). It was also inductive in approach as it involved working directly from the 

data. The themes and codes developed were not based on any prior studies and were not 

trying to fit with any pre-existing coding frameworks (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  

 

 Working directly from the raw information enhances appreciation of the 

information, in addition to eliminating intermediaries as potentially 

contaminating factors. With a complete view of the information available, the 

researcher can appreciate gross (i.e easily evident) and intricate (difficult-to-

discern) aspects of the information. 

 (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 30).  
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The process used to conduct the analysis was adapted from the work of Boyatzis (1998), 

Braun & Clarke (2006), and Guest, Macqueen & Namey (2012) and it involved the following 

stages: 

 

3.7.3a Preparation for analysis 

 

Microsoft Excel was used to store all transcribed text from the interviews. A separate Excel 

spreadsheet was created for each question with each participant’s transcription entered 

into the relevant spreadsheet. This process was repeated for each school so that the data 

for each question, from each school, was in the same spreadsheet.  

 

The text for each interview was then segmented, with each segment being separated into a 

different cell on the spreadsheet. Raw information or data must be easy to review and 

segmenting enables this (Boyatzis, 1998). Segmentation is a widely used process in thematic 

analysis. It is a technique that allows the researcher to assess and document data and it aids 

in the development and exploration of themes (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012). 

“…segmentation is a vital applied thematic analysis mapping tool that must be used skilfully 

and thoughtfully“ (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012, p. 50). Each segment represented 

when the interview participant had a break in conversation, was stating a new point or had 

changed their focus in the conversation. Finally, columns were used in the spreadsheets to 

facilitate the analysis.  

 

This stage also involved becoming familiar with data. This was achieved by ‘immersing’ with 

the text and reading through each interview in the transcription process and prior to 

commencing the analysis, as well as reading different segments at various stages while the 

analysis was being conducted.   

 

Immersion usually involves “repeated reading‟ of the data, and reading the data 

in an active way - searching for meanings, patterns and so on. It is ideal to read 

through the entire data set at least once before you begin your coding, as your 

ideas, identification of possible patterns will be shaped as you read through. 

        (Braun & Clarke 2006, p. 87).   
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Table 3.10 shows an example of text that has been segmented and entered into excel. The 

left hand column is the teacher code. 

 

Table 3.10:  Initial Data Entry 
  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.7.3b Identify preliminary themes 

 

To identify preliminary themes the raw information or data was ‘reduced’. “Data reduction 

is a form of analysis that sharpens, sorts, focuses, discards, and organizes data in such a way 

that “final” conclusions can be drawn and verified” (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012, p. 

129). Each segment of text was summarised or paraphrased into separate identifiable 

indicators or components relevant to the question being asked and each summarised or 

paraphrased indicator was then entered into the summary indicator column. These 

summary indicators would lay the foundation on which the codes and themes would later 

be identified. Reducing the raw data enables the researcher to become familiar with the raw 

information. “Through these processes, you are entering the information into your 

unconscious, as well as consciously processing the information” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 45). 

Table 3.11 below shows the two segments of text presented earlier in Table 3.10 that have 

been reduced. They are person FAD’s response to question 3 of the interview which was 

“What are the key responsibilities in your current position in the school?”. The two segments 

have been reduced into 7 summary indicators. This process was repeated for all responses 

to each question in all interviews.    

 

Table 3.11: Summary of Text Segment 
 

Code KEY RESPONSIBILITIES

FAD

FAD

FAD

FAD

FAD

FAD

FAD

Personal  management, subject a l locations , resource 

management in conjunction with the lab tech …

Budget, advertis ing, and making sure science is  

prosperous  and successful .  And a lso I  have a  

partnership role to my job which is  l ia is ing with 

other insti tutions  and outs ide of the school  

community.
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3.7.3c  Generating codes  

 

The identification of codes was guided by Boyatzis (1998), Braun and Clarke (2006) and 

Guest, Macqueen & Namey (2012).  

Codebook development is a discrete analysis step where the observed meaning 

in the text is systematically sorted into categories, types, and relationships of 

meaning. The text is reread and analysed via segmenting and coding into these 

categories, types and relationships 

         (Guest, Macqueen & Namey, 2012, p. 52).  

 

Codes were developed from analysis of the summary indicators. All summary indicators 

were analysed and given full and equal attention to identify interesting and relevant 

information and where appropriate a code that was relevant for each summary indicator 

was created. The codes developed from the summary indicators identified a feature of the 

data that was representative of key information relevant to the responses for each 

question, such as a relationship, or it reliably reflected what the person had said, was 

referring to or was implying within their segmented transcripts. (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

When identifying codes “the unit of coding must be chosen to provide sufficient opportunity 

for a “codable moment” within the type of raw information” (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 65). Each 

time a new code was developed, the code was saved in the code column and this list was 

constantly referred to and updated as all summary indicators were analysed.  

 

The labelling of the codes was done ‘inclusively’ to enable where appropriate the 

surrounding data to be kept to ensure that no context was lost in the analysis and the codes 

had to be specific to what the question was asking.  Also, there was focus on coding for as 

Code KEY RESPONSIBILITIES Summary Indicator

FAD          Personal  management 

FAD          Subject a l locations

FAD          Resource management in 

conjunction with the lab tech.

FAD          Budget 

FAD          Advertis ing

FAD          Ensuring science is  prosperous  

and successful

FAD          Partnership role which 

included l ia is ing with other 

insti tutions  and outs ide the 

school  community

Personal  management, subject a l locations , resource 

management in conjunction with the lab tech …

Budget, advertis ing, and making sure science is  

prosperous  and successful .  And a lso I  have a  

partnership role to my job which is  l ia is ing with 

other insti tutions  and outs ide of the school  

community.
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many potential themes as possible. Furthermore, where appropriate each summary 

indicator was coded as many times as was relevant as Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 89) state 

“you can code individual extracts of data in as many different “themes‟ as they fit into - so 

an extract may be uncoded, coded once, or coded many times, as relevant.”. The creation of 

the code label was guided by Guest, Macqueen and Namey (2012, p. 53) which emphasises 

that the code should be a short description “that helps the coder quickly distinguish codes 

from each other”. The development of codes enabled the data to be organised into 

meaningful groups for further analysis of themes. The finalising of the list of codes (also 

referred to as codebook) was the last step before starting to analyse for themes. All codes 

were able to be matched with data extracts and this was a key reason for the use of excel in 

the analysis as it enabled cross-referencing of codes and the data. “You may initially identify 

the codes, and then match them up with data extracts that demonstrate that code, but it is 

important in this phase to ensure that all actual data extracts are coded, and then collated 

together within each code.”(Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 89).  

 

Table 3.12 below shows code development for the summary indicators outlined earlier in 

Table 3.11.   

 

Table 3.12: Code Development 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.7.3d Identification of themes  

 

Theme identification was based on the process outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006) and 

Boyatzis (1998). Firstly, each question was analysed individually with a separate excel 

spreadsheet used for each question. All codes for a question were inputted into the relevant 

spread sheet. The codes were then continuously re-read and grouped together to review for 

Code KEY RESPONSIBILITIES Summary Indicator Code META- Code 

FAD          Personal  management Staff Management Staff Management

FAD          Subject a l locations Student management Student management 

FAD          Resource management in 

conjunction with the lab tech.

Resource Management School  Management 

FAD          Budget General  School  Management School  Management 

FAD          Advertis ing General  School  Management School  Management 

FAD          Ensuring science is  prosperous  

and successful

Curriculum Des ign, Development and 

implementation

CURRICULUM implementation 

FAD          Partnership role which 

included l ia is ing with other 

insti tutions  and outs ide the 

school  community

Working and deal ing with tertiary 

and other insti tutions/sector

Working with KEY STAKEHOLDERS

Personal  management, subject a l locations , resource 

management in conjunction with the lab tech …

 Budget, advertis ing, and making sure science is  

prosperous  and successful .  And a lso I  have a  

partnership role to my job which is  l ia is ing with 

other insti tutions  and outs ide of the school  

community.
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initial themes. According to Braun and Clark (2006, p. 89) in this initial step “… you are 

starting to analyse your codes, and consider how different codes may combine to form an 

overarching theme”. While reading and grouping the codes there was a focus on 

establishing relationships between codes and grouping those with similar characteristics in 

reference to the question being asked.   

 

The second stage involved reviewing and naming the identified themes. The themes 

identified and listed were re-read and cross referenced against the coded data for 

validation. The review also involved critiquing codes linked with a theme, to ensure that 

they showed a recognizable pattern relating to the identified theme. “Data within themes 

should cohere together meaningfully, while there should be clear and identifiable 

distinctions between themes.”(Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 91). After the themes were 

reviewed they were labelled with a relevant name that correlated with the context of the 

question being asked. It was also in the review where main themes and sub themes were 

distinguished and themes that could not be validated with cross reference to the data 

where either removed or changed.  Main themes were the over-arching themes for a 

particular topic while sub-themes were smaller themes that main themes were comprised 

of. “Some initial codes may go on to form main themes, whereas others may form sub-

themes, and others still may be discarded” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 90). Finally, after the 

themes had been finalised there was a matching of data extracts to the themes so that 

quotes could be used in the results as evidence to validate and confirm the themes. The 

following extract from the results shows the themes identified from the analysis of the 

question looking at leadership practice and outlines the identification of a main theme 

“Display professionalism and rectitude”, with the subthemes listed after it and the provision 

of a quote to confirm the theme identified:   

 

Display professionalism and rectitude was the only practice of leader’s work that 

had very high indication, with all but 4 participants indicating it. This part of their 

work included practices such as completion of professional duties (A3,5-8; B2-4; 

C1-2,5,7), acting honestly and working from a position of moral purpose (A5-6,8; 

B8; C6-8), holding staff accountable (C2,5-7), working and maintaining high 

professional standards at all times (A1,3,5,8-9; B3,5,8; C6-8), valuing and trusting 

people(B3,7), maintaining a positive attitude (A1,5; B1) and being a role model 
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for staff and students (A1,3,5,9; C6).  The following is an articulate description of 

acting honestly by a leading teacher in school B:  

 

But, I like to be upfront and honest.  Then at least people can come on board or 

not but I know where I stand and they know what I’m saying and I can't be a 

leader if I'm pretending I’m not asking you. I'm selling an idea but it doesn't 

involve work for you. So, I like to always tell people if I have an idea what it 

means for them. How is this idea about curiosity that were talking about at the 

school is going to affect you in the classroom when you're teaching PE, when 

you're teaching art? You know and I try to bring on people like that. And for that 

reason I think people respect me. They may not like the message I’m delivering, 

but nothing is ever personalised. (B8) 

 

3.8 Ethics 

 

The key principle of conducting ethical research is to “cause no harm, and if possible, to 

produce some gain for the participants in the project and wider field” (Walliman, 2010, p. 

48). All researchers should be looking to conduct studies that are focused on using ethical 

practice that treats all participants with respect, honesty and sensitivity (Alvesson, 2011; 

Boyatzis, 1998; Mason, 1996; Walliman, 2010). It is imperative to ensure that data collection 

is done responsibly and with integrity so that the rights and wellbeing of participants is 

safeguarded.  As Alvesson (2011, p. 147) states “researchers should have a lot of respect for 

those being studied” and Walliman (2010, p.42) writes “We cannot trust the results of a 

research project if we suspect that the researchers may not have acted with integrity” 

Mason (1996), Boyatzis (1998), Walliman (2010) and Alvesson (2011) describe four main 

components to ethical research involving people and these include ensuring: 

 

 informed consent  

 confidentiality is protected  

 anonymity is maintained  

 truthful reporting  

 

This research was guided by these principles and in accordance with the University of 

Melbourne ethics procedures. Before conducting the research ethics approval was given by 



   

96 
 

the University of Melbourne and also the Department of Education and Early Childhood 

Development (DEECD). Following initial consultation with the three schools, plain language 

statements explaining the research and procedures involved were sent to and signed off by 

each school’s principal.   

 

For both the survey and interviews participants were given a plain language statement 

explaining the study design and processes involved in the research. Confidentiality and 

anonymity were explained and it was also made clear that the surveys and interviews were 

voluntary and that participants were able to withdraw at any stage. For the interviews 

written permission was obtained from each person to be audio recorded. After the 

interviews were completed and transcribed each participant was able to ‘member check’ 

their transcription and delete, explain or add anything they wanted to. These transcriptions 

were then signed off on by each participant. For all data, pseudonyms were used for the 

schools and all participants. During the research all participants were given the researcher’s 

contact details and the names and university contact details of the supervisor. There was a 

genuine effort by the researcher to treat participants with due ethical consideration and the 

information they provided. 

 

3.9 Rigour and Trustworthiness 

 

The intention from the beginning of this study was to produce an authentic piece of 

research that addressed both rigour and trustworthiness through the careful application of 

appropriate research methods. This was achieved through the selection of the data 

collection and analysis methods. O’leary (2004, p.61) writes “Authenticity indicates that 

while the links between conceptual frameworks, questions, and findings may not lead to a 

single valid truth; rigour and reflexive practice has assured that conclusions are justified, 

credible, and trustworthy”. The following strategies were used to assure rigour and 

trustworthiness: 

 

• The research study was conceptualised from a clear understanding of current theory 

and research regarding successful schools and school leadership, distributed 

leadership and school networks. 

• A pilot Social network analysis was undertaken to ensure the researchers ability to use 

the software package and to ensure that the survey questions were appropriate.  
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• Each social network analysis was carried out using the same methodological process 

and software package to ensure consistency. 

• The surveys were conducted using the same starting introduction and instructions, 

and the choice of words used in their administration was consistent across all schools. 

• A pilot interview was conducted to clarify both the interview questions and processes 

prior to conducting the research. 

• All interviews were audio recorded, transcribed and checked against the researcher’s 

notes for accuracy. 

• All interview transcriptions were Member checked by individual participants to ensure 

accuracy of the interview transcripts and to enable participants to add, delete or 

clarify anything in their transcription.  

• A consistent approach to all interviews was maintained by the principal researcher 

across all sites. The principal researcher conducted all interviews. All interviews were 

done at each school during the normal school day. All interviewees were given time 

release to attend the interviews. All interviews were conducted using the same 

question structure and sequence of words at the start and end of each interview. 

• A consistent approach to the thematic analysis of the interviews was used. Each 

interview transcription was segmented and the process to identify themes and codes 

was documented and applied consistently. 

• Triangulation refers to “using more than one source of data to confirm the 

authenticity of each source” (O’leary, 2004, p. 51). It is considered a useful way of 

producing results that are reliable and able to be validated through different means 

(Donley & Grauerholz, 2012). Triangulation was achieved by the use of different data 

sources including the social network analysis, the interview transcripts and also data 

obtained from government departments. Together these data sources enabled a 

coherent analysis of the research and its findings to be conducted. 

• The research design, data collection and analysis methods have been fully explicated 

and referenced against current research practice and are therefore auditable and 

reproducible (O’Leary, 2004) 

 

3.10 Delimitations & Limitations 
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The research had some key delimitations. “Delimitations refer to the scope of the study and 

are usually imposed by the researcher” (Thomas & Nelson, 1996, p.57). The delimitations of 

this research are that it is a study that is investigating social networks and distributed 

leadership in three Victorian Public Secondary schools deemed to be successful. The schools 

may not be representative of other systems of education such as the Catholic and 

independent systems. The instrument design including research questions, survey 

questionnaire and interview questions would also have been a delimiting factor as they are 

guided by the understandings of the researcher and are reliant on the perceptions of those 

undertaking them. However the objective of the research was to obtain in-depth 

understandings of social networks and distributed leadership amongst higher achieving 

schools through survey and interview data, and the ‘boundaries’ in the research facilitated  

effective data collection and analysis and maximised the effectiveness of the study.  

 

There were limitations in the research conducted for this study. “limitations are possible 

shortcomings or influences that either cannot be controlled or are the result of the 

delimitations imposed by the investigator“ (Thomas & Nelson, 1996, p.57). A key limitation 

was the time taken to complete the research. The research required three visits to each of 

the schools involved and there was also a significant amount of time involved in the analysis 

of the data corpus for both the network analysis and the thematic analysis.  Another key 

limitation was the choice to use both the survey and semi-structured interviews. While both 

these methods are effective research instruments the results of both were still based on the 

perceptions of the subjects involved in the study, and while the research design was aimed 

at limiting the influence of this effect, bias cannot always be totally mitigated. Another key 

limitation was that of the researcher’s ability to conduct the research. This was the 

researchers first time at conducting this type of research and this may have had an impact 

on the findings in the study. Lastly, Projecting can be a problem in thematic analysis as “with 

ambigious qualitative information, there is more opportunity for the invitation to projection 

from the researcher than in most other types of research”. (Boyatzis, 1998, p.13). While a 

documented process was used to identify themes from the research and negate projection 

from the researcher, projection cannot be ruled out as having influenced the results in some 

way.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

4.1 Introduction  

 

This chapter reports the findings obtained from both the social network analysis of the 

survey questions and the thematic analysis of the semi-structured interviews. 

4.2 Network Analysis  

To conduct the network analysis a school relationships survey was conducted at the three 

schools participating in the study. The methodology describes in detail the design and 

implementation of the survey.  

The results of the network analysis for each school have been completed individually.  There 

were three reasons for this. Firstly, this would enable a school report to be produced for the 

principals of each school to use to garner information on their leadership structure, leaders 

and school connections (a copy of each school report is included in the appendices). 

Secondly, the individual results enable the identification of the most connected people in 

each of the schools. This information was used to finalise the list of interview participants 

for the study. Thirdly, the results of each individual school would enable comparisons to be 

made between schools to identify any patterns related to connectedness, influence, 

distributed leadership and school leadership structure. For each school there were three 

levels of analysis completed. 

4.2.1 Individual Question Analysis  

There is an individual analysis of each question using Social Network Analysis. The analysis 

of each question provides insight into leadership connections, connected people that play 

central roles in the school irrespective of role or title and information relating to distributed 

leadership and leadership structure.  

For each school’s individual question analysis a meta-table has been included that displays 

the results for each question including; the top 20 people with the highest Degree Prestige 

ranked from 1 – 20, each top ranked person’s survey number, their interview number (if 

appropriate) and the total amount of ties they have received.  For questions 1 to 7 the table 

shows the total strength of connection for all ties and the average strength of connection. 
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For Question 8 the table shows the total degree of influence and the average degree of 

influence.  

4.2.2 Overall Findings Individual Question Analysis  

There has been a summary of findings from the individual question analysis for further 

discussion and the implications this has for the distribution of leadership within each school.  

 

4.2.3  Selection of interview Participants 

For each school there were two further analyses completed to select interview participants. 

Firstly, the top 20 ranked members of staff overall are identified and discussed and 

secondly, there is further analysis of the 5 key questions that were used to identify the 

interview participants. 

4.3 School A - Results 

 

4.3.1 Individual Question Analysis 

The results for all questions for School A are presented in Table 4.1. For each question the 

findings in relation to Degree Prestige and Strength of Connection or Degree of Influence 

are reported below.   
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Table 4.1: School A - Overview of Results – All Questions 

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

1 79 A1 15 39 2.60 9 A6 12 28 2.33 44 A7 17 43 2.53 4 16 34 2.12

2 44 A7 14 44 3.14 62 11 30 2.72 79 A1 15 35 2.33 79 A1 15 33 2.20

3 4 13 33 2.53 32 10 20 2.00 49 A5 10 25 2.50 16 14 29 2.07

4 22 12 25 2.08 2 A8 9 18 2.00 37 A4 10 24 2.40 44 13 36 2.77

5 37 A4 11 31 2.81 68 7 22 3.14 16 9 18 2.00 37 A4 13 32 2.46

6 9 A6 11 26 2.36 18 7 19 2.71 20 8 20 2.50 9 A6 11 25 2.27

7 20 10 28 2.80 17 6 16 2.66 22 8 15 1.87 2 A8 10 22 2.20

8 49 A5 10 27 2.70 49 A5 6 16 2.66 2 A8 8 14 1.75 22 10 22 2.20

9 2 A8 10 21 2.10 54 5 16 3.20 61 7 19 2.71 49 A5 7 19 2.71

10 61 8 22 2.75 8 5 15 3.00 9 A6 7 14 2.00 20 7 16 2.28

11 68 8 21 2.62 61 5 15 3.00 32 6 12 2.00 68 5 13 2.60

12 74 A2 8 21 2.62 26 A9 5 14 2.80 75 5 14 2.40 61 5 11 2.20

13 29 8 17 2.12 14 4 15 3.75 4 5 12 2.40 72 4 11 2.75

14 62 7 23 3.28 47 4 15 3.75 36 5 12 2.40 25 4 9 2.25

15 8 7 20 2.85 55 4 13 3.25 53 5 12 2.40 32 4 7 1.75

16 16 7 20 2.85 4 4 12 3.00 11 4 14 3.50 53 3 9 3.00

17 50 A3 7 19 2.71 30 4 12 3.00 13 4 14 3.50 74 A2 3 7 2.33

18 26 A9 7 18 2.57 36 4 12 3.00 8 4 13 3.25 8 2 6 3.00

19 47 6 19 3.16 3 4 10 2.50 47 4 13 3.25 64 2 5 2.50

20 3 5 6 1.20 27 4 8 2.00 55 4 12 3.00 63 2 4 2.00

A1 A2 A3

A2 A3 A7

A3 A9 A9

A4

A7

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Influence 

 (Total)

Influence 

(Average)

1 9 A6 42 97 2.31 2 A8 50 124 2.48 26 A9 30 65.5 2.18 44 A7 12 32 2.66

2 2 A8 26 58 2.23 9 A6 44 112 2.55 74 A2 25 49 1.96 79 A1 10 25 2.50

3 49 A5 24 60 2.50 49 A5 35 90 2.57 50 A3 24 48 2.00 13 6 16 2.66

4 62 22 56 2.54 4 26 69 2.65 3 18 36 2.00 22 6 14 2.33

5 4 18 41 2.27 62 8 29 3.62 67 18 35 1.94 61 6 14 2.33

6 68 15 33 2.20 68 7 23 3.29 17 17 35 2.06 82 5 16 3.20

7 26 A9 5 15 3.00 26 A9 6 15 2.50 49 A5 10 25 2.50 57 5 15 3.00

8 72 3 8 2.67 44 A7 5 14 2.80 30 9 20 2.22 74 A2 5 15 3.00

9 67 3 6 2.00 50 A3 5 13 2.60 29 8 22 2.75 8 5 14 2.80

10 74 A2 3 6 2.00 37 A4 5 9 1.80 55 8 22 2.75 36 5 13 2.60

11 37 A4 3 5 1.67 20 4 10 2.50 48 8 20 2.50 1 4 12 3.00

12 50 A3 2 4 2.00 67 4 10 2.50 70 7 19 2.72 20 4 12 3.00

13 47 2 3 1.50 74 A2 3 9 3.00 82 6 17 2.83 47 4 12 3.00

14 22 1 3 3.00 16 3 7 2.33 21 6 14 2.33 2 A8 4 11 2.75

15 11 1 2 2.00 79 A1 2 6 3.00 28 6 13 2.17 72 4 11 2.75

16 18 1 2 2.00 22 2 5 2.50 9 A6 5 14 2.80 32 4 10 2.50

17 20 1 2 2.00 32 2 5 2.50 54 5 10 2.33 45 4 10 2.50

18 25 1 2 2.00 53 2 5 2.50 92 4 10 2.17 49 A5 4 10 2.50

19 27 1 2 2.00 72 2 5 2.50 89 4 9 2.80 11 4 9 2.25

20 44 A7 1 2 2.00 25 2 3 1.50 32 4 8 2.00 53 4 8 2.00

A1 A1 A3

A4 A4

A7 A6

A8 A9

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

in top 20

Table NA1  - School A - Overveiw of Results - All Questions 

Question 8: Influence - Teaching Question 7: Advice - Students Question 6: School Information  

Question 4: Currciulum InformationQuestion 1: Advice - Teaching 

Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Question 5: Advice - School Administration

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

in top 20

Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Question 3: Advice - CurriculumQuestion 2: Advice - Non-teaching
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Question 1: Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice 

about teaching related matters 

Degree Prestige: 83 people received ties (the highest for any question) and there were a 

total of 328 connections given by respondents (the highest for any question). The highest 

ranked person was leading teacher 79 who received 15 ties. Overall, there are nine people 

with 10 ties or more which was the highest amount for a single question. These 9 people 

consist of the principal 2, three assistant principals 4, 9, 49; 2 leading teachers 79(KLA 

Leader – English), 44(KLA Leader – Maths) and 3 teachers with responsibility 22(KLA leader – 

Humanities), 37(KLA Leader – Science), 20 (KLA Leader – Health and PE). The nine most 

connected people with 10 ties or more work across six different Key Learning Areas (KLA) 

which suggests that teacher’s with differing expertise are sought out for different advice by 

people within the school. The results for this question indicate that teachers have a number 

of different people they go to for support or advice on general teaching related matters.   

Strength of Connection: Table 4.1 shows that strength of connection ranges from 2.08-3.14 

for the top nine ranked people (Ten Ties or more). Eight of the top 9 ranked people with 10 

ties of more had a strength of connection ranging from 2.08-2.80. This signifies that most 

connected people are being asked by other staff for advice or support on a monthly to 

fortnightly basis. The one exception is leading teacher 44 who had the 2nd highest amount 

of ties for this question with 14 but whose strength of connection is very high at 3.14. This 

indicates that most people are going to that person on a weekly basis. Person 62 who 

ranked 14th with 7 ties, had the highest strength of connection rating of 3.28. This links 

positively with their role as they are the daily organiser and indicates that they are sought 

out for advice very frequently. 

Question 2: Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about 

non-teaching or personal matters 

Degree Prestige:  The overall amount of ties for question 2 was less than the total amount 

of ties for question 1. For question 1 there were a total of 328 connections with 83 people 

receiving ties, while for question two there were only a total of 225 connections and 76 

people receiving ties.  This indicates that while there is a similar amount of people being 

asked for advice or input into both teaching and non-teaching matters within the school 
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(the difference is only 7 teachers in question 1 and 2) there is a much greater percentage of 

conversations regarding teaching issues than non-teaching issues. The highest ranked 

person was assistant principal 9 who received 12 ties. For this question only three people 

received 10 or more ties. These three people were the assistant principal 9, teacher with 

responsibility 62 and leading teacher 32. The principal 2 ranked 4th with 9 ties. While 

question 2 had a lower number of ties  overall than question 1, it had a higher number of 

people with only 1, 2 or 3 ties compared to question 1. This indicates that the spread of 

people being asked for advice on non-teaching related matters is less concentrated than the 

spread of people being asked for advice on teaching related matters. In reference to KLA, 

the top 6 connected people are from three different KLA areas. Notably, the daily organiser 

62 and the leading teacher of PD and staff welfare were ranked 2nd and 3rd for this question. 

The results for this question indicate that teachers have a number of different people they 

go to for support or advice on non-teaching related matters and there is some relation 

between leadership role and who people see for non-teaching matters   

Strength of Connection: The strength of connections for the most connected people is quite 

varied.  The two most connected people, assistant principal 9 and leading teacher 62 had 

strength of connections of 2.33 and 2.72 respectively, indicating that they are asked advice 

fortnightly to monthly. The third and fourth most connected teachers both had strength of 

connections of 2 indicating that people only go to them on a monthly basis. The analysis 

shows that the 6th highest ranked person 68 had 7 ties which is substantial (the highest 

ranked person only had 12 ties) but they also had a strength of connection of 3.14 (higher 

than the top five connected people). This means that while the number of people that ask 

them for advice is slightly less overall than the higher connected people, they are being 

asked advice on a weekly basis as opposed to monthly. Therefore this person may have 

greater influence in non-teaching related matters than those that are more connected.   

Question 3: Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to 

curriculum with? 

Degree Prestige: Question 3 had a total of 256 connections with 78 people receiving ties. 

The highest ranked person was leading teacher 44 with 17 ties. Only three other people also 

received 10 or more ties and they were leading teacher 79 with 15 ties, teacher with 

responsibility 37 and assistant principal 49 both with 10. Leading teacher’s 44 and 79 and 
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teacher with responsibility 37 are also the Head of their respective KLA and as mentioned 

previously person 49 is an assistant principal and they also have a key role in curriculum. 

Overall, the spread of connections is large for this question with the top ten most connected 

people in this question all receiving 7 or more ties. Of note the top ten most connected 

people also have a key role related to curriculum. Five are Head of KLA (leading teachers 44 

and 79 and teachers with responsibility 37, 20 and 22), person 16 is leading teacher - 

curriculum, person 61 is leading teacher – literacy, person 2 is the principal and both 49 and 

9 are assistant principals. Furthermore, 7 of the schools KLA areas are represented by the 

top ten most connected staff members and these results indicate that most KLA’s have a key 

person involved in regular discussions about ideas or issued related to curriculum.  

Strength of Connection: The strength of connections for the top ten most connected people 

in question 3 is quite varied, ranging from 1.87 to 2.71. The two people with the most ties 

leading teacher’s 44 and  79 had strength of connections of 2.53 and 2.33 respectively. This 

indicates that many teachers are discussing curriculum ideas or issues with them fortnightly 

to monthly. Of the top ten most connected people, person 61 (leading teacher – literacy) 

had the highest strength of connection with 2.71 indicating that they are being sought out 

quite regularly for discussions regarding curriculum. Also, principal class member 49 (ranked 

3rd for this question) received 10 ties  and they also had a strength of connection rating of 

2.50 (equal highest for the top ten most connected) indicating that they are being consulted 

fortnightly on issues related to curriculum by a number of staff.  Interestingly, for this 

question the leading teacher in charge of curriculum (16) was ranked 5th overall receiving 9 

ties and their strength of connection was only 2.00 indicating that they are only consulted 

by staff on a monthly basis. This may suggest that people are discussing curriculum more 

with their specific KLA leader.  

 

Question 4: Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum? 

Degree Prestige: Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and 

it had the lowest number of connections out of all the questions with a total of 166. 

Furthermore, only 36 people received ties (the third lowest for all questions).  The highest 

ranked person for this question was assistant principal 4 receiving 16 ties. For this question 

eight people received 10 ties or more. These 8 people consist of the principal 2, assistant 
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principals 4 and 9, three leading teachers who are Head of KLA (79, 16 and 44) and teachers 

with responsibility who are Head of KLA (37 and 22) and these results suggest that most 

KLA’s are involved in the passing on of information regarding curriculum. It also suggests 

that those people who should be aware of information regarding curriculum are and that 

this would enable a consistent spread of information amongst KLA’s in the school. Finally, 

while the person with the highest amount of connections was assistant principal 4 with 16 

ties, they only ranked 12th for connections in question 3 (5 ties). This reveals that while they 

are the person who distributes information regarding curriculum more often than anyone 

else, teachers within the school are not discussing curriculum ideas or issues with this 

person the most.  

Strength of Connection: The top 8 teachers who received 10 ties or more have a Strength of 

Connection ranging from 2.07 to 2.77 which is quite varied. Of those people who received 

10 ties of more leading teacher 44 had the highest strength of connection rating which was 

2.77. This signifies that they are passing on information relating to curriculum fortnightly to 

monthly. The other seven top ranked staff had a strength of connection ranging from 2.07 – 

2.46 indicating that staff are receiving information regarding curriculum fortnightly to 

monthly. The results show that the top 8 most connected people consist of the principal 2, 

assistant principals 4 and 9, two leading teachers who are Head of KLA 79 and 44, the 

leading teacher in charge of curriculum 16 and teachers with responsibility who are also 

Head of KLA 37 and 22. These results indicate that information regarding curriculum is being 

communicated to staff on a fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of people across most 

key learning areas.  

Question 5: Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s 

administration? 

Degree Prestige: In question 5 there were 181 connections in total (the second lowest of all 

questions) and only 26 people received ties (which is the lowest of all questions). This 

suggests that less people are consulted on administration matters than the other key areas 

discussed in the questionnaire.  The highest ranked person was assistant principal 9 who 

received 42 ties. This was significantly higher than the next highest ranked person who was 

the principal with 26 ties. The concentration of connections for people in this question is 

very high with the top six ranked people all receiving 15 ties or more (the next highest was 5 
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ties). The top six ranked people consisted of assistant principals 9, 49 and 4, principal 2, daily 

organiser 62 and also leading teacher – curriculum implementation 68. The results confirm 

the leadership structure of the school with all the key people involved in the school’s 

administration being well connected with the staff.  

Strength of Connection: The top 6 people who received 15 connections or more have a 

Strength of Connection ranging from 2.20 to 2.54 which means they are consulted on a 

monthly to fortnightly basis regarding administration matters. Person 62 who is the daily 

organiser had the highest strength of connection with 2.54. Assistant principal 9 had a 

slightly lower strength of connection rating of 2.31, however their high number of ties (42) 

would suggest that they are having many conversations regarding administration and this is 

a positive indicator as a key role of theirs is in school administration. The results indicate 

that key people in administration are being sought out for advice on administration matters 

fortnightly to monthly.  

Question 6: From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions 

about the school? 

Degree Prestige: Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. 

While question five had a total of 181 connections and only 26 teachers received ties, 

question 6 had a total of 223 connections but only 28 teachers received ties (two more than 

question 5) indicating the concentration of connections for selected people in this question 

is very high. This is shown in the results as the top four ranked people in this question 

received 26 ties or more. The principal 2 received the most ties with 50 which was the most 

ties received for all questions. Person 9,49 and 4 are all assistant principals and they 

received 44, 35 and 26 ties respectively. The next highest ranked person was 2 who is the 

daily organiser with 8 ties. These results also confirm the leadership structure of the school 

as they indicate that these four are key individuals in passing on information regarding 

administration in the school and that is a key part of their role. 

Strength of Connection: For this question the strength of connection rating for the top four 

ranked people, all four principal class members, was close ranging from 2.48 to 2.65. The 

highest ranked person 2 (Principal) had a strength of connection of 2.48, the second highest  

ranked person, assistant principal had a strength of connection of 2.55, assistant principal 
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49 received 2.57, while assistant principal 4 had the highest strength of connection at 2.65. 

This indicates that all four principal class members are consistently involved in 

communicating information regarding the administration of the school on a fortnightly to 

monthly basis.  However, the principal would be passing information on to a larger amount 

of people as they had the highest amount of ties.  

Question 7: Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral 

care/discipline of students? 

Degree Prestige: In question 7 the total amount of connections was 262 with 44 people 

receiving ties. There were 7 people who received 10 ties or more. The concentration of 

connections for this question was also quite high. The highest ranked person was leading 

teacher 26 with 30 ties. Leading teacher 74 was second with 25 ties and leading teacher 50 

received 24 ties. Four other people received over 10 ties. The top 6 ranked people are either 

leading teachers or teachers with responsibility and all have a role associated with student 

well-being. The 7th ranked person is an assistant principal. These results are important as 

question 7 is directly related to the pastoral care of students and suggests that staff most 

suited for discussions about pastoral care are being consulted. The results also confirm the 

leadership structure of the school with key people who have a role in student wellbeing 

being consulted by staff on relevant matters.  

Strength of Connection: The Strength of Connections for question 7 are quite low compared 

to the other questions. The top seven ranked teachers for connections only had strength of 

connection ratings of between 1.94 and 2.50. The highest ranked person, leading teacher 

26, had a strength of connection of 2.18 which was the highest rating for the top six people. 

Assistant principal 49 who was ranked 7th had the highest strength of connection amongst 

the top seven people but only received 10 ties. The results suggest that those people 

involved in pastoral care and student well-being are only being consulted on pastoral 

care/student wellbeing issues on a fortnightly to monthly basis. However, the significant 

number of connections suggests that the top ranked staff members are being consulted by 

many teachers on this topic.  

Question 8: Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into 

or influence on your teaching? 
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Degree Prestige: The total number of connections for question 8 was 197 with 68 people 

receiving ties. This question had the lowest concentration of connections out of all 

questions which indicates it had the largest spread of connections and this is reflected in 

only two teachers receiving 10 connections or more. Person 44 received 12 ties while 

person 79 received 10 ties, and both of these are head of KLAs. All other teachers received 6 

ties or less. The results for this question indicate that many people are seen as influential 

but the influence is limited as the number of ties is quite low.  

Degree of Influence: The Degree of Influence for this question is interesting. While more 

teachers received less connections overall, the Degree of Influence rating is fairly consistent. 

Leading teacher 44 who received 12 ties had a Degree of Influence rating of 2.66 and 

leading teacher 79 who received 10 ties had a Degree of Influence rating of 2.5. This 

indicates that their influence over the teachers who selected them is average to high. Lastly, 

the average Degree of Influence rating for all teachers who received a connection was 2.61. 

This indicates that most teachers who have been given a connection for this question have 

an average to high degree of influence over certain teachers’ practice.   

4.3.2 Overall Findings Individual Question Analysis  

The results in Table 4.1 provide an overview of the connections in the school for the key 

areas of focus. From the overall analysis of the questions there are some findings worth 

noting. The results suggest that there is a spread of connected people for different key areas 

in the school including curriculum, pastoral, administration and general teaching and that 

teachers with responsibility for each key area are being consulted by staff. For example: 

 

 For teaching, leading teachers 44 (KLA – Maths) and 79 (KLA- English), assistant 

principal’s 9 and 4, and teacher’s with responsibility 22 (KLA Leader Humanities) and 

37 (KLA Leader Science) are sought out. 

 On curriculum matters, leading teachers 44 (KLA – Maths), 79 (KLA- English), teacher 

with responsibility 37 (KLA Science) and Assistant Principal 49 were well connected.  

 For administration all four principal members 9,2,4 and 49, leading teacher 68 

(Transition and student leadership) and teacher with responsibility 62 (Daily 

organiser) were sought extensively. 
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 On pastoral care matters staff speak to leading teachers 26, 74, 50 and 67 (all in 

student Wellbeing) and teachers with responsibility 3 and 17 (both in student 

wellbeing) quite frequently. 

 

The results also suggest that, no one member of staff is consulted extensively for all key 

areas in the school. For example: 

 

 While assistant principal 9 had the highest overall ranking of connection across all 8 

questions they did not receive any ties for influence on teaching. 

 Assistant principal 49 was the only person in the school to rank in the top 20 for 

connections for every question but only received 4 ties for influence on teaching. 

 Leading teacher 79 (KLA – English) was ranked 1st for connections for advice on 

teaching and 2nd for advice on curriculum and teacher influence but received no 

connections for advice on administration. They also were not ranked in the top 20 

for either advice for non-teaching or advice on students. 

 Leading teacher 44 (KLA – Maths) was ranked 2nd for connections for advice on 

teaching and 1st for advice on curriculum and teacher influence. They were not 

ranked in the top 20 for either advice on non-teaching matters, curriculum 

information or advice for students.  

 

The results show that there are some well-connected people who have high influence in a 

range of areas within the school. For example: 

 

 Leading teacher’s 79 (KLA – English) and 44 (KLA – Maths) are well-connected in 

advice for teaching, curriculum matters and influence on teaching.  

 Principal class members 49, 9 and 2 are well connected in the school and are 

consulted on a frequent to highly frequent for advice on teaching and non-teaching 

matters, curriculum information and advice on school administration.  

 

The results also indicate that staff who are highly connected for advice on students 

specialise in this area as they have only low connections for other key areas in the school. 

For example: 
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 Leading Teacher 26 (Student Wellbeing) was ranked first for connections for advice 

on students with 30 ties, but was ranked 18th for advice on teaching with only 5 ties, 

12th for advice on non-teaching with only 5 ties and was ranked outside the top 20 

for curriculum and influence on teaching. For administration they only received 5 

ties 

 Leading teacher 74 (student wellbeing) ranked 2nd for advice on students with 25 ties 

but was not ranked in the top 20 for advice on non-teaching and curriculum. For 

advice on teaching they ranked 12th with 8 ties and for influence on teaching they 

ranked 8th with only 5 ties. 

 Leading teacher 50 (student wellbeing) ranked 3rd with 24 ties, was not ranked in the 

top 20 for advice on non-teaching, curriculum or influence on teaching. For advice on 

teaching they only ranked 17th with 7 ties and for administration they ranked 12th 

with only 2 ties.   

 

Finally, the results suggest that the leadership of the school is distributed but is done so on 

the basis of the formal leadership structure of the school. Those with responsibility for 

certain areas are the people that staff go to for advice as there were no staff outside of the 

designated formal leadership roles that had significant connections with other staff, 

suggesting an absence of informal leadership and this further demonstrates the pattern of 

distribution in the school which is closely linked with the formal leadership structure of the 

school. For example: 

 

 For advice on teaching the top 9 ranked people (10 ties or more) are either a 

Principal class member (4,9,2,49), a leading teacher in charge of KLA (79,44) or a 

teacher with responsibility – KLA leader (22,37,20) 

 For curriculum the top 4 ranked people (10 ties or more) are either a principal class 

member (49), Leading teacher in charge of KLA (44,79) or a teacher with 

responsibility – KLA leader (37) 

 For administration advice the top 6 ranked people (10 ties or more) were from the 

principal class (9,2,49,4), the daily organiser (62) or the timetable (68) 

 For student welfare the top 7 ranked people (10 ties or more) were from the 

principal class (49), Leading teacher – student wellbeing (26,74,50,67) or teacher 

with responsibility – student wellbeing (3,17). 
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4.3.3 Selection of interview Participants 

The results show that there are a number of key people who have significant input into the 

school in key areas of responsibility. Table 4.2 shows the Degree Prestige for the top 20 

ranked staff members overall. This table was used in the preliminary identification of the 

interview participants. It shows that all nine interview participants were in the top 13 most 

connected people overall for degree prestige.  

Table 4.2: School A – Degree Centrality – Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff 
 

 

After considering the Degree Prestige for all 8 questions, further analysis of the 5 key 

questions was needed to identify the interview participants. Table 4.3 presents the degree 

centrality, ranking and strength/influence for the top 20 most connected people in the 

school for questions 1,2,3,7 and 8.  

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8

Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties

1 9 A6 Assistant Principal 11 12 7 11 42 44 5 0 132

2 2 A8 Principal 10 9 8 10 26 50 3 4 120

3 49 A5 Assistant Principal 10 6 10 7 24 35 10 4 106

4 4 Assistant Principal 13 4 5 16 18 26 3 1 86

5 44 A7 Leading Teacher 14 3 17 13 1 5 2 12 67

6 79 A1 Leading Teacher 15 3 15 15 0 2 2 10 62

7 26 A9 Leading Teacher 7 5 2 1 5 6 30 3 59

8 62 Teacher with Responsibility 7 11 3 0 22 8 2 2 55

9 74 A2 Leading Teacher 8 2 3 3 3 3 25 5 52

10 68 Leading Teacher 8 7 4 5 15 7 2 3 51

11 37 A4 Teacher with Responsibility 11 2 10 13 3 5 0 3 47

12 22 Teacher with Responsibility 12 1 8 10 1 2 1 6 41

13 50 A3 Leading Teacher 7 1 1 0 2 5 24 0 40

14 16 Leading Teacher 7 2 9 14 0 3 0 3 38

15 20 Teacher with Responsibility 10 2 8 7 1 4 0 4 36

16 32 Leading Teacher 4 10 6 4 0 2 4 4 34

17 67 Leading Teacher 4 2 1 1 3 4 18 0 33

18 61 Leading Teacher 8 5 7 5 0 1 0 6 32

19 3 Teacher with Responsibility 5 4 0 0 0 0 18 0 27

20 8 Teacher with Responsibility 7 5 4 2 0 0 3 5 26

Ties 

School 

Ranking

Table NA2 - School A - Degree Centrality - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID
Role

Total 

Ties
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Table 4.3: School A – Results Key Questions – Top Ranked Members of Staff 

 
The table shows that eight of the nine interview participants are ranked in the top 8 people 

overall for degree prestige. Person 37 was the only teacher that was not ranked in the top 9 

with an overall ranking of 13. The table also shows that of the 9 interview participants, the 

top 8 all have a ranking in the top 3 for at least one question for degree prestige.  Finally, in 

selecting the interview participants it was intended to select individuals that either fulfilled 

one or more of the following criteria: to select a group of individuals that had high 

connection in one or more key areas; to select a group of individuals that would represent 

all key areas in the school; to select a group of individuals that would come from a range of 

leadership levels in the school. A discussion of each individual’s suitability and choice as an 

interview participant is given below: 

A1 - Person 79 – Leading Teacher (Head of KLA - English)  

 Ranked 6th overall across all eight questions.  

 Ranked 3rd overall across the five identifier questions. 

 Had high connection across a number of key areas in the school. Was well connected 

in teaching advice ranking 1st with 15 ties and had a high strength of connection of 

2.60. For curriculum advice they ranked 2nd with 15 ties and were ranked second for 

influence with 10 connections. Overall they also had a high strength/influence of 

connection of 2.53. 

Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank 

1 44 Leading Teacher - Head of KLA (Maths) A7 14 2 3 >20 17 1 2 >20 12 1 48 9.6 2.95

2 26 Leading Teacher - House Leader (Student Wellbeing) A9 7 16 5 12 2 >20 30 1 3 >20 47 9.4 2.42

3 79 Leading Teacher - Head of KLA (English) A1 15 1 3 >20 15 2 2 >20 10 2 45 9 2.56

4 74 Leading Teacher - House Leader (Student Wellbeing) A2 8 12 2 >20 3 >20 25 2 5 8 43 8.6 2.3

5 49 Assistant Principal A5 10 8 6 8 10 3 10 7 4 18 40 8 2.57

6 9 Assistant Principal A6 11 6 12 1 7 10 5 16 0  >20 35 7 2.34

7 2 Principal A8 10 9 9 4 8 8 3 >20 4 14 34 6.8 2.11

8 50 Leading Teacher - House Leader (Student Wellbeing) A3 7 17 1 >20 1 >20 24 3  0 >20 33 6.6 2.21

9 22 Teacher with Responsibility - Head of KLA (Humanities) 12 4 1 >20 8 7 1 >20 6 4 28 5.6 2.14

10 32 Leading Teacher - PD & Staff Welfare 4 >20 10 3 6 11 4 >20 4 16 28 5.6 2.1

11 3 Teacher with Responsibility - Learning Technology 5 20 4 19  0 >20 18 4  0 >20 27 5.4 1.92

12 61 Leading Teacher - Literacy 8 10 5 11 7 9  0 >20 6 5 26 6.5  2.70

13 37 Teacher with Responsibility - Head of KLA (Science) A4 11 5 2 >20 10 4  0 >20 3 >20 26 6.5  2.65

14 17 Teacher with Responsibility - Student Wellbeing 2 >20 6 7 1 >20 17 6 0  >20 26 6.5 2.27

15 4 Assistant Principal 13 3 4 16 5 13 3 >20 1 >20 26 5.2  2.57

16 67 Leading Teacher - House Leader (Student Wellbeing) 4 >20 2 >20 1 >20 18 5  0 >20 25 6.25 2.2

17 62 Teacher with Responsibility - Daily Organiser 7 14 11 2 3 >20 2 >20 2 >20 25 5 2.92

18 20 Teacher with Responsibility - Head of KLA (Health & PE) 10 7 2 >20 8 6 0  >20 4 12 24 6 2.75

19 8 Teacher with Responsibility - NAPLAN 7 15 5 10 4 18 3 >20 5 9 24 4.8 2.91

20 68 Leading Teacher - Transition and Student leadership 8 11 7 5 4 >20 2 >20 3 >20 24 4.8 2.8

Table NA3 - School A - Results Key Questions - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff
Q8Q7Q3Q2Q1

Ties 

School 

Ranking

Survey 

Participant 
Role

Interview 

 ID

Total 

 Ties

Average 

Ties 

Overall 

Average 

Strength/ 

Influence
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A2: Person 74 - Leading teacher (Student Wellbeing) 

 Ranked 9th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 4th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 2nd with 25 ties. 

 

A3: Person 50, Leading Teacher (Student Wellbeing)  

 Ranked 13th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 8th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 3rd with 24 ties. 

 

A4: Person 37, Teacher with Responsibility (Head of KLA - Science) 

 Ranked 11th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 13th overall across the five key questions 

 Had high connections in teacher advice ranking 5th with 11 ties and ranked 4th for 

curriculum with 10 ties. Had an overall strength/influence of connection with 2.65. 

 

A5: Person 49, Assistant principal 

 Ranked 3rd overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 3rd with 24 ties  

 Ranked 5th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in teaching advice ranking 8th with 10 ties and had a high 

strength of connection of 2.70. Was ranked 3rd for curriculum advice with 10 ties.  

 

A6: Person 9, Assistant principal  

 Ranked 1st overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 1st with 42 ties  

 Ranked 6th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in teaching advice ranking 6th with 11 ties. Was ranked 1st for 

non-teaching advice with 12 ties. 
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A7: Person 44, Leading Teacher (Head of KLA - Maths)  

 Ranked 5th overall across all eight questions.  

 Ranked 1st overall across the five identifier questions. 

 Had high connection across a number of key areas in the school. Was well connected 

in teaching advice ranking 2nd with 14 ties and had an extremely high strength of 

connection of 3.14. For curriculum advice they ranked 1st with 17 ties and were 

ranked 1st for influence with 12 connections. Overall they also had a very high 

strength/influence of connection of 2.95. 

 

A8: Person 2, Principal  

 Ranked 2nd overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 2nd with 26 connections  

 Ranked 7th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in teaching advice ranking 9th with 10 ties. Was ranked 4th for 

non-teaching advice with 9 ties. 

 

A9: Person 26, Leading Teacher (Student Wellbeing)  

 Ranked 7th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 2nd overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 1st with 30 ties. 

 

4.4 School B Results 

 

4.4.1 Individual Question Analysis 

The results for all questions for School B are presented in Table 4.4. For each question the 

findings in relation to Degree Prestige and Strength of Connection or Degree of Influence 

are reported below.   
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Table 4.4: School B – Overall Results – All Questions 

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

1 53 B7 11 27 2.45 53 B7 7 12 1.71 12 B8 15 33 2.20 12 B8 20 46 2.30

2 12 B8 10 26 2.60 12 B8 6 15 2.50 53 B7 7 12 1.71 33 9 19 2.11

3 28 B5 9 25 2.78 61 B2 5 12 2.40 51 6 15 2.50 53 B7 7 17 2.43

4 51 8 22 2.75 28 B5 4 11 2.75 46 6 13 2.16 51 7 17 2.42

5 34 B9 8 20 2.50 11 3 9 3.00 60 5 12 2.40 36 5 10 2.00

6 24 B6 7 18 2.57 32 B1 3 8 2.66 28 B5 5 11 2.20 28 B5 5 9 1.80

7 61 B2 7 15 2.14 6 3 7 2.33 32 B1 4 13 3.25 42 4 11 2.75

8 30 B3 6 14 2.33 18 3 7 2.33 34 B9 4 10 2.50 60 4 9 2.25

9 32 B1 5 17 3.40 24 B6 3 6 2.00 7 4 9 2.25 54 3 8 2.33

10 63 5 13 2.60 63 3 5 1.66 42 3 10 3.33 7 3 6 2.00

11 33 5 12 2.40 33 2 8 4.00 17 3 10 3.33 29 3 6 2.00

12 37 B4 5 12 2.40 37 B4 2 7 3.50 9 3 9 3.00 32 B1 2 8 4.00

13 29 4 15 3.75 9 2 6 3.00 54 3 9 3.00 59 2 7 3.50

14 2 4 13 3.25 17 2 6 3.00 33 3 8 2.66 58 2 6 3.00

15 7 4 10 2.50 31 2 6 3.00 18 3 8 2.33 9 2 5 2.50

16 46 4 9 2.25 2 2 5 2.50 22 3 7 2.33 24 B6 2 5 2.50

17 11 3 11 3.67 41 2 5 2.50 24 B6 3 7 2.33 39 2 5 2.50

18 13 3 9 3.00 7 2 4 2.00 29 3 6 2.00 11 2 4 2.00

19 6 3 8 2.67 30 B3 2 4 2.00 63 3 6 2.00 49 2 4 2.00

20 36 3 6 2.00 43 2 4 2.00 65 3 5 1.67 65 2 4 2.00

B9 B2 B2

B3 B3

B4 B4

B9

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

 (Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Influence 

(Total)

Influence 

(Average)

1 24 B6 23 53 2.30 53 B7 33 87 2.63 41 22 55 2.50 12 B8 9 21 2.33

2 53 B7 21 47 2.23 24 B6 22 57 2.59 61 B2 21 53 2.52 33 7 16 2.28

3 28 B5 19 50 2.63 28 B5 14 35 2.50 34 B9 20 46 2.30 32 B1 5 15 3.00

4 43 15 34 2.26 12 B8 11 26 2.36 52 19 43 2.26 60 5 12 2.40

5 67 7 20 2.86 43 7 17 2.42 19 18 43 2.38 61 B2 5 12 2.40

6 37 B4 5 11 2.20 63 5 12 2.40 30 B3 18 42 2.33 34 B9 5 11 2.20

7 12 B8 4 10 2.50 33 4 12 3.00 37 B4 16 36 2.25 54 4 13 3.25

8 61 B2 3 7 2.33 37 B4 3 9 3.00 24 B6 10 24 2.40 53 B7 4 12 3.00

9 29 2 6 3.00 18 3 8 2.66 29 4 12 3.00 7 4 11 2.75

10 31 2 6 3.00 42 1 4 4.00 43 4 9 2.25 45 4 11 2.75

11 30 B3 2 5 2.50 70 1 4 4.00 53 B7 4 8 2.00 51 4 11 2.75

12 63 2 5 2.50 30 B3 1 2 2.00 18 2 7 3.50 28 B5 4 10 2.50

13 18 1 4 4.00 42 2 6 3.00 47 4 9 2.25

14 2 1 3 3.00 49 2 5 2.50 9 3 11 3.66

15 4 1 3 3.00 33 1 3 3.00 29 3 10 3.33

16 32 B1 1 3 3.00 39 1 3 3.00 65 3 10 3.33

17 33 1 3 3.00 47 1 3 3.00 6 3 9 3.00

18 3 1 2 2.00 11 1 2 2.00 11 3 8 2.66

19 19 1 2 2.00 28 B5 1 2 2.00 24 B6 3 8 2.66

20 34 B9 1 2 2.00 46 1 2 2.00 37 3 7 2.33

B1 B1 B3

B2 B8 B4

B9

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

in top 20

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

in top 20

Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Question 1: Advice - Teaching 

Question 8: Influence - Teaching 

Table NB1  - School B - Overveiw of Results - All Questions 
Question 2: Advice - Non-teaching

Question 5: Advice - School Administration Question 6: School Information  Question 7: Advice - Students 

Question 3: Advice - Curriculum Question 4: Currciulum Information
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Question 1: Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice 

about teaching related matters 

Degree Prestige: 54 people received ties (the highest of all questions) and there were a total 

of 165 connections given by respondents (the second highest for any question). The highest 

ranked person was the principal 53 with 11 ties. Overall, there are seven people with 7 

connections or more (which was the second highest for all questions). These seven people 

include the principal 53, assistant principal 24, four leading teachers 12 (teaching and 

learning), 28 (Daily organiser and timetable), 34 (Student well-being coordinator), 61 

(Student Well-being coordinator) and teacher with responsibility 51 (KLA leader).  Looking 

more closely at the KLA of these 7 people, 4 of them are from the English/Humanities KLA 

(Leading Teachers 12, 28, 34, 61) and 1 is from the Maths/Science KLA (Teacher with 

Responsibility 51). The results indicate that teachers have a number of different people they 

go to for support or advice on general teaching related matters. 

Strength of Connections: Table 4.4 demonstrates that the strength of connections ranges 

from 2.14 – 2.78 for the seven top ranked people (7 ties or more).  This signifies that these 

people are being asked by other staff for advice or support on a monthly to fortnightly basis. 

Leading teacher 28 was ranked third with 9 ties but had the highest strength of connection 

of the top seven people with 2.78. This indicates that most people are going to that person 

on a fortnightly to weekly basis. This is a positive indicator as they are the daily organiser 

and time-tabler and would be expected to be having a high amount of conversations with 

staff. 

Question 2: Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about 

non-teaching or personal matters 

Degree Prestige: The overall amount of connections for question 2 was the lowest for all 

questions.  For question 1 there were a total of 165 connections with 54 people receiving 

ties, while for question two there were only a total of 89 connections and 45 people 

receiving ties.  This indicates that while there is a similar amount of people being asked for 

advice or input into both teaching and non-teaching matters within the school (the 

difference is only 9 teachers in question 1 and 2) there is a much greater percentage of 

conversations regarding teaching issues than non-teaching issues. For this question only the 
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principal (53) received 7 or more connections. While question 2 had a lower number of 

connections overall than Question 1, it had a higher number of people with only 1, 2 or 3 

connections compared to question 1. This indicates that the spread of people being asked 

for advice on non-teaching related matters is greater than the spread of people being asked 

for advice on teaching related matters. 

 

Strength of Connection: The principal (53) who received the most ties (7) only received a 

strength of connection rating of 1.71 suggesting that people only consult the principal on a 

monthly basis. The second, third and fourth most connected teachers 12 (6 ties), 61 (5 ties), 

28 (4 ties) (all leading teachers) had strength of connections of 2.50, 2.40 and 2.75 

respectively meaning that they are consulted on a fortnightly to monthly basis and 

therefore, although they have not received as many connections as the Principal, their 

higher strength rating indicates that they are consulted by staff more-frequently on non-

teaching issues although by less people. 

 

Question 3: Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to 

curriculum with? 

Degree Prestige: Question 3 had a total of 133 connections with 50 people receiving ties, 

which was the second highest out of all the questions. The highest ranked person was 12 

with 15 ties. The principal 53 was the only other person to receive 7 or more connections 

with 7 ties. Person 12 is a Leading Teacher in charge of teaching and learning and their high 

number of connections indicates that they are a significant figure in curriculum discussions 

and this links positively with their role which is directly related with curriculum. 

Furthermore, the people ranked 3rd, 4th and 5th all have a key role in curriculum in the 

school. Person 51, ranked 3rd with 6 ties and is the KLA leader for maths, person 46, ranked 

4th with 6 ties and is the E-learning co-ordinator and person 60 with 5 ties is the KLA leader 

for English. These results indicate that some KLA’s have a key person involved in regular 

discussions about ideas or issued related to curriculum but reaffirms the schools leadership 

structure as those people in key curriculum roles are being consulted. 

  

Strength of Connections: Table 4.4 shows that the strength of connections for the top two 

most connected people in question 3 is varied. Leading teacher 12 received a strength of 
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connection rating of 2.20, indicating that they are consulted about curriculum on a monthly 

to fortnightly basis. The number of connections this person has received indicates that they 

may be a significant leader in curriculum issues. The principal (53) received a strength rating 

of 1.71 indicating that they are consulted monthly on curriculum issues. Table 4.4 also 

shows that people 46 and 51 (both teachers with responsibility – co-ordinators of KLA) 

received 6 connections each. They also received strength ratings of 2.16 and 2.50 

respectively. This would indicate that they are also being consulted fortnightly to monthly 

on curriculum issues by a number of people. These results indicate that some staff involved 

in curriculum are being consulted on a regular basis regarding curriculum issues. 

Question 4: Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum? 

Degree Prestige: Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and 

it had the second lowest number of connections out of all the questions with a total of 99. 

Furthermore, only 31 people received ties (the forth lowest for all questions).  For this 

question the highest ranked person was Leading teacher 12 who is in charge of teaching and 

learning with 20 ties. Three other people received 7 ties or more. These were person 33, 

teacher with responsibility (Head of KLA – Humanities) with 9 ties, the principal 53 with 7 

ties and teacher with responsibility 51 (Head of KLA – Maths) with 7 ties. Furthermore, 7 of 

the top 8 ranked people for question 4 are head of KLA which indicates that most KLA’s are 

involved in the passing on of information regarding curriculum. It also suggests that those 

people who should be aware of information regarding curriculum are, enabling a consistent 

spread of information amongst KLA’s in the school. Finally, the person with the highest 

amount of connections for both question 3 and 4 was leading teacher 12 who leads teaching 

and learning at the school and this would indicate that they are appropriately involved in 

many discussions regarding curriculum within the school. The high number of connections 

they have received for both question 3 and 4 indicates that they are a teacher leader in this 

area. 

Strength of Connection: The top 4 teachers who received 7 connections or more have a 

Strength of Connection ranging from 2.11 to 2.43 which is quite even and shows that no 

staff member rated significantly higher than any other person. These strength of connection 

ratings imply that information regarding curriculum is being communicated to staff on a 

fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of people. Of the four highest ranked people 
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Teacher with responsibility 51 (ranked third overall) had the highest strength of connection 

rating with 2.43, but they were only minimally higher than the highest ranked person, 12 

with 2.30. While the top ranked persons (12), strength of connection rating was slightly 

lower at 2.30, their high number of connections indicates that they are passing on much 

more information related to curriculum fortnightly to monthly than the other top ranked 

people.  

Question 5: Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s 

administration? 

Degree Prestige: In question 5 there were 118 connections in total and only 25 people 

received ties. Five people received 7 ties or more. The highest ranked person was assistant 

principal 24 who received 23 ties. The concentration of connections for people in this 

question is very high with the top four most connected people receiving 15 ties or more 

each. The fifth highest ranked person also received 7 ties. The top five most connected 

people consisted of 24 assistant principal (23 ties), the principal 53 (21 ties), 28 who is a 

leading teacher- daily organiser of the school (19 ties), 43 another assistant principal (15 

ties) and 67 who has a non-teaching position with 7 ties. The pattern confirms the 

leadership structure of the school as key people involved in the school’s administration are 

well connected with the staff and are being consulted on administration matters. 

Strength of Connection: The top 5 people who received 7 connections or more have a 

Strength of Connection ranging from 2.23 to 2.86 which means they are consulted on a 

monthly to fortnightly basis. Person 67 had the highest strength of connection rating of 2.86 

of the top five most connected people, however as they only received 7 ties, they would not 

be consulted as frequently as the other top 4 who all received 15 ties or more. Of these top 

four, person 28 (19 ties) had the highest strength of connection rating with 2.63. These 

results are a positive indicator as a key role of each of these people is in administration. The 

results indicate that key people in administration are being sought out for advice on 

administration matters fortnightly to monthly. 

Question 6: From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions 

about the school? 
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Degree Prestige: Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. While 

question five had a total of 118 connections and 25 teachers received ties, question 6 had a 

total of 105 connections but only 12 teachers received ties (the lowest of all questions) 

indicating the concentration of connections for selected people in this question is very high. 

This is reflected in the results which shows the principal 53 receiving 33 ties (the highest 

amount of connections out of all questions), assistant principal 24 receiving 22 ties, leading 

teacher 28 (daily organiser) receiving 14 ties, leading teacher 12 (Teaching and Learning)   

receiving 11 ties and assistant principal 43 receiving 7 ties. These results indicate that 

people who should be involved in passing on information regarding administration are and 

confirm the formal leadership structure of the school. 

 

Strength of Connections: For this question the strength of connection rating for the five 

most connected people (7 ties or more) was between 2.36 and 2.63 indicating that all five 

staff members are involved in communicating information regarding the administration of 

the school on a fortnightly to monthly basis.  The highest ranked person 53 was the principal 

with 33 ties, they also had the highest strength of connection rating of 2.63.  Although all 

five top ranked people had similar strength of connection ratings, the high amount of 

connections for the principal 53 with 33 ties (the second ranked person receive 22 ties) 

means that that principal would be passing information on more often to a larger amount of 

people. 

Question 7: Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral 

care/discipline of students? 

Degree Prestige: In question 7 the total amount of connections was 170 (which was the 

highest out of all questions) and 22 people received ties. There were 8 people who received 

7 ties or more (also the highest for all questions). The concentration of connections for this 

question was also quite high. All top 8 ranked people received 10 or more ties. The highest 

ranked person was person 41 with 22 ties who is a leading teacher – student wellbeing 

coordinator. Furthermore, the next top six ranked staff are all leading teachers who are year 

level coordinators and include person 61 – year 8 coordinator, ranked 2nd with 21 ties, 

person 34 – year 10 coordinator, ranked 3rd with 20 ties, person 52 – year 9 coordinator, 4th 

with 19 ties, person 19 – year 7 coordinator, 5th with 18 ties, person 30 – year 12 
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coordinator, 6th with 18 ties and person 37 – year 11 coordinator, 7th with 16 ties. Person 

24, who is an assistant principal, ranked 8th with 10 ties and was the only other person who 

received 7 ties or more. These results are important as question 7 is directly related to the 

pastoral care of students.  They indicate that key staff involved in the pastoral care of 

students are being consulted and they also confirm the leadership structure of the school 

with key people who have a role in student wellbeing being consulted by staff on relevant 

matters. 

 

Strength of Connection: For this question the strength of connection rating for the eight 

most connected people was between 2.25 and 2.52 indicating that all eight staff members 

are involved in discussions regarding the pastoral care of students on a mainly fortnightly 

basis. Considering the high number of connections for these staff members and the strength 

of connection ratings, there are many discussions amongst staff relating to pastoral care.  

The two highest ranked people for this question also had the highest strength of connection 

ratings. Person 41 (ranked 1ST) had a strength of connection of 2.50 while person 61 (ranked 

2nd) had a rating of 2.52 (the highest of the top ranked people). The results suggest that 

those people involved in pastoral care and student well-being are only being consulted on 

pastoral care/student wellbeing issues on a fortnightly to monthly basis. However, the 

significant number of connections suggests that the top ranked staff members are being 

consulted by many teachers on this topic. 

 

Question 8: Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into 

or influence on your teaching? 

Degree Prestige: The total number of connections for question 8 was 121 with 48 people 

receiving ties. This question had the third lowest concentration of connections out of all 

questions which indicates it had a large spread of connections and this is reflected in only 

two teachers out of 48 receiving 7 connections or more. All other 46 teachers received 5 

connections or less which was also the most for all questions. Leading teacher 12 (teaching 

and learning) ranked 1st and received 9 ties while teacher with responsibility 33 (Head of 

KLA) ranked 2nd and received 7 ties. Interestingly, of the top ranked 13 teachers 8 of them 

are from the Humanities or English KLA (12, 33, 34, 60, 61, 28, 45, 47), 3 were from maths/ 

science KLA (32, 51, 54) one was from technology (7) and 53 is the principal. The results for 
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this question indicate that many people are seen as influential but the influence is limited as 

the number of ties is quite low. 

 

Degree of Influence: The Degree of Influence rating for this question is fairly consistent. The 

top two ranked teachers received ratings of 2.33 and 2.28 respectively indicating average 

influence. Of interest is the third ranked person 32 who is only a teacher. They received 5 

ties but also received an influence rating of 3 suggesting that they have high influence. 

Lastly, the average Degree of Influence rating for all teachers who received a connection 

was 2.69. This indicates that most teachers who have been given a connection for this 

question have an average to high degree of influence on the practice of a small number of 

teachers.   

 

4.4.2 Overall Findings Individual Question Analysis  

The results in Table 4.4 provide an overview of the connections in the school for the key 

areas of focus. From the overall analysis of the questions there are some findings worth 

noting. The results suggest that there is a spread of connected people for key areas in the 

school including teaching advice, curriculum, administration and pastoral care and that 

teacher’s with responsibility for each key area are being consulted by staff. For example: 

 

 For teaching matters the principal 53, leading teacher’s 12 (Teaching and Learning), 

28 (Daily organiser), 34 (Year level coordinator), 61 (Year level coordinator), teacher 

with responsibility 51 (maths coordinator) and assistant principal 24 are sought out. 

 On curriculum matters leading teacher 12 (Teaching and Learning) and the principal 

53 are well connected 

 For administration assistant principals 24 and 43, principal 53 and leading teacher 28 

(daily organiser) are sought extensively. 

 On pastoral care matters staff speak to leading teachers 41, 61, 34, 52, 19, 30, 37 (all 

in student wellbeing) extensively. 

 

The results also suggest that, no one member of staff is consulted extensively for all key 

areas in the school.  For example: 
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 While the principal 53 had the highest overall ranking of connections across all 8 

questions they only received 4 ties for advice on students. 

 While Leading teacher 12 (Teaching and Learning) was ranked 2nd overall across all 8 

questions they did not receive any ties for advice on students.  

 Assistant principal 24 was ranked 1st in the school for advice on administration but 

was ranked 17th for advice on curriculum and 19th for influence on teaching. 

 Leading teacher 61 (Year Level Coordinator) was ranked 2nd for connections for 

advice on students but was not ranked in the top 20 for matters involving curriculum 

and the passing on of school information. 

 

The results show that there are some well-connected people who have high influence in a 

range of areas within the school. For example:  

 

 Leading teacher 12 (Teaching and Learning) is well-connected in advice for teaching 

and non-teaching, curriculum matters and influence on teaching.  

 The principal 53 is well connected in advice for teaching and non-teaching, 

curriculum matters and advice on school administration. 

 Leading teacher 28 (Daily organiser) is well-connected in both advice for teaching 

and administration matters. 

 

The results also indicate that staff who are highly connected for advice on students 

specialise in this area as they have low connections for most other key areas in the school. 

For example: 

 

 Leading Teacher 41 (Year level coordinator) was ranked first for connections for 

advice on students with 22 ties, but received no ties for questions 4, 5, 6, and 8 and 

was ranked outside the top 20 for advice on teaching and curriculum matters. 

 Leading teacher 61 (Year level coordinator) was ranked 2nd for advice on students 

with 21 ties, but was not ranked in the top 20 for curriculum matters and received 

only 5 ties for influence on teaching. 

 Leading teacher 34 (Year level coordinator) ranked 3rd for advice on teaching with 20 

ties, ranked 5th for advice on teaching with 8 ties, received only 4 ties for advice on 

curriculum, ranked 20th for advice on school administration and only received 5 ties 

for influence on teaching.  
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Finally, the results suggest that the leadership of the school is distributed but is done so on 

the basis of the leadership structure of the school, however it is also linked quite strongly to 

the role of key individuals. Additionally, there were no staff outside of the designated formal 

leadership roles that had significant connections with other staff, suggesting an absence of 

informal leadership. For example: 

 For advice on student matters the top 6 ranked people all have a role in student 

wellbeing. 41 is a leading teacher in charge of student wellbeing, and 61, 34, 52, 19, 

30 and 27 are all year level coordinators. 

 For advice on administration, the top four ranked people (15 or more ties) consisted 

of the principal 53, assistant principals 24 and 43 and leading teacher 28 who is the 

daily organiser. 

 For advice on curriculum the top 5 ranked people consist of leading teacher 12 

(teaching and learning), principal 53 and teachers with responsibility 51 (maths 

coordinator), 46 (e-learning coordinator), and 60 (English coordinator).  

 In looking more closely at the top 20 most connected people, there is only one staff 

member (32) who is a generalist teacher without a leadership role. This further 

demonstrates the pattern of distribution in the school which is linked with the 

formal leadership structure of the school. 

 

4.4.3 Selection of interview Participants 

The results show that there are a number of key people who have significant input into the 

school in key areas of responsibility. Table 4.5 shows the Degree prestige for the top 20 

ranked staff members overall. This table was used in the preliminary identification of the 

interview participants. It shows that eight of the interview participants were in the top 9 

most connected people overall for degree prestige. The other person was ranked 17th, 

however they were a teacher and with their high ranking in the key questions they were 

identified as a suitable candidate for the interview to improve the results and discussion of 

the study. 
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Table 4.5: School B – Degree Centrality – Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff 

 

After considering the Degree Prestige for all 8 questions, further analysis of the 5 key 

questions was undertaken to identify the interview participants. Table 4.6 presents the  

Table 4.6: School B – Results Key Questions – Top Ranked Members of Staff 

Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank 

1 12 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning B8 10 2 6 2 15 1 0 >20 9 1 40 8 2.38

2 61 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator B2 7 7 5 3 1 >20 21 2 5 5 39 7.8 2.41

3 34 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator B9 8 5 0 >20 4 8 20 3 5 6 37 7.4 2.35

4 53 Principal B7 11 1 7 1 7 2 4 11 4 8 33 6.6 2.15

5 37 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator B4 5 12 2 12 2 >20 16 7 3 20 28 5.6 2.42

6 30 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator B3 6 8 2 19 1 >20 18 6 1 >20 28 5.6 2.28

7 41 Leading Teacher - Student Wellbeing Coordinator 1 >20 2 17 1 >20 22 1 0 >20 26 5.2 2.53

8 24 Assistant Principal B6 7 6 3 9 3 17 10 8 3 19 26 5.2 2.42

9 28 Leading Teacher - Daily Organiser B5 9 3 4 4 5 6 1 19 4 12 23 4.6 2.56

10 52 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator 3 >20 0 >20 0 >20 19 4 0 >20 22 4.4 2.27

11 51 Teacher with Responsibility - Maths Co-ordinator 8 4 0 >20 6 3 1 >20 4 11 19 3.8 2.57

12 19 Leading Teacher - Year Level Coordinator 1 >20 0 >20 0 >20 18 5 0 >20 19 3.8 2.42

13 33 Teacher with Responsibility - Humanities Co-ordinator 5 11 2 11 3 14 1 15 7 2 18 3.6 2.61

14 32 Teacher B1 5 9 3 6 4 7 0 >20 5 3 17 3.4 3.11

15 29 Teacher with Responsibility - PE Co-ordinator 4 13 1 >20 3 18 4 9 3 15 15 3 3

16 7 Teacher with Responsibility - Technology and OH & S 4 15 2 18 4 9 0 >20 4 9 14 2.8 2.42

17 46 Teacher with Responsibility - Elearning Coordinator 4 16 2 >20 6 4 1 20 1 >20 14 2.8 2.14

18 60 Teacher with Responsibility - English Coordinator 1 >20 2 >20 5 5 0 >20 5 4 13 2.6 2.62

19 43 Assistant Principal 3 >20 2 20 2 >20 4 10 2 >20 13 2.6 2.38

20 63 Leading Teacher - ICT Infrastructure 5 10 3 10 3 19 0 >20 2 >20 13 2.6 2.23

Table NB3 - School B - Results Key Questions - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff

Survey 

Participant 
Role

Interview 

ID

Total 

Ties
Average

Overall 

Average 

Strength/ 

Influence

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q7 Q8
Ties 

School 

Ranking

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8

Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties

1 53 B7 Principal 11 7 7 7 21 33 4 4 94

2 12 B8 Leading Teacher 10 6 15 20 4 11 0 9 75

3 24 B6 Assistant Principal 7 3 3 2 23 22 10 3 73

4 28 B5 Leading Teacher 9 4 5 5 19 14 1 4 61

5 61 B2 Leading Teacher 7 5 1 0 3 0 21 5 42

6 34 B9 Leading Teacher 8 0 4 0 1 0 20 5 38

7 37 B4 Leading Teacher 5 2 2 0 5 3 16 3 36

8 43 Assistant Principal 3 2 2 1 15 7 4 2 36

9 30 B3 Leading Teacher 6 2 1 1 2 1 18 1 32

10 33 Teacher with Responsibility 5 2 3 9 1 4 1 7 32

11 41 Leading Teacher 1 2 1 0 0 0 22 0 26

12 51 Teacher with Responsibility 7 0 6 6 0 0 1 4 24

13 52 Leading Teacher 3 0 0 0 1 0 19 0 23

14 63 Leading Teacher 5 3 3 1 2 5 0 2 21

15 19 Leading Teacher 1 0 0 0 1 0 18 0 20

16 29 Teacher with Responsibility 4 1 3 3 2 0 4 3 20

17 32 B1 Teacher 5 3 4 2 1 0 0 5 20

18 7 Teacher with Responsibility 4 2 4 3 0 0 0 4 17

19 60 Teacher with Responsibility 1 2 5 4 0 0 0 5 17
20 18 Leading Teacher 2 3 3 1 1 3 2 1 16

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID
Role

Total 

Ties

Ties 

School 

Ranking

Table NB2 - School B - Degree Centrality - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff
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degree centrality, ranking and strength/influence for the top 20 most connected people in 

the school for questions 1,2,3,7 and 8. 

The table shows that eight of the nine interview participants are ranked in the top 9 people 

overall for degree prestige. Person 32 was the only person that was not ranked in the top 9 

with an overall ranking of 14. The selection of the interview participants was related to both 

the participants overall ranking and their final ranking in the key questions. The table also 

shows that 6 of the 9 interview participants (12, 61, 34, 53, 28 and 32) all have a ranking in 

the top 3 for at least one question for Degree Prestige and the other three interview 

participants (37, 30 and 24) are well connected in at least one key area in the school. Finally, 

in selecting the interview participants it was intended to select individuals that either 

fulfilled one or more of the following criteria: to select a group of individuals that had high 

connection in one or more key areas; to select a group of individuals that would represent 

all key areas in the school; to select a group of individuals that would come from a range of 

leadership levels in the school. A discussion of each individual’s suitability and choice as an 

interview participant is given below: 

B1 - Person 32 –Teacher (No position of Responsibility) 

 Ranked 17th overall across all eight questions 

 Ranked 14th overall across the five identifier questions  

 Was well connected for influence on teaching ranking 3rd with 5 ties 

 Had a very high overall strength/influence of 3.11 

 

B2: Person 61 - Leading teacher (Year Level Coordinator) 

 Ranked 5th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 2nd overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 2nd with 21 ties 

 Ranked third in advice for non-teaching matters with 5 ties 

 

B3: Person 30, Leading Teacher (Year Level Coordinator)  

 Ranked 9th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 6th overall across the five key questions 
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 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 6th with 18 ties 

 

B4: Person 37, Leading Teacher (Year Level Coordinator) 

 Ranked 7th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 5th overall across the five key questions 

 Had high connections in Pastoral Care of students ranking 7th with 16 ties 

 

B5: Person 28, Leading Teacher (Daily Organiser) 

 Ranked 4th overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 3rd with 19 ties  

 Ranked 9th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in teaching advice ranking 3rd with 9 ties 

 

B6: Person 24, Assistant principal  

 Ranked 3rd overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 1st with 23 ties  

 Ranked 8th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in teaching advice ranking 6th with 7 ties.  

 

B7: Person 53, Principal  

 Ranked 1st overall across all eight questions.  

 Ranked 4th overall across the five identifier questions. 

 Had high connection across a number of key areas in the school. Was well connected 

in teaching advice ranking 1st with 11 ties. For curriculum advice they ranked 2nd with 

7 ties and were ranked 2nd for advice on administration with 21 ties 

B8: Person 12, Leading Teacher (Teaching and Learning)  

 Ranked 2nd overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 1st overall across the five key questions 
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 Had high connection across a number of key areas. Was well connected in teaching 

advice ranking 2nd with 10 ties. Was ranked 2nd for non-teaching advice with 6 ties. 

Ranked 1st for curriculum advice with 15 ties and was ranked 1st for influence on 

teaching with 21 ties.  

 

B9: Person 34, Leading Teacher (Year Level Coordinator) 

 Ranked 6th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 3rd overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in advice on teaching ranking 5th with 8 ties 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 3rd 20 ties 

 

4.5 School C Results 

 

4.5.1 Individual Question Analysis 

The results for all questions for School C are presented in Table 4.7. For each question the 

findings in relation to Degree Prestige and Strength of Connection or Degree of Influence 

are reported below.   
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Table 4.7: School C – Overall Results – All Questions 

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

1 11 C7 16 32 2.00 6 C5 8 15 1.87 11 C7 11 24 2.18 11 C7 21 47 2.23

2 6 C5 14 32 2.28 11 C7 6 13 2.16 57 C1 10 23 2.30 57 C1 9 20 2.22

3 57 C1 8 19 2.37 45 5 10 2.00 6 C5 10 22 2.20 27 C8 9 19 2.11

4 45 8 19 2.00 57 C1 5 10 2.00 27 C8 9 20 2.22 31 7 14 2.00

5 27 C8 8 18 2.25 18 C2 4 10 2.50 31 5 12 2.40 36 5 15 3.00

6 28 C3 8 16 2.00 27 C8 4 9 2.25 28 C3 5 10 2.00 6 C5 5 12 2.40

7 31 7 17 2.42 58 4 8 2.00 5 4 10 2.50 20 5 11 2.20

8 36 6 16 2.66 59 4 8 2.00 36 4 10 2.50 59 4 8 2.00

9 23 C6 5 12 2.40 32 3 12 4.00 20 4 9 2.25 4 2 5 2.50

10 58 5 9 1.80 62 3 9 3.00 61 3 7 2.33 45 2 5 2.50

11 60 5 9 1.80 4 3 7 2.33 7 3 6 2.00 61 2 5 2.50

12 52 4 10 2.50 55 3 6 2.00 10 2 6 3.00 7 2 4 2.00

13 59 4 8 2.00 5 2 7 3.50 8 2 5 2.50 26 2 4 2.00

14 49 4 6 1.50 26 2 6 3.00 17 2 5 2.50 32 1 4 4.00

15 32 3 9 3.00 28 C3 2 6 3.00 23 C6 2 5 2.50 21 1 3 3.00

16 20 3 8 2.66 23 C6 2 5 2.50 45 2 5 2.50 10 1 2 2.00

17 4 3 7 2.33 9 2 4 2.00 18 C2 2 4 2.00 17 1 2 2.00

18 18 C2 3 7 2.33 12 2 4 2.00 42 2 4 2.00 22 1 2 2.00

19 51 C4 3 6 2.00 36 2 3 1.50 46 2 4 2.00 28 C3 1 2 2.00

20 7 2 3 1.50 43 2 3 1.50 49 2 4 2.00 1 1 1 1.00

C4 C4 C2

C4

C6

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

 ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Strength 

(Total)

Strength 

(Average)  

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID

Ties Influence 

(Total)

Influence 

(Average)

1 6 C5 23 48 2.08 6 C5 33 81 2.45 11 C7 21 48 2.28 6 C5 7 15 2.14

2 45 20 42 2.10 11 C7 22 55 2.50 51 C4 16 34 2.12 28 C3 4 10 2.50

3 11 C7 19 42 2.21 45 21 51 2.42 23 C6 15 35 2.33 31 4 10 2.50

4 58 6 13 2.16 57 C1 5 14 2.80 43 14 34 2.42 11 C7 4 8 2.00

5 23 C6 5 13 2.60 58 2 5 2.50 58 12 28 2.33 57 C1 4 6 1.50

6 47 3 6 2.00 23 C6 2 4 2.00 18 C2 10 22 2.20 27 C8 3 7 2.33

7 71 3 5 1.66 17 1 3 3.00 45 9 21 2.33 36 3 7 2.33

8 15 2 3 1.50 26 1 3 3.00 50 8 21 2.62 54 2 6 3.00

9 33 1 2 2.00 27 C8 1 3 3.00 19 6 17 2.83 20 2 4 2.00

10 44 1 2 2.00 31 1 2 2.00 55 6 14 2.33 45 2 4 2.00

11 48 1 2 2.00 33 1 2 2.00 12 5 12 2.40 49 2 4 2.00

12 61 1 2 2.00 44 1 2 2.00 6 C5 4 8 2.00 9 2 3 1.50

13 1 0 51 C4 1 2 2.00 15 3 5 1.66 17 2 3 1.50

14 2 0 1 0 30 1 3 3.00 10 1 2 2.00

15 3 0 2 0 37 1 3 3.00 12 1 2 2.00

16 4 0 3 0 17 1 2 2.00 18 C2 1 2 2.00

17 5 0 4 0 24 1 2 2.00 19 1 2 2.00

18 7 0 5 0 48 1 2 2.00 22 1 2 2.00

19 8 0 7 0 57 C1 1 2 2.00 7 1 1 1.00

20 9 0 8 0 1 0 8 1 1 1.00

C1 C2 C3 C4

C2 C3 C8 C6

C3

C4

C8

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

in top 20

Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Question 5: Advice - School Administration Question 6: School Information  Question 7: Advice - Students Question 8: Influence - Teaching 

Interview 

participant 

not ranked 

Table NC1  - School C - Overveiw of Results - All Questions
Ties 

Question 

Ranking

Question 1: Advice - Teaching Question 2: Advice - Non-teaching Question 3: Advice - Curriculum Question 4: Currciulum Information
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Question 1: Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice 

about teaching related matters 

Degree Prestige: In question 1 the overall spread of people chosen for connections is quite 

large. 49 people received ties (the equal highest of all questions) and there were a total of 

154 connections given by respondents (the highest for any question). The highest ranked 

person was assistant principal 11 with 16 ties. There are 7 people overall with 7 ties or 

more. These 7 people consist of the principal 6, two assistant principals 11 and 45; 3 leading 

teachers; 27 (Teaching and Learning – Maths and Numeracy), 57 (Teaching and Learning – 

Science, innovation and partnerships), 31 (Teaching and Learning – English and Literacy) and 

1 teacher with responsibility 28 who is the literacy coach. The results indicate that teachers 

have a range of different people they go to for support or advice on general teaching related 

matters.  

 

Strength of Connections: Table 4.7 demonstrates that the strength of the connections of 

the people with the highest amount of connections (7 or more) ranges from 2 – 2.42. This 

signifies that these people are being asked by other staff for advice or support every 3 to 4 

weeks. Leading teacher 31, who ranked 7th with 7 ties, had the highest strength of 

connection of the top seven ranked staff with 2.42, however, they received less than half 

the ties of the top two ranked people and therefore would not be having as many teaching 

related questions as often as these two people. 

 

Question 2: Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about 

non-teaching or personal matters 

Degree Prestige: Both question 1 and 2 had 49 teachers receive connections, but question 2 

only had a total of 101 connections compared to question 1 which had a total of 154 

connections. This indicates that while the same amount of people are being asked for advice 

or input into both teaching and non-teaching matters within the school there is a much 

greater percentage of conversations regarding teaching issues than non-teaching issues. For 

this question the highest ranked person was the principal 6 receiving 8 ties. They were also 

the only person to receive 7 or more ties. While question 2 had a lower number of 

connections overall than Question 1, it had a higher number of people with only 1, 2 or 3 
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connections compared to question 1. This indicates that the spread of people being asked 

for advice on non-teaching related matters is greater than the spread of people being asked 

for advice on teaching related matters. 

 

Strength of Connections: The principal 6 who received the most ties with 8, only received a 

strength rating of 1.87 suggesting that people only consult the principal approximately every 

4 - 6 weeks. The Second, third and fourth most connected people 11 and 45 (both assistant 

principals) and 57 (leading teacher – teaching and learning – science, innovation and 

partnerships) had strength of connections ranging from 2 to 2.16 meaning that they are 

consulted on a monthly basis on non-teaching matters. There is small minimal variation in 

the strength rating for the principal compared to the next top ranked people (1.87- 2.16) 

they would still be having a larger number of conversations regarding non-teaching matters 

than anyone else. 

 

Question 3: Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to 

curriculum with? 

Degree Prestige: Question 3 had a total of 110 connections with 43 people receiving ties. 

The highest ranked person was assistant principal 11 who received 11 ties. Three other 

people received 7 or more ties. They included person 57 (leading teacher – teaching and 

learning – science, innovation and partnerships) ranked 2nd with 10 ties, person 6 (principal) 

ranked 3rd with 10 ties and person 27 (leading teacher – teaching and learning – maths and 

numeracy) ranked 4th with 9 ties. The number of connections that the top four have 

received indicates that they are significant people involved in curriculum discussions and 

correlates positively with their roles in the school. Furthermore, the people ranked 5th and 

6th all have a key role in curriculum in the school. Person 31 (ranked 5th with 5 ties) is leading 

teaching -teaching and learning – English and literacy, and person 28 (ranked 6th with 5 ties) 

is teacher with responsibility – literacy coach. These results indicate that most KLA’s have a 

key person involved in regular discussions about ideas or issues related to curriculum and 

reaffirms the schools leadership structure as those people in key curriculum roles are being 

consulted. 

Strength of Connections: The strength of connections for the top 4 most connected people 

(7 ties of more) in question 3 is very similar, ranging from 2.18 to 2.30. This indicates that 
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they are being consulted fortnightly to monthly on curriculum issues by a number of people. 

It also shows that no one person of the top four ranked people is having significantly more 

discussions than anyone else as the number of ties received is very close. These results 

indicate that some staff involved in curriculum are being consulted on a regular basis 

regarding curriculum issues. 

Question 4: Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum? 

Degree Prestige: Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and 

it had the third lowest number of connections out of all the questions with a total of 91. 

Furthermore, only 29 people received connections (the forth lowest for all questions).  For 

this question four people received 7 ties or more. Person 11 (assistant principal) clearly had 

the most ties with 21 whilst person 27 (Leading teacher – Teaching and learning: numeracy 

and maths) and 57 (leading teacher - Teaching and learning: Science and innovation) both 

received 9 ties. Person 31 (Leading teacher - teaching and learning: English and literacy) 

received 7 ties. Table 4.7 also shows that there is a strong similarity between those people 

being consulted regarding curriculum and those people passing on information regarding 

curriculum with only 2 different people in the top ten most connected people for both 

questions. Furthermore the top eight people listed in Table 4.7  are either principal class 

(11, 6), leading teacher in charge of teaching learning for KLA (27,57,31,20,36) or Teacher 

with responsibility - Head of KLA (59) which indicates that most KLA’s are involved in the 

passing on of information regarding curriculum. Finally, the person with the highest amount 

of connections for both question 3 and 4 was assistant principal 11 and this would indicate 

that they are involved in many discussions regarding curriculum within the school. The high 

number of connections they have received for both question 3 and 4 indicates that they are 

a leader in this area. The results suggest that those people who should be aware of 

information regarding curriculum are, enabling a consistent spread of information amongst 

KLA’s in the school.  

Strength of Connections: The top four people who received 7 connections or more have a 

Strength of Connection ranging from 2.11 to 2.23 which is quite even and shows that no 

staff member rated significantly higher than any other person. Assistant principal 11 had the 

highest strength of connection with 2.23. The results indicate that information regarding 

curriculum is being communicated to staff on a fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of 
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people. While the top ranked person’s (assistant principal 11) strength of connection rating 

was only slightly higher at 2.30, than the other top three people who received 7 ties or 

more, the number of ties they have received (21 - more than double the nearest person) 

indicates that they are passing on much more information related to curriculum fortnightly 

to monthly than the other top ranked people. 

 

Question 5: Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s 

administration? 

Degree Prestige: In question 5 there were 85 connections in total (the second lowest for all 

questions) and only 12 people received ties (the lowest for all questions).The concentration 

of connections for people in this question was very high, with the top three most connected 

people receiving over 19 ties each. They were also the only people to receive 7 ties or more. 

The highest ranked person was the principal 6 who received 23 ties. Assistant principal 45 

was ranked 2nd with 20 ties and assistant principal 11 was ranked 3rd receiving 19 ties. The 

pattern of distribution, with the most connected people all being principal class confirms 

the leadership structure of the school as key people involved in the school’s administration 

are well connected with the staff and are being consulted on administration matters. 

 

Strength of Connections: The top 3 people who received 7 connections or more have a 

Strength of Connection ranging from 2.08 to 2.21 which means they are consulted mainly on 

a monthly basis on administration matters in the school.  Person 11 had the highest strength 

of connection of the top three ranked people with 2.21, however it was only slightly higher 

than the other two top ranked people. The results indicate that key people in administration 

are being sought out for advice on administration matters mainly on monthly basis and that 

no one principal class member is having significantly higher numbers of conversations with 

staff regarding administration matters than anyone else.  

Question 6: From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions 

about the school? 

Degree Prestige: Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. 

While question five had a total of 85 connections and only 12 people received ties, question 

6 had a total of 92 connections but only 13 people received ties (only 1 one more than 
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question 5) indicating the concentration of connections for selected people in this question 

is quite high. This is clearly evident in Table 4.7 shows that the three Principal class 

members 6, 11 and 45 received the most connections and were the only staff to receive 

more than 7 connections. The principal was the highest ranked person receiving 33 ties, 

assistant principal 11 was ranked 2nd receiving 22 ties and assistant principal 45 was ranked 

3rd with 21 ties. These results indicate that people who should be involved in passing on 

information regarding administration are and confirm the formal leadership structure of the 

school. 

 

Strength of Connections: For this question the strength of connection rating for the three 

most connected people was between 2.42 and 2.50 indicating that all three staff members 

are involved in communicating information regarding the administration of the school on a 

fortnightly to monthly basis. The highest ranked person 6 was the principal with 33 ties and 

their strength of connection was 2.45 which was slightly lower than the 2.50 that the second 

ranked person assistant principal 11 received. Although all three top ranked people had 

similar strength of connection ratings, the high amount of connections for the principal 6 

with 33 ties (the second ranked person receive 22 ties and the third ranked person received 

21 ties) means that that principal would be passing information on more often to a larger 

amount of people. 

 

Question 7: Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral 

care/discipline of students? 

Degree Prestige: In question 7 the total amount of connections was 135 (which was the 

second highest out of all questions) and 19 people received ties. The highest ranked person 

was person 11 who is an assistant principal and received 21 ties. There were 8 people who 

received 7 ties or more (the highest for all questions) and the concentration of connections 

for this question was high with all top 8 ranked people receiving 8 or more ties.  

Furthermore, the top 12 ranked people in this question all have a role directly related to the 

pastoral care of students: person 11 is an assistant principal and ranked 1st with 21 ties; 

person 51 is a leading teacher - student services and ranked 2nd with 16 ties; person 23 is a 

leading teacher - program manager for Year 7-9 students and ranked 3rd with 15 ties; 43 is a 

teacher with responsibility – year level coordinator and ranked 4th with 14 ties; 53 is leading 

teacher – program manager year 10-12 students and ranked 5th with 12 ties; 18 is teacher 
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with responsibility – year level coordinator and ranked 6th with 10 ties; Assistant principal 45 

ranked 7th with 9 ties and person 50 teacher with responsibility – year level coordinator 

ranked 8th with  8 ties. The 9th, 10th and 11th ranked people were all teachers with 

responsibility – year level coordinators and the principal was the 12th ranked person. These 

results are important as question 7 is directly related to the pastoral care of students.  They 

indicate that key staff involved in the pastoral care of students are being consulted and they 

also confirm the leadership structure of the school with key people who have a role in 

student wellbeing being consulted by staff on relevant matters. 

 

Strength of Connections: For this question the strength of connection rating for the eight 

most connected people was between 2.12 and 2.62 indicating that all eight staff members 

are involved in discussions regarding the administration of the school on a monthly to 

fortnightly basis. Considering the high number of connections for these staff members and 

the strength of connection ratings, there are many discussions amongst staff relating to 

pastoral care.  The highest strength of connection rating for the top 8 ranked people (7 ties 

or more) was for person 50 who ranked 8th with 8 ties and had a strength rating of 2.62. The 

results suggest that those people involved in pastoral care and student well-being are only 

being consulted on pastoral care/student wellbeing issues on a fortnightly to monthly basis. 

However, the significant number of connections suggests that the top ranked staff members 

are being consulted by many teachers on this topic. 

 

Question 8: Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into 

or influence on your teaching 

 

Degree Prestige: The total number of connections for question 8 was 64 (the lowest of all 

questions) with 36 people receiving ties. This question had the lowest concentration of 

connections out of all questions which indicates it had the largest spread of connections and 

this is reflected in only one teacher receiving 7 connections or more. Person 6 (principal) 

received 7 ties. Everyone else received 4 ties or less. These results suggest that, other than 

the principal, no teacher is a significant figure in influencing teaching in the school. The 

results also indicate that many people may be seen as influential but their influence is 

limited as the number of ties is quite low. 
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Degree of Influence: The Degree of Influence for this question is interesting. While more 

teachers received less connections overall, there is also a fairly large spread of Degree of 

influence. The top ranked person, (6 - principal), had a Degree of influence rating of 2.14 

which suggests that they have an average to high influence on the staff that has selected 

them. Lastly, the average Degree of Influence rating for all teachers who received a 

connection was 2.22. The results indicate that most teachers who have been given a 

connection for this question have an average degree of influence over certain teachers’ 

practice.   

 

4.5.2 Overall Findings Individual Question Analysis  

The results in Table 4.7 provide an overview of the connections in the school for the key 

areas of focus. From the overall analysis of the questions there are some findings worth 

noting. The results show that there is one-member of staff who is very well connected 

across all areas in the school: 

 

 Assistant principal 11 was ranked first for advice on teaching with 16 ties, second for 

advice on non-teaching with 6 ties, first for advice on curriculum with 11 ties, third 

for advice on administration with 19 ties, first for advice on students with 21 ties and 

ranked fourth for influence on teaching with 4 ties.  

 

The results also indicate that there are some other well-connected people who have high 

influence in a range of areas within the school. For example:  

 

 The principal 6 is well connected in advice for teaching, non-teaching, curriculum, 

and school administration 

 Assistant principal 45 is well connected for advice on teaching, non-teaching and 

school administration 

 Leading teacher 57 (Teaching and learning – science, innovation & partnerships) is 

well connected for advice in teaching and curriculum 

 Leading teacher 27 (Teaching and learning – maths and numeracy) is well connected 

for advice in teaching and curriculum 
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The results suggest that there is a spread of connected people for key areas in the school 

including teaching advice, curriculum, administration and pastoral care and that teacher’s 

with expertise for some related areas are being appropriately consulted by staff. For 

example: 

 

 For teaching matters the principal 6, two assistant principals 11 and 45; leading 

teacher’s 27 (Teaching and Learning – Maths and Numeracy), 57 (Teaching and 

Learning – Science, innovation and partnerships), 31 (Teaching and Learning – 

English and Literacy) and teacher with responsibility 28 (literacy coach) are well 

connected.  

 On curriculum matters the principal 6, Assistant principal 11, and leading teachers 27 

(Teaching and Learning – Maths and Numeracy) and  57 (Teaching and Learning – 

Science, innovation and partnerships) are well connected 

 For administration all three principal class members 6, 11 and 45 are sought 

extensively  

 For pastoral care staff speak to assistant principals 11 and 45, leading teacher 51 

(student services), leading teachers 23 and 58 (student program managers) and 

teachers with responsibilities 43, 18 and 50 (year level coordinators) frequently.  

 

The results also indicate that some staff who are highly connected for advice on students 

specialise in this area as they have low connections for most other key areas in the school. 

For example: 

 

 Leading Teacher 51 (Student services) was ranked 2nd for connections for advice on 

students with 16 ties, but was ranked 19th for teaching advice, was ranked outside 

the top 20 for curriculum advice and advice on administration. 

 Leading teacher 23 (Year 7-9 program manager) was ranked 3rd for advice on 

students with 15 ties, but was not ranked in the top 20 for curriculum matters and 

received only 5 ties for both advice on teaching and administration 

 Teacher with responsibility 43 (Year level coordinator) was ranked 4th for advice on 

students with 14 ties, but was ranked outside the top 20 for advice on teaching, 

curriculum and administration 
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 Leading teacher 58 (Year 10-12 program manager) was ranked 5th for advice on 

students with 12 ties, received only 5 ties for advice on teaching and was ranked 

outside the top 20 for curriculum advice. 

 

The results suggest that the principal class level in the school is very influential in all key 

areas in the school. For example: 

 

 For all questions a principal class member was ranked 1st for each question. The 

principal 6 was ranked first for questions 2, 5, 6 and 8 and assistant principal 11 was 

ranked 1st for questions 1, 3, 4 and 7. 

 The principal is well connected (7 ties or more) for question 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 8, 

Assistant principal 11 is well connected for question 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 and 

assistant principal 45 is well connected for question 1, 5 and 6. 

 

Finally, the results suggest that the distributed leadership is done so on the basis of the 

leadership structure of the school but is also linked quite strongly to the role of key 

individuals. Also, there were no staff outside of the designated formal leadership roles that 

had significant connections with other staff, suggesting an absence of informal leadership. 

For example: 

 

 For advice on administration, the top three most connected people consisted of the 

principal 6 and assistant principals 45 and 11. 

 For advice on teaching the top 7 people (7 ties or more) all have a key role related to 

teaching. 11 is an assistant principal, 6 is the principal, 57 is a leading teacher  

(Teaching and learning – science, innovation & partnerships), 45 is an assistant 

principal, 27 is a leading teacher (Teaching and learning – maths and numeracy), 28 

is teacher with responsibility (literacy coach) and 31 is a leading teacher  (Teaching 

and learning – English and Literacy). 

 For advice on curriculum the top 4 ranked people (7 ties or more) consist of assistant 

principal 11, leading teacher 57 (Teaching and learning – science, innovation & 

partnerships), the principal 6 and leading teacher 27 (Teaching and learning – maths 

and numeracy).   

 For advice on student matters the top 8 ranked people all have a role in student 

wellbeing. 11 is an assistant principal, 51 is in charge of student services, 23 is 
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student program manager (year 7-9), 43 is a year level coordinator, 58 is student 

program manager (year 10-12), 18 is a year level coordinator, 45 assistant principal 

and 50 is a year level coordinator. 

 In looking more closely at the top 20 most connected people, there is only one staff 

member (4) who is a generalist teacher without a leadership role. This further 

demonstrates the pattern of distribution in the school which is linked with the 

formal leadership structure of the school. 

 

4.5.3 Selection of interview Participants 

The results show that there are a number of key people who have significant input into the 

school in key areas of responsibility. Table 4.8 shows the Degree Prestige for the top 20 

ranked staff members overall. This table was used in the preliminary identification of the 

interview participants. It shows that all eight interview participants were in the top 11 most 

connected people overall for degree centrality 

Table 4.8: School C – Degree Centrality – Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff 

 
 

After considering the Degree Prestige for all 8 questions, further analysis of the 5 key 

questions was undertaken to identify the interview participants. Table 4.9 presents the 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8

Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties Ties

1 11 C7 Assistant Principal 16 6 11 21 19 22 21 4 120
2 6 C5 Principal 14 8 10 5 23 33 4 7 104
3 45 Assistant Principal 8 5 2 2 20 21 9 2 69
4 57 C1 Leading Teacher 8 5 10 9 0 5 1 4 42
5 27 C8 Leading Teacher 8 4 9 9 0 1 0 3 34
6 23 C6 Leading Teacher 5 2 2 0 5 2 15 1 32
7 58 Leading Teacher 5 4 0 0 6 2 12 0 29
8 31 Leading Teacher 7 1 5 7 0 1 0 4 25
9 51 C4 Leading Teacher 3 1 0 0 0 1 16 1 22

10 18 C2 Teacher with Responsibility 3 4 2 0 0 0 10 1 20
11 28 C3 Teacher with Responsibility 8 2 5 1 0 0 0 4 20
12 36 Leading Teacher 6 2 4 5 0 0 0 3 20
13 43 Teacher with Responsibility 2 2 0 0 0 0 14 1 19
14 20 Leading Teacher 3 0 4 5 0 0 0 2 14
15 59 Teacher with Responsibility 4 4 1 4 0 0 0 1 14
16 55 Teacher with Responsibility 2 3 0 0 0 0 6 0 11
17 49 Teacher with Responsibility 4 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 10
18 50 Teacher with Responsibility 0 1 1 0 0 0 8 0 10
19 61 Teacher with Responsibility 2 1 3 2 1 0 0 1 10
20 4 Teacher 3 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 9

Survey 

Participant 

Interview 

ID
Role

Total 

Ties

Ties 

School 

Ranking

Table NC2 - School C - Degree Centrality - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff
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degree centrality, ranking and strength/influence for the top 20 most connected people in 

the school for questions 1,2,3,7 and 8. 

Table 4.9: Results Key Questions - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff 
 

 
 

The table shows that all eight interview participants are ranked in the top 10 people overall 

for degree prestige. The table also shows that of the 8 interview participants, 6 of them had 

a ranking in the top 3 for at least one question for Degree Prestige(11, 6, 57, 23, 51 and 28) 

and the other two interview participants (27 and 18) were well connected in at least one key 

area in the school.  Finally, in selecting the interview participants it was intended to select 

individuals that either fulfilled one or more of the following criteria: to select a group of 

individuals that had high connection in one or more key areas; to select a group of 

individuals that would represent all key areas in the school; to select a group of individuals 

that would come from a range of leadership levels in the school. A discussion of each 

individual’s suitability and choice as an interview participant is given below: 

C1 - Person 57, Leading Teacher (Teaching and Learning – Science, Innovation & 

Partnerships) 

 Ranked 4th overall across all eight questions 

 Ranked 3rd overall across the five key questions  

 Ties   Rank  Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank Ties Rank 

1 11 Assistant Principal C7 16 1 6 2 11 1 21 1 4 4 58 11.6 2.15

2 6 Principal C5 14 2 8 1 10 3 4 12 7 1 43 8.6 2.13

3 57 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning - Science, Innovation & Partnerships C1 8 3 5 4 10 2 1 19 4 5 28 5.6 2.14

4 45 Assistant Principal 8 4 5 3 2 16 9 7 2 10 26 5.2 2.26

5 23 Leading Teacher - Student Program Manager (Year 7 - 9) C6 5 9 2 16 2 15 15 3 1 >20 25 5 2.36

6 27 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning - Maths & Numeracy C8 8 5 4 6 9 4 0 >19 3 6 24 4.8 2.25

7 51 Leading Teacher - Student Services C4 3 19 1 >20 0 >20 16 2 1 >20 21 4.2 2.09

8 58 Leading Teacher - Student Program Manager (Year 10-12) 5 10 4 7 0 >20 12 5 0 >20 21 4.2 2.14

9 18 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator C2 3 18 4 5 2 17 10 6 1 16 20 4 2.25

10 28 Teacher With Responsibility - Literacy Coach C3 8 6 2 15 5 6 0 >19 4 2 19 3.8 2.21

11 43 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator 2 >20 2 20 0 >20 14 4 1 >20 19 3.8 2.31

12 31 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning - English & Literacy 7 7 1 >20 5 5 0 >19 4 3 17 3.4 2.41

13 36 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning - Health & PE & Sport 6 8 2 19 4 8 0 >19 3 7 15 3 2.4

14 55 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator 2 >20 3 12 0 >20 6 10 0 >20 11 2.2 2.18

15 50 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator 0 >20 1 >20 1 >20 8 8 0 >20 10 2 2.4

16 59 Teacher With Responsibility - Humanities Coordinator 4 13 4 8 1 >20 0 >19 1 >20 10 2 1.9

17 12 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator 1 >20 2 18 0 >20 5 11 1 15 9 1.8 2.22

18 19 Teacher With Responsibility - Year Level Coordinator 0 >20 1 >20 1 >20 6 9 1 17 9 1.8 2.55

19 20 Leading Teacher - Teaching and Learning - Arts, Performance & Exhibitions 3 16 0 >20 4 9 0 >19 2 9 9 1.8 2.33

20 49 Teacher 4 14 1 >20 2 20 0 >19 2 11 9 1.8 1.77

Average 

Ties 

Overall 

Average 

Strength/ 

Influence

Table NC3 - Results Key Questions - Top 20 Ranked Members of Staff

Q3 Q7 Q8
Ties School 

Ranking

Survey 

Participant 
Role

Interview 

ID

Total 

Ties

Q1 Q2
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 Was well connected for advice on teaching ranking 3rd with 8 ties 

 Had high connections in curriculum advice ranking 2nd with 10 ties 

 

C2: Person 18, Teacher with Responsibility (Year Level Coordinator) 

 Ranked 10th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 9th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected in Pastoral Care of students ranking 6th with 10 ties 

 

C3: Person 28, Teacher with Responsibility (Literacy Coach)  

 Ranked 11th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 10th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected for advice on teaching ranking 6th with 8 ties 

 Ranked 2nd for influence on teaching  

 

C4: Person 51, Leading Teacher (Student Services) 

 Ranked 9th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 7th overall across the five key questions 

 Had high connections in Pastoral Care of students ranking 2nd with 16 ties 

 

C5: Person 6, Principal  

 Ranked 2nd overall across all eight  questions 

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 1st with 23 ties  

 Ranked 2nd overall across the five key questions 

 Had high connection across a number of key areas in the school. Was well connected 

in teaching advice ranking 2nd with 14 ties. For curriculum advice they ranked 3rd 

with 10 ties and were ranked 1st for influence on teaching with 7 ties 

 

C6: Person 23, Leading Teacher (Student program manager Year 7 – 9)  

 Ranked 6th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 5th overall across the five key questions 
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 Had high connections in Pastoral Care of students ranking 3rd with 15 ties 

 

C7: Person 11, Assistant Principal  

 Ranked 1st overall across all eight questions.  

 Was well connected for advice on administration ranking 1st with 23 ties  

 Ranked 1st overall across the five key questions. 

 Had high connection across a number of key areas in the school. Was well connected 

in teaching advice ranking 1st with 16 ties. For curriculum advice they ranked 1st with 

11 ties and were ranked 1st for advice on students with 21 ties 

 

C8: Person 27, Leading Teacher (Teaching and Learning – Maths & Numeracy)  

 Ranked 5th overall across all eight  questions 

 Ranked 6th overall across the five key questions 

 Was well connected for advice on teaching ranking 5th with 8 ties and was well 

connected for curriculum advice ranking 4th with 9 ties.  

 

4.6 Summary of Interview participants 

The staff selected to participate in the Interviews were identified from the results of the 

network analysis. The network analysis established key staff who were highly connected 

within each school in a number of key areas, including advice and support to staff in 

teaching and non-teaching areas, curriculum, pastoral care & discipline of students; and 

teacher influence. An overview summary of the staff involved in the interviews is shown in 

Tables 4.10 and 4.11 below.   

Table 4.10: Summary Overview of Interview Participants – By Position  

Position School A School B School C Total 

Teacher - 1 - 1 

Teacher with Responsibility 1 - 2 3 

Leading Teacher 5 6 4 15 

Assistant Principal 2 1 1 4 

Principal 1 1 1 3 

Total 9 9 8 26 
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Table 4.11 – Summary Overview of Interview Participants – By School   

  

Participant  Position Years 
teaching  

Years at 
School 

Years in Current 
Position  

School A 

Participant 1  Leading Teacher 5 5 2 
Participant 2 Leading Teacher 23 2 2 
Participant 3 Leading Teacher 13 13 4 
Participant 4 Teacher with Responsibility 39 27 1 
Participant 5 Assistant Principal 20.5 2.5 2.5 
Participant 6 Assistant Principal 23 23 1 
Participant 7 Leading Teacher 11 3 3 
Participant 8 Principal  29 3.5 3.5 
Participant 9 Leading Teacher 6 6 1.5 

            

School B 

Participant 1  Teacher  Not Disclosed 8 8 
Participant 2 Leading Teacher 28 17 15 
Participant 3 Leading Teacher 27 15 4 
Participant 4 Leading Teacher Not Disclosed 13 13 
Participant 5 Leading Teacher 37 13 6 
Participant 6 Assistant Principal 18 6 6 
Participant 7 Principal  27 7 7 
Participant 8 Leading Teacher 27 4 4 
Participant 9 Leading Teacher Not Disclosed 12 5 

            

School C 

Participant 1  Leading Teacher 8 8 4 
Participant 2 Teacher with Responsibility 28 12 4 
Participant 3 Teacher with Responsibility 31 14 5 
Participant 4 Leading Teacher 45 20 20 
Participant 5 Principal  32 22 6 
Participant 6 Leading Teacher 32 14 4 
Participant 7 Assistant Principal Not Disclosed 17 6 
Participant 8 Leading Teacher 34 34 10 

 

4.7 Thematic Analysis   

4.8 Introduction 

Thematic analysis was conducted from the analysis of the semi-structured interviews that 

were conducted at each of the three schools. The methodology describes in detail the 

design and implementation of the interviews and also the method used to complete the 

thematic analysis.  
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The Thematic analysis is broken up into four sections. These are: 1/ Key responsibilities of 

the interview participants; 2/ School Success; 3/ Leadership; and 4/ Distributed leadership. 

To enable the reader to make sense of the analysis conducted in the School Success, 

Leadership and distributed leadership tables have been used to classify the information. 

Identified themes were classified according to the following structure presented in Table 

4.12 below: 

 Table 4.12: Theme Classification  
 

 

 

 

 

 

4.9 Key Responsibilities 

The overview of the key responsibilities was derived from the analysis of the interviews 

conducted with the 26 participants across the three schools. The third question asked to all 

interview participants was “What are the key responsibilities in your current position in the 

school?”.  Overall there were nine key areas of responsibility identified by the participants 

and these were: School Leadership, Curriculum, Staff, Students, Teaching & learning, School 

Administration & Management, Working with Key Stakeholders, Involvement in School 

Teams; and Strategy. Table 4.13 gives an overview of the key responsibilities and their 

identification in the interviews. 

 

 

 

 

 

Indication Indication Level

Very High 
Themes that were Indicated by 80% or more of 

participants

High 
Themes that were Indicated by between 50% and 80% 

of participants

Moderate 
Themes that were indicated by between 30% - 50% of 

participants 

Low
Themes that were Indicated by less than 30% of 

participants
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Table 4.13: Key Responsibilities Overview 
 

Key Responsibility  

# Respondents per School 
Total Number 

of 
Respondents 

Total % of 
Respondents 

School A School B School C 

(9 
Participants) 

(9 Participants) (8 
Participants) 

School Leadership 8 6 6 20 76.92% 

Student Development, Management and / or  
Welfare 

6 5 8 19 73.08% 

Curriculum Development and/or Implementation 7 4 5 16 61.54% 

Staff Development, Management and / or Welfare 4 5 3 12 46.15% 

Teaching & Learning 3 5 3 11 42.31% 

Working with Key Stakeholders 0 6 3 9 34.61% 

School Administration or Management 2 3 2 7 26.92% 

Involvement in School teams 1 1 2 4 15.38% 

Strategy 0 1 0 1 3.84% 

 

Table 4.13 shows the overview of the nine areas of responsibility. There were three areas of 

note identified by all participants across the three schools and these were Involvement in 

School leadership (Identified by 76.92% of participants as a key responsibility), Involvement 

with Students (identified by 73.08%) and Curriculum (61.54%). The identification of these 

three areas of responsibility as the key areas of importance correlates with the results of the 

network analysis. The most connected people in the three schools as outlined in the Social 

network maps were those that held a designated school leadership position (such as 

Principal or Leading teacher), a position related to Student Welfare and management, and 

those with positions involving Curriculum. The next two areas of responsibility identified in 

the interviews were those involving Staff (46.15%) and Teaching & Learning (42.31%). The 

last 4 areas of responsibility identified by the staff were only singled out by a small number 

of participants and these were: Working with key Stakeholders (34.61%), School 

Administration & Management (29.92%), Involvement in School teams (15.38%) and 

Strategy (3.84%). Table 4.13 gives a good snapshot of the key responsibilities in the schools 

as identified by the participants in the interviews. Significantly, school leadership was 

identified by the majority of the interview participants as a key responsibility and this 

correlates with their identification in the network analysis as being leaders within the school 

by other members of staff in each school.   

Finally, there are some differences across schools in the identification of key responsibilities 

and these would be related to the context of each individual school and also the specific 
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roles and responsibilities that each member of staff has at each school. This is highlighted in 

the “Working with key stakeholders” responsibility in Table 4.13 in which it was rated very 

highly in School B with 6 out 9 participants identifying it, whereas no members of staff in 

School A identified it as a key responsibility and only 3 members of staff identified it in 

School C. Participants in School B referenced key stakeholders a number of times. They 

discussed liaising, communicating, supporting and working with parents as well as the 

Department of education and working with one key University (B5). In School C, the notion 

of context is exemplified by participant four, who was one of only three people to indicate 

this as a key responsibility and their role was student welfare.  They indicated quite strongly 

their relationships with key stakeholders. They stated:  

So sometimes we work together with other community agencies on those.  You 

know with different people from those organisations.  I look after stuff like 

scholarships, Western Chances Scholarships applications, other various 

scholarships looking for financial support for students through different 

agencies.(C4) 

4.10 School Success 

As described in the Methodology the three schools selected to take part in the research met 

the criteria of being a successful school. The first key part of the interviews was aiming to 

identify how the interview participants viewed success in their school. Four questions were 

asked to elicit responses on the success. These were: 

1/How do you describe the key aspects of success in this school? (Key Aspects of Success) 

2/In your opinion, what has contributed to those aspects of success that you mentioned 

earlier? (Enablers of Success) 

3/ What has been your contribution to the success of the school? (Personal Contribution to 

Success) 

4/ How do you know? (Follow up to question 3) (Identification of Success)  
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4.10.1 Key Aspects of Success 

As indicated in Table 4.14, there were 17 aspects of school success identified, and these 

have been grouped according to the extent to which participants identified these: high, 

moderate and low.  The themes that had high identification were those that were 

mentioned by the majority of the participants (at or above 50%) moderate indication was 

for those themes that were referenced by at least 1 third and up to 50% of the participants 

and low indication was for those that were identified below 30% or roughly less than 1 third 

of the participants. In discussing the identified themes, where appropriate quotes have 

been used for clarification, otherwise reference to particular staff that have mentioned or 

intimated those themes has been included.  

Table 4.14: Key Aspects of Success 
 

 

In the high indication category there were four aspects identified and these all link with the 

core functions of schools. They were linked with high expectations of both staff and 

students (A2, 5; B5,9; C3,7), a safe and orderly learning environment (A9; B7,9; C1-3,6-7), 

individualised teaching and learning programs (A1-3,5,7; B3,7; C3, 5-7), establishing a 

positive and supportive culture (A3,5,8; B1,3,5-7,9; C1-4,6-7), having staff with positive and 

aligned attitudes and that are focused on their work (A2,4-6; B1,4-5,7-8; C4) and; student 

School A     School B School C

(9 Participants) (9 Participants) (8 Particpants)

Teaching and learning 5 5 7 65.38%

Culture/Climate 3 6 6 57.69%

Staff Attitudes & Behaviours 5 5 4 53.85%

Student Achievement 4 6 3 50.00%

Relationships 1 5 4 38.46%

Curriculum programs 4 2 4 38.46%

Student Attitudes & Behaviours 3 4 3 38.46%

School Administration & Management 5 1 3 34.62%

Contribution of Key Stakeholders 2 4 3 34.62%

School Outcomes 3 3 2 30.77%

Leadership 3 1 4 30.77%

School Connectedness 1 4 2 26.92%

Staff capacity 2 3 1 23.08%

Supportive Environment 1 3 1 19.23%

Student Management & Welfare 2 1 1 15.38%

Development of People  1 1 1 11.54%

Effective teams 1 0 2 11.54%

Low 

High 

Table S1 - Key Aspects of Success 

Moderate 

 Indication Key Aspects of Succes
Total % of 

Respondants 
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achievement (A2-3,8-9; B1-6; C3,5-6). For example, at school B a leading teacher described a 

supportive culture:  

 

I think that’s an indicator that it’s a very nice place to work, and people like 

working here.  They like the students, they get on well with the staff. We 

generally don’t have a lot of friction between staff, between different members 

of staff.  They are pretty supportive of each other.  (B5) 

 

In School A, a teacher described the committed attitude of staff:  

 

but, there’s still that core of committed people in responsibility who will simply 

get a job done without quibbling about “this is not my role, I shouldn’t have to do 

this, I’ve worked my hours this week”, et cetera.(A4) 

 

There were seven aspects that had moderate support and these related  to a number of 

different aspects of schooling including relationships between all members of the school 

community (A6; B1,3,5,7,9; C1-2), the quality and diversity of curriculum programs offered 

(A1-3,9; B3,5; C4-6,8), the contribution of positive student attitudes and behaviours (A2,8,9; 

B1,5,8-9; C1-2, 4), the level of expertise and success of the school management and 

administration (A2-3,5-6,9; B7; C5,6-7), key stakeholder contribution (A2,4; B3-5,7; C1,3,7), 

school leadership (A4-6; B9; C2,4,6,8), school outcomes such as retention rates (A3,9) and 

school achievement data (a3,8; b1,3,6; C1,3). A teacher at school B highlighted the strengths 

of relationships at the school: 

 

 but to actually see around here, yeah, there is very little angst.  There is very 

little, you know, anger or enmity between any of the, you know, staff, students 

or whatever, and tends to be minor and resolved if it does come. (B1) 

 

A leading teacher at school A succinctly described several features of success:  

 

Things like attendance, our attendance data really improved over the course of 

the last strategic plan.  Obviously, there are things like sport where we have a lot 

of success as well.  I think the school has a lot of programs which cater for a big 

range of different kids, and that is probably one of the successes; that there are 
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so many things for the kids to participate in and feel connected or engaged in the 

school that there’s pretty much something for everyone, if you want. (A3) 

 

The themes that had the lowest indication were focused in a mixture of areas across the 

school and included  the connectedness of staff and students to the school (A1; B3,5-6,9; 

C1,4), the capacity of staff to fulfil their professional duties (A6,8; B2,6,8; C4), the 

environment which is highly supportive for all members of the school community (A5; B2-4; 

C3), the schools successful approach to student management and welfare (A1,9; B6), the 

development of people (A2; B1; C3) and lastly, effective teams within two of the schools 

(A2; C6,8).  

 

4.10.1a Context Specific Aspects of Success:  

In analysing the context of success, the patterns of identification are very similar in all of the 

three schools, however, there is a notable difference when investigating culture and climate 

and school contextual factors at the school level. In School A only 3 out of 9 participants 

identified culture and climate as an important aspect of success, compared to school B (6 

from 9) and school C (6 from 8). Participants in both these schools spoke about the 

importance of culture and climate and how the developed culture was strong and had 

impacted positively on facilitating an effective, inclusive and safe environment (B1,3,5-7,9; 

C1-4,6-7). The following excerpt from a leading teacher in school B gives an excellent outline 

of the importance of culture to the success: 

But what also makes it successful, I think, is that it’s a very ah, welcoming, 

friendly place.  Kids like being here.  They feel that most kids can find a place in 

this environment.  Um, it’s a bit less judgmental than other places.  Um, and the 

staff work together well. (B3) 

 

4.10.2 Enablers of Success 

This question examined the participants thoughts on what had facilitated the key indicators 

of success that they had identified. There were 16 key enablers that emerged as shown in 

Table 4.15. The same rating of indication that was used in Table 4.14 (high, moderate and 
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low) has been used for Table 4.15, however, a very high category has been included for 

those themes that were identified by more than 80% of the interview participants.  

 

Table 4.15: Enablers of Success 

 

Staff as an enabler was mentioned by all but two participants, and leadership was 

mentioned by all but five participants. Staff included aspects such as the espoused attitudes 

and behaviours like being supportive (A5-6,8; C2-3,6,7), working hard (A2-6; B4,8-9,; C7), 

contributing at a high level (A5,8; B3-4; C4), the ability of staff to collaborate with each 

other (A8; B3,5,8; C1,7) and staff being willing to take things on (A4,6; B1;  C1,6)  

 

There’s very little hands-off attitude as in, “No that’s not my problem or that’s 

not my role.”  People pitch in.  It’s a very strong spirit of cooperation on the 

whole.  I’m painting it like Nirvana, but it’s… people put in.  Obviously, as with a 

large staff, you have some who may not.  But on the whole, the staff are pretty 

motivated and pitch in.  (A6) 

 

The following excerpt describes the commitment, high expectations and work ethic of 

teachers:  

 

Table S2 - Enablers of Success 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Staff 8 9 7 92%

Leadership 8 6 7 81%

School Culture 3 6 8 65%

School Alignment 4 5 5 54%

School Contextual Factors 1 8 4 50%

School Wide Development 5 1 6 46%

Student Development 4 2 6 46%

School relationships 3 4 5 46%

Students 2 6 3 42%

School wide Practices 3 1 6 38%

School Structures 7 1 2 38%

Programs 6 1 3 38%

Approaches to Student Learning 4 1 3 31%

Teams 2 1 2 19%

Resources 1 3 1 19%

Communication 0 2 2 15%

Very High 

High 

Indication Enablers of Success
Total % of 

Respondants

Moderate 

Low
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I think teachers are pretty amazing how much work they do one on one, you almost 

would think it's private lessons happening and getting paid for it. But teachers give 

up endless amounts of free periods, free preparation time, after school, during 

lunchtimes or whatever to actually work literally one on one with kids.  And it 

happens across the board, English, math, and of course the art tech area they have 

to do that kind of thing because it is individual project based.  But even subjects like 

English where it’s not project based people work pretty significantly hard and that 

really works very well because you're developing a rapport, kids see your 

commitment, and it just ups the ante in the end of what they can put back into it. 

And I think that’s one major thing. People, teachers are very highly skilled in their 

area and I think that's a very big thing. (B8) 

 

The leadership style and attitudes of leaders were mentioned by most participants. School 

leaders were described as being flexible (A4), supportive (A2; C4), offering encouragement 

and consulting with and empowering staff (B1,4,7). These were leaders that could inspire 

(A1), who had vision (A8; C4), used strategy effectively (A7-9; B3,9; C1-2,4,7), were 

democratic (B9; C1,2) and were deemed effective because of successful practices (A2; B4-5; 

C1,7,9). A leading teacher at school C describes how senior and middle level leaders at this 

school are accessible:  

 

And it’s like anything, you know, I mean, you have your door open, you are 

accessible.  You can be contacted. And this is what we’ve got in this school apart 

from not only the administration – your principal and APs but you also got that 

amongst the leading teachers as well.  So, their doors are open and they’re 

prepared and happy to lend a hand and provide you with guidance pretty much – 

that’s what I’d say has been the biggest contributor. (C8) 

 

In the high indication category for this question three themes emerged that related to 

school culture, school alignment and school contextual factors. School culture enabled 

success on three levels. Firstly, the current culture was deemed effective (A5,8; B1,3,5; 

C1,4,8), facilitated an environment of sharing (A1; C3) and an effective and positive teaching 

and learning environment (A5,8; B1-3,7; C2-3, 6-7). Secondly, the culture had directly led to 

an improved climate (A3) and thirdly, success had been facilitated as there was a 
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conscientious focus within the school on improving the current culture and working toward 

fortifying the positive work environment (B7; C4-5,7). School alignment was referring to 

having a common set of beliefs amongst staff (A8; B1,4,8-9; C7-8) such as the ‘collective 

focus on educating students’ (B1) and agreed upon school wide processes and practices (A1-

2; C2,5). There was also belief in a common vision for learning (A2;B1,4,8-9; C8-9) and 

repeated suggestion of school-wide high expectations (A2,6,8; B7; C1). School contextual 

factors referred to context specific themes for each school such as school location and 

layout (B1,2; C1,4,7), community partnerships (C4) and key stakeholder support (A8; B1-3,5-

9). 

 

Of the enablers that were moderately indicated the first two were associated with the 

developmental focus of the school. Student development was emphasised with focus on the 

improvement of student outcomes (A1-2; C1,5,8), the focus on student welfare (A2,9; C3) 

such as through the use of programs like School Wide Positive Behaviours (A5) and the 

overall focus on student development (A7;B1,4; C2,5-6,8) including improving student 

engagement (A7) and the early identification of students who were struggling (A9). School 

wide development included the strong focus on staff development (A1-2,5,7-8; C5-6) and 

the overall focus on improving and developing the school teaching practice, programs, 

welfare and engagement (A7; B6; C2,4-5,7-8). Effective School relationships was the next 

theme and included all facets of school based relationships (A2-3,6; B1-2,5,7; C1-2,4,7-8). 

Students were also identified and included both their attitudes and behaviours (A2, B2-6,8; 

C2,7-8) and also their connectedness to the school (A3,5; B6). 

 

School wide practices were described in a number of different contexts. The review and 

analysis of current programs (A1; C4,8), the school wide use of data, assessment and 

reporting (A1,5,7-8), regular team meetings (C7) and planning such as curriculum planning 

(A7; B8; C1) were some of the examples given. School Structures included both the 

leadership structure (A7) and the student welfare and management structures (A2-3,5-6,8-

9; B7; C2,6). School programs was also an identified area and encompassed their 

effectiveness (A5,9; B4; C3,8) and the breadth and depth offered (A2,3). The last enabler in 

the moderately indicated group was approaches to student learning which highlighted a 

strong focus on individualised student learning (A1,5,7,9; B1; C2,6,8). The low indication 



   

153 
 

group included the successful creation of teams (A7;B9; C1,8), the current provision and 

utilisation of the schools resources (A7; B4; C8) and effective communication (B1,4; C2,8).  

 

4.10.2a Context Specific Enablers of Success:  

School context can be identified in Table 4.15 as there is some variance in the specific 

enablers identified in each school. School A had a strong focus on people, structure and 

programs, school B on people, context and students and school C on people, culture, 

development (students and school) and school wide practices. In school B there was strong 

identification of parents and the surrounding community as enablers (B1-3,5-9).  School A 

rated school structure very highly compared to school C and B (7 out of 9 participants). Prior 

to the interviews, school A had undertaken and completed a large review of their student 

welfare and management structures due to concerns with student engagement data. As a 

result of this they implemented a new house system to improve student engagement and 

wellbeing across the school and staff felt that this had had a significant impact.  This was 

quite evident in the interviews as expressed in this excerpt from a leading teacher in school 

A:    

 

I think moving to the house structure has been a success in terms of creating an 

increased sense of connectedness.  I think the initial data showed that I’m not 

sure whether this year’s data did.  It might not have but I sort of feel that 

probably over the course of the last few years since we’ve moved to the house 

system that there’s been a change in the way that the school feels when you’re 

in the yard. (A3) 

 

4.10.3 Personal Contribution to Success  

 

The question on personal contribution was investigating how the interview participants 

thought they had contributed to the overall success of their school. Eleven themes emerged 

as shown in Table 4.16 below:  

 



   

154 
 

Table 4.16: Personal Contribution to Success 

* Please note in this question one participant in School B did not answer it. 

 

Personal behaviours and actions were identified by all but three participants as an 

important part of their contribution to school success. Some examples staff spoke about 

were having alignment with school values and practices (A1,6; B8; C2), involving themselves 

in wider school programs as much as possible (A1,7; B1-2,4,6; C8), providing support and 

assistance where able (A6,9; B2-3,5-6,9; C1-3, 6-8), contributing to things like committees 

(B9; C4,8-9), co-ordinating school programs (A3-5,8; B3; C7), leading the development of 

teams (A9; C1) and a deliberate focus on personal and professional development (A1; B1). 

They also tried to be accessible to staff and students (A6; C2) and fulfil their duties to high 

standards (A1; C3,7). 

 

The following excerpt from a leading teacher in school A highlights some behaviours and 

actions that are supportive, aligned and show dedication to the school: 

 

Well, I think that I’m very focused, very passionate about my career. And I think 

that also I’m, very much a team player.  I see school as a community.  Schools are 

communities.  And that it’s important for each person to be an equally 

contributing member of that community.  So, I don’t really see myself 

contributing any differently now than I did from being a KLA leader – to when I 

was a teacher, I would always involve myself in things that other departments 

were doing or extra-curricular activities, the whole school community is very 

important.  And also I’m a person that I think like’s to learn and likes to be 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) ( 8 participants *) (8 participants)

Very High Behaviours & Actions 7 8 7 88%

School Developments 6 7 3 64%

Student Progress 6 6 3 60%

Skills & Expertise 6 3 4 52%

Staff Development 4 2 6 48%

Professional Capacity  2 2 7 44%

Management 1 4 6 44%

Leadership 5 1 2 32%

School Improvement 2 3 1 24%

Contribution to teaching 

learning 
2 1 2 20%

School Achievement 1 1 0 8%

Total % of 

Respondants

High 

Moderate 

Low

Indication Personal Contribution 

Table S3- Personal Contributionto Success



   

155 
 

challenged and likes to know what this is about.  And so I won’t be happy until I 

know about every single aspect of the whole school. So I think that maybe it’s a 

personality thing …. and if you have someone who’s leading the school that 

inspires the staff and motivates them, and can get people on board to recognise 

that common goal and feel accountable, then it changes the perspective of 

everyone.  (A1) 

 

The themes in the high category were school wide development, student progress and 

expertise. School wide development included the implementation of new programs or 

initiatives (A8; B3-4,6,8-9; C5,7-8) such as the implementation of Compass (B6), curriculum 

development (A1,7; B2,8; C5,7-8), restructuring current programs or processes (A5,8), policy 

development (B2) and the development and consolidation of school culture (A3-4; B1,8-9; 

C7). Student progress was linked with student outcomes (A1,2,5,7-9; B2-4,6,9; C5-7) such as 

improved academic performance (A1-2,7,9; B4; C6) and pathways (A5,8-9), personal 

development (A7-8; B1-2,4,9; C7) and student connectedness (B3). Skills and expertise such 

as problem-solving (A2; C7), developing relationships (A3,6,8-9; B3,6; C2,6,8), effective 

communication (A1-2; B6; C2,7), generating ideas and initiatives (B6; C7) and effective 

change management (B8; C8) were described.  The following excerpt from an assistant 

principal in school A emphasises their commitment to developing relationships with 

students:   

 

I find, find over the years that if you make yourself accessible to the students and 

also to the staff, but to the students, then you certainly have less problems, 

because you develop that emotional bank account with kids.  A simple example 

would be a little Year 7 is having trouble with their locker and they come up.  It’s 

fairly accessible up here.  So they rock on the doorstep and you know the 

facilities manager is not there. So I’ve got locker keys.  I’ll go down and help them 

with that.  Or just, I prefer to get off my chair and go and do stuff straight away 

and it builds credit with kids. (A6) 

 

The four areas of personal contribution in the moderate group were all associated with the 

professionalism and capabilities of the participant’s. These included the development of 

staff (A1,5,7,9; B2,8-9; C2-3,4-8), job proficiency (C2,4,7-8), effective collaboration (B8; C3-
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4,6-7); and their knowledge and experience (A2,6; B9; C1,3-4,8). It also included 

management and leadership. Management included key components of administration such 

as effectively doing their role (A9; B4-5,8; C4,6-7), student management (B3; C2,6,9), 

involvement in teams (A1; C1) and work with key stakeholders such as parents (B3). 

Leadership referred to leadership capacity such as leading programs (A3-5,8; B3; C7) and 

implementing strategy (A8). 

 

In the low indication group school improvement, such as improving current workplace 

practices (B2), improving facilities (A8) and school processes and programs (A5,8; B6,8; C5) 

was described. Contribution to the teaching and learning program was mentioned (A3,8; B9; 

C6-7), such as making it a calmer and more positive learning environment (A3). Lastly, 

school achievement (A8; B6) was touched on by two people.  

 

4.10.3a School Level Personal Contribution:  

While each school identified staff behaviours and actions as their key personal contribution 

there were some differences between schools in their identification of other key areas. Staff 

in school A also identified staff expertise and school outcomes and student progress, school 

B only school developments and student progress, and school C had a strong focus on staff 

(capacity, development and management).  

4.10.4 Identification of Success  

The last question on success was a follow up to the previous question and was investigating 

how the interviewees identified their contribution had been successful. There were four 

ways the participants identified their success and these are displayed in Table 4.17 below:  

Table 4.17: Identification of Success 

 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Very High Data 6 8 7 80.77%

High Subjective Observation 6 4 6 61.54%

Objective observation 5 1 3 34.62%

Feedback 5 4 0 34.62%

Identification of Success
Total % of 

Respondants

Table S4 - Identification of success

Indication

Moderate 
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Data was the only type of identification that was indicated very highly, with all but 5 

participants referencing it in some context. Some staff spoke in general about referring to 

data to identify success (B7; C4-6) or the analysis of data (B2,7; C8). Some outlined specific 

examples of data used such as VCE and academic results (A3,5,7,9; B3-4; C1,3,8), school 

survey data (A7; B2,5-6,9; C4,6-8) and data outlining student transitions (A5; B3), retention 

rates (A5,9; B6) and behaviour incidents (A8-9). The following excerpt from a leading 

teacher in school A highlights their use of data to identify success: 

I can measure my outcomes on the students in terms of their VCE data, also my 

retention data, attendance data.  So, they all indicate to me that I’m successful in 

that position. (A9) 

The following description details the importance the principal in school C places on the use 

of data: 

No, I definitely look at data…  And I’m happy to listen to anecdotal evidence, but I 

think it has to be (data) to some extent because anecdotal evidence doesn’t 

necessarily give you – I mean, I’m not saying survey data or testing data does 

either, but I think it can – it certainly can give you at least some indication of 

more so than a few people’s accounts or kids’ accounts of things. (C5) 

Subjective observation or ‘perception’ had high indication across the three schools. 

Identification anecdotally was the main type of subjective observation (A5-6,8; B8-9; C1,3,5-

7,8). This reference by a leading teaching in school C gives a useful description of anecdotal 

evidence: 

 

Anecdotally we have had success with the creation of the Year 10 program that 

mirrors the year 11 program and it seems to be working really well. (C8)   

 

Other subjective observation included positive changes in perception (A5; B9, C6) and an 

intuitive understanding of the success such as ‘Sensing success’(A8) or ‘I think I have a few 

wins’(B1), teacher C2 even used the term ‘subjective’ in their description. The following 

statement by the principal in school B is an excellent example of subjective observation: 

 

Yes, there’s a referencing of data but the real sense is the vibe you pick up. (B7).  
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The moderately indicated identifier was objective observation and feedback. Objective 

observation included things that the participants could actually see or quantify within the 

school. Some examples described by participants included the implementation of programs 

(A5,8; B9), changes to curriculum (A1,5; C1), sharing knowledge or experience (A1-2) and 

eye-witness accounts (C4,8). Feedback referred to positive verbal feedback received from 

staff (A2-3,5,7,9; B8), students (A3; B2-3,9) and parents (B3). When looking at the schools 

individually no staff member in school C indicated feedback as an identifier of success and 

only one staff member from school B identified objective observation. 

 

4.11 Leadership 

The second part of the interviews was investigating the leadership of the schools. 

Explanations were being sought that would identify key information relating to current 

leaders within each school. As all interview participants had been identified as connected 

people within their respective schools and all but one of them (B1) held a leadership 

position (ranging from teacher with responsibility up to principal class) useful accounts of 

key information relating to successful leaders would be obtained that would identify, their 

work, how they were identified and some successful leadership practices and other 

important information.    

Five questions were asked to elicit responses on leadership in the school. These were: 

1/ Can you tell me about your work as a leader within the school? (Practice of Leaders) 

2/Why would you be identified as a leader within the school? (Characteristics of Leaders) 

3/ Can you give me an example of a successful aspect of your leadership? (Examples of 

Successful Leadership) 

4/ How are people in leadership positions identified and chosen for those positions? 

(Identification and Selection of Leaders) 

5/ Who else provides leadership in the school and what kind/s of leadership do they 

provide? (Effective Leaders)  
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4.11.1 Practice of Leaders 

The first investigation into leadership was trying to determine the work of the connected 

leaders.  13 themes materialized from the thematic analysis as shown in Table 4.18 below:  

Table 4.18: Practice of Leaders 
 

 

Display professionalism and rectitude was the only practice of leaders work that had very 

high indication, with all but 4 participants indicating it. This part of their work included 

practices such as completion of professional duties (A3,5-8; B2-4; C1-2,5,7), acting honestly 

and working from a position of moral purpose (A5-6,8; B8; C6-8), holding staff accountable 

(C2,5-7), working and maintaining high professional standards at all times (A1,3,5,8-9; 

B3,5,8; C6-8), valuing and trusting people(B3,7), maintaining a positive attitude (A1,5; B1) 

and being a role model for staff and students (A1,3,5,9; C6).  The following is an articulate 

description of acting honestly by a leading teacher in school B:  

 

But, I like to be upfront and honest.  Then at least people can come on board or 

not but I know where I stand and they know what I’m saying and I can't be a 

leader if I'm pretending I’m not asking you. I'm selling an idea but it doesn't 

involve work for you. So, I like to always tell people if I have an idea what it means 

for them. How is this idea about curiosity that were talking about at the school is 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Very High 
Display  Professionalism and 

Rectitude
7 8 7 84.62%

Contribute to Supportive 

Environments
4 4 6 53.85%

Develop Staff 5 4 4 50.00%

Set Direction 3 5 5 50.00%

Works towards school success / 

improvement
4 4 5 50.00%

Work with all members of the 

School Community 
3 3 6 46.15%

Utilise their Skills & Knowledge 4 4 4 46.15%

Management of School 6 4 1 42.31%

Develop Relationships 2 4 3 34.62%

Consult with staff 1 5 3 34.62%

Display Commitment to school 2 3 4 34.62%

Focus on Communication 0 4 4 30.77%

Low Build Effective Culture 0 3 1 15.38%

Total % of 

Respondants
Indication Practice of Leaders

Table L1 - Practice of Leaders

Moderate 

High 
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going to affect you in the classroom when you're teaching PE, when you're 

teaching art? You know and I try to bring on people like that. And for that reason I 

think people respect me. They may not like the message I’m delivering, but 

nothing is ever personalised. (B8) 

 

In the high indication category facilitating supportive environments was a key component. 

Some examples included providing advice and guidance (A2,9; C1-4,7), being able to offer 

solutions to problems (A4-5,9; B2,6; C6-7) and providing support to all members of the 

school community (A4-5; B2,8-9; C1-3,6-7). Developing staff was another key practice of 

leaders (A4-5,7-9; B2,7-9; C1-2, 5-6). Another practice was that of setting direction such as 

curriculum development (A3,7; C1,7), formulating policy (B6), creating teams (B7) and 

initiating and implementing new programs and actions (A9; B6,8; C2,7). Working towards 

school success and improvement was also alluded to in the interviews (A1,5,8-9; B2-3,6-7; 

C1, 4-7). A leading teacher in school C gives an excellent depiction of providing support:  

 

So, you got to be proactive, and leadership is about being proactive and so, if 

somebody comes to see you, they know if they come and see me, they know 

something will happen, that the door won’t be closed on them.  I’ll help them out 

in some way.  And the other thing is I won’t be critical. I think that’s most 

important.  You know, as soon as the door shuts, there’s no good turning to me 

and saying, "They're shit house" or something like that, now people know I 

wouldn’t do that.  There’s a trust there that they know I wouldn't do that, that I 

wouldn't turn around and say, “She’s struggling or he’s struggling,” or something 

like that.  I would say look, you know, were giving them a bit of support and a bit 

of back-up here – kids, students, parents – anything like that you know. (C6) 

 

The moderately indicated practices relate to interpersonal and technical abilities such as 

working with all members of the school Community (A2,5,8; B3,6-7; C1-2,4-5,7-8), utilising 

skills and knowledge (A2-3;5;8; B1,6-7,9; C2,4,6,8), managing the school (A1-3,5,7,9; B3,5-

6,9; C7), developing relationships (A4,-5,7; B2-3,7,9; C1,4,7), consulting with staff (A7; B1-

3,6,8; C2,5,7), displaying commitment (A3,6; B1,4,9; C1,5-7) and communicating effectively 

(B1-3,9; C2,4,6-7).  The low indication category consisted of developing school culture (B6-8; 

C7). 
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4.11.1a Context Specific Practices of leaders:  

 

There is some variance between the schools in the practices described as prominent. While 

all schools referred to professionalism and rectitude as the main practice of their work, staff 

in school A saw management of the school as their next biggest role, in school B it was 

setting direction and consulting with staff and in school C contributing to supportive 

environments and working with all members of the school community were identified.  

  

4.11.2 Characteristics of Leaders 

 

This question was seeking to gain further insight into what interview participants thought 

were the key characteristics they displayed that led to them being identified by staff in their 

respective schools as a leader of significance. Table 4.19 presents the characteristics that 

were identified in the analysis.  

 
Table 4.19: Characteristics of Leaders 
 

 

Having commitment was the only characteristic in the very high indication category being 

identified in all but four of the interview participants. Comittment was shown either in their 

role (A1-2,5,9; B2,5; C4,6) or their commitment to the wider school context (A3,4,6-7; B3,6-

9; C1,5,7-8). This excerpt from an assistant principal in school B describes their commitment 

to the school:  

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Very High Committed 9 7 6 84.62%

Willing to Act 5 7 6 69.23%

People Centered 6 5 6 65.38%

Provide Support 4 5 6 57.69%

Actively Contribute 3 6 5 53.85%

Knowledge & 

Experience
7 1 3 42.31%

Have Profile 3 3 3 34.62%

Facilitate Trust 3 3 2 30.77%

Have a balanced 

Viewpoint
1 2 3 23.08%

Influential 0 2 2 15.38%

Democratic 2 0 2 15.38%

Candid 1 2 1 15.38%

Low

Characteristics of 

Leaders

Table L2 - Characteristics of Leaders

Total % of 

Respondants
Indication

High 

Moderate 
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I think that’s something that identifies me as a leader.  I think that they know – 

that I’m committed, you know, I’m here until 5:30 or 6 o’clock each night.  I come 

back and support initiatives of an evening so they know I put in that symbolic, 

dedicated commitment to things.  (A6) 

The characteristics in the high indication category related to the demonstrated actions and 

behaviours of interview participants when dealing with people or within the wider school 

context.  When discussing people the espoused behaviours were those that were people 

centered and included being positive (C2,5), being available to staff (A6; B5-8; C7), being 

approachable (A1,4,8; B5-6; C2,4), displaying respect (A8; B7; C7), active listening (B7; C8), a 

deliberate focus on relationships (A2,5; B9; C1-2,5,8) and providing a positive work 

environment (A8). The following comment from the principal in school A highlights their 

person centered approach: 

 I hope it's because they see that I am approachable.  I hope it's because they see 

that I am fair and even-handed.  And I hope they see that I try and deal with 

things in a humanistic and respectful way. (A8).     

The key action identified was that of providing support to staff (A4,7,9; B2,4-6,8; C1-3,6-8) 

which a leading teacher in school A portrays quite well:  

Well, I definitely give everyone time when they come and see me. And I’ll always 

make time. Because it’s really important to support each other, so no matter 

how busy I am I’ll try to, if not at that time or just as soon as possible, meet up 

with them and give them that support that’s needed.  Whether it’s recess or after 

school because I know, especially if it’s something like the interactive 

whiteboards with technology, if people don’t have the support, well, they’ll just 

go ‘it’s in the too hard basket’.  (A7) 

In the wider school context having a ‘willingness to act’ was the key behaviour. Here 

interview participants spoke about an intentional willingness, when able, to act. Some 

examples included supporting staff (A1,A2,4,7; B2,4; C1-3,8), getting involved in the wider 

school context (B9), taking on responsibility (A3) and following  through (B6).  The key 

actions or active contribution included being active in their role or in other areas within the 

school (A5; B2-3,5,7,9; C1,3,5,8), mediation (C6), completing objectives (A9) driving 
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programs (A2) and contributing in a positive manner (C3). The following excerpt from a 

leading teacher in school A highlights their willingness to act in a number of ways: 

I think from the time I started I have always been willing to be involved.  Like I 

said, from my second year I was sports coordinator and I have always been 

willing to take on positions of responsibility, apart from the day-to-day teaching 

and that is something that I like doing and something that I would probably miss 

if I didn’t do.(A3) 

The follwing description from a leading teacher in school B  demonstrates how they 

are actively involved in the school and make a positive contibution: 

You know I always, I guess, I take an active role in what’s going on, you know, at 

staff meetings and faculty meetings and trying to keep up-to-date with kind of 

curriculum stuff and always have something to, you know, trying to make a 

positive contribution in that sense. (B3) 

Characteristics in the moderately indicated group included the participants knowledge and 

experience, having profile and building trust.  Having knowledge or being knowledgable was 

described by many (A1,3,6-9; B3; C2,4,8). The following remarks illustrate the notion of 

knowledge “I think I have, you know, a good knowledge”(A1), “I've got a very, very wide 

knowledge of science” (A4), “I’ve got a reasonable knowledge of the operations of the school 

and curriculum knowledge” (A6),  “…I try to be knowledgeable, I think I can usually answer 

most people’s questions…” (C4). Being experienced (A2; C2,4,8) and having school 

awareness (C2,4) were also described. Having profile referred to being identified as a figure 

head or point of contact (A3,5,9; B4; C3-4,8) or having organisational visbility (A3,5; B6-7). 

Being connected was also described by one person (C4). The facilitation of trust was 

touched on by a number of staff. Descriptions included being reliable (C8), being 

accountable (A1), acting ethically (A8; B4-5, 8; C7) and instilling confidence (A9; C8). The 

following comment from a leading teacher in school A describes them being a figure head 

and point of contact in their school: 

I think the kids see me- well most of them know that I’m a house leader, maybe 

because I get up at assemblies and talk to them at assemblies, or I discipline 

them about uniform or whatever, but they know that I’m at things, I’m involved 
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in things.  If they need to see someone, it’s probably me, if they are in my house, 

so they come and find me about all sorts of things.  Whether I actually know the 

answer or not sometimes, but I suppose I am sort of seen as that figurehead I 

suppose for yellow house. (A3)   

An assistant principal in school B speaks directly about being visible within their school: “I’m 

there for people and I’m visible.” (B6). 

The characterisitics in the low indication group included having a balanced veiwpoint (A8; 

B6,8; C5-7), being influential (B4,7; C1,5), acting democratically (A4,8; C5) and being candid 

in their dealings such as standing up for personal beliefs (B4,6; C3), acting descively (A6), 

being firm (C6) and vocal (C3). 

4.11.2a Context Specific characteristics:  

 

There is minimal variance between the schools in the identified characteristics of leaders, 

however, Table 4.19 does identify one context specific difference. In school A knowledge 

and experience were identified as a key characteristic with 7 out of 9 participants describing 

it while in school B only 1 out of 9 described it and in school C only 3 out of 8 staff described 

it.  

 

4.11.3 Examples of Successful Leadership Practices  

 

The aim of this question was to elicit examples of practices that the participants thought 

were successful in their leadership practice. Documenting the examples that the interview 

participants have highlighted themselves will add greater depth to the discussions within 

the thesis. Table 4.20 outlines the results for this question and these are discussed below. 
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Table 4.20: Successful Leadership Practices. 

 

 

Professional Practice 

Aspects of their professional practice that were influential included capacity building (A8; 

B2,7-8; C6). maintaining high professional standards that included acting as a role model 

(A1,6,9; C7), having a strong work ethic (A7-8; C4), being  reliable (B1; C4), having high 

expectations of self and staff (A7,8;  C6-7), fulfilling their role to a high standard (A3; B2-5, 

B8; C2,4,7-8), working in the best interests of the school (A8-9; B1) and leading and 

managing change (A8; B6,8; C5,8). This description by the principal in school A outlines their 

strong work ethic:   

 

I work hard, I work long hours.  I think people see that, I think people see that I 

put in.  And I think they see me as sort of a hard-working individual that's trying 

to turn the place around. (A8) 

 

Interpersonal Qualities 

 

The area of practice that participants outlined the most was their Interpersonal qualities. 

Interpersonal qualities referred to three main areas including a focus on positive 

School 
Professional 

Practice

Interpersonal 

Qualities

Organiational 

Contribution

Knowledge, Skills & 

Expertise
Support 

Leadership 

Style 

Influence on 

School Direction 

A1 LT  

A2 LT  

A3 LT  

A4 TR   

A5 AP

A6 AP 

A7 LT    

A8 PR      

A9 LT      

B1 T    

B2 LT   

B3 LT  

B4 LT    

B5 LT  

B6 AP    

B7 PR    

B8 LT   

B9 LT     

C1 LT  

C2 TR  

C3 TR  

C4 LT    

C5 PR   

C6 LT    

C7 AP     

C8 LT    

18 16 13 11 9 8 8

Participant 

A

B

C

# of Times Referenced
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relationships (A1-2; B4,7; C1,4,7), effective communication (A2,4,8-9; B3-9; C2,5,7), 

collaborating effectively with people (A4,9; B2,4,9; C2,7). These were underpinned by 

characteristics such as being respectful (A8; B9; C7), honest (C7), resilient (C5) and positive 

(A7). The following description from the principal in school B characterises their leadership 

style underpinned by an interpersonal style focused on building trust and respect.  

 

So I will reflect back to people what they said so they feel heard.  I mean 

leadership is all about relationships where there’s trust and respect, and I think if 

you’ve got ways of building that, you’re probably going to be, or have more 

influence in the school.  But yeah, I’d go back to my coaching mode, I think that’s 

a really powerful thing that I use. It really conveys to people that you are 

listening and you’ve heard what they’ve got to say.  So instantly, people feel 

involved and connected and valued.  I think that underpins leadership.  (B7) 

 

A leading teaching in school C describes their focus on communication quite vividly: 

 

Well, I think I just keep up anecdotally with how people are going.  Like I say, 

with kids and also with teachers, you know, at lunchtime or recess or in the 

corridor or sending emails and just follow—.  I follow up pretty quickly.  And I’ve 

got a really good understanding of– I see myself as kind of like the frontline 

person between VCAA and the staff and the kids.  And so  if anything, if there’s 

any questions, then I’m sort of on the phone and I find out and I let people know 

whether it’s parents or kids or teachers. (B3)  

 

Organisational Contribution  

 

In this theme participants gave descriptions of active involvement and contribution to the 

school in a number of areas and outlined ways in which they had impacted the school. 

Students were impacted through Improved student programs (A9; B6; C3,8), student 

improvement (A3,8; C6,8) and an improved learning environment (A8). Curriculum 

development (A8-9, C3,8) and the development and improvement of specialist programs in 

the school (A8) there was also improved staff Collaboration (C1) 

 

School level contribution included school policy development (C4), implementation of the 

school charter (A4), creation of a common staff room (C1), improved school culture (B6,8; 
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C8,6), implementation of a new house structure (A3) and reorganisation of the leadership 

structure (A8), being involved in wider school programs (B1; C8) and general references to 

the development of wider school programs (A8; B9; C8). The following recount by a teacher 

in school B outlines there involvement in wider school programs:  

 

Okay, for example, I’m involved in this New Caledonian trip that leaves in a few 

days, and I’m not part of the faculty but nonetheless, I’ve been sort of fully 

involved in the organisation and been chasing kids and on the phone to travel 

agents and all that kind of stuff.  So, even though it’s not directly my bailiwick or 

my charter I’m sort of reliable and do that kind of thing and in fact, enjoy it 

really, sort of enjoy it because these are obviously things that expand students’ 

lives and expand students’ experience in school.  And I’m happy to be highly 

involved in that kind of thing. (B1)  

 

This description by a leading teacher in school B describes their success in improving 

processes within the school: 

 

I guess one of the real successes is that I have set up a system to identify 

students that are at risk of failure.  And I do that from a process which begins in 

first term, where we have a look at kids who are not traveling well.  Identify kids 

early, seek advice from staff, try and put some supports in place.  I come up with 

some strategies to assist these students.  If we can access outside help doing 

that, in some cases setting up mentoring teachers to try and take on a one-on-

one roll with students.  And continue to review that through the next two 

episodes of reports and to, you know, as far as possible, just try and ensure that 

students are successful in getting through their VCE course.  (B4) 

 

Knowledge, Skills and Expertise 

 

These examples referred to the ability to think strategically (A4), being skilled in their role 

(A9; B4), having knowledge and common sense (C7-8) and being able to manage and 

organise (A2,4,7; B1,6,8; C6).  

 

Support 
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Support had two orientations either the support of staff (A8; B2-3,5; C3,6-7) or supporting 

the school (B1,9; C6). Leading teacher C6 describes how they have supported a staff 

member in using the schools behaviour management system to help with classroom 

management. 

 

Leadership Style 

 

There were a number of different styles of leadership described including democratic (A9; 

B9; C7), flexible (A7), direct (A8), organised (C4), inclusive (B7) coaching (B7), consultative 

(A8-9; B4,9; C4,7) and being accessible to staff and students (C4,7). The following 

description by a leading teacher in school A highlights their style:  

 

I think it’s been working within - being flexible with teachers and working around 

their needs.  Like organising meetings for our, like our year seven team, because 

we are not timetabled on for that time. (A7) 

 

Setting Direction 

 

Having influence on the school direction was described by a number of staff as being 

successful. This included devising strategy (A8; B6-7; C5) setting and school vision (A9; C5,8) 

and the identification for improvement (A9; B4,9) 

 

4.11.4 Identification and Selection of Leaders 

 

Question four in the leadership section was aimed at trying to understand in greater detail 

on what basis leaders, within the three schools, were identified and chosen for positions of 

leadership. Table 4.21 overviews the eight themes that emerged from the interview 

responses.  
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Table 4.21: Identification and Selection of Leaders 
 

 

 

There were two themes in the very high indication level, mandate and strategy. When 

referring to mandate the interview participants spoke of the mandated Department of 

Education and Early Childhood Development (DEECD) state-wide process for the selection of 

staff for leading teacher positions (A2-4,6-8; B1-3,6,9; C3,5-6) or the school’s formalised 

selection process for leading teachers and positions of responsibility (A2-9; B1-9; C1-7). The 

following description by a leading teacher in school A describes the mandated process for 

leading teacher and position of responsibility: 

 

Yeah, look, leading teacher obviously they advertise and you go through the 

process of applying for the position. You do your written application, interviews.  

If you’re successful, then you get it.  Positions of responsibility sometimes - well if 

there is an expression of interest that goes out and people can put their 

expression of interest in.  If you are an expert teacher you are sort of expected to 

have a role, but that doesn’t mean that you have to be an expert teacher to have 

a role.  I’ve had coordinators work with me that weren’t expert teachers and they 

were still accomplished. (A3) 

 

Strategy  included headhunting particular people from other schools (A8), targeting people 

for leadership (A2-6,8-9; B1-2,5-6,8; C1,3-4,7), identifying people who are not suited for 

leadership positions (A6; C7), strategic matching of people for selected roles (A5,8; B1; C2-

3,5,7), rolling over current leaders (B3) and talent Identification (A2,4-7,9; B1, 7,9; C3,6,7). 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Mandate 8 9 7 92.31%

Strategy 8 8 7 88.46%

High Organisational Necessity 3 5 5 50.00%

Moderate 
Organisational 

Contentness
2 2 4 30.77%

Emergent Needs of 

School 
1 2 3 23.08%

Staff Aspiration 1 3 2 23.08%

Capacity 1 0 0 3.85%

Low

Table L4 - Identification and Selection of Leaders

Indication
Identification and 

Selection of Leaders

Total % of 

Respondants

Very High 
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The following description by an assistant principal in school C describes their targeting of 

potential leaders. 

 

But we get a pretty good idea of who we want to do something and there is a bit 

of encouragement that goes on. (C7) 

An assistant principal in school A describes the identification of talent: 

 

So, we do do that active, if someone shows a bit of talent or shows a bit of 

passion in something, we do do a lot of that, “Have you thought about this?” or 

"Gee, you'd be good at whatever”. (A5) 

Organisational necessity was another theme in the high indication category. This indicated 

the appointment of people to leadership positions due to a lack of applicants for positions 

of responsibility (A3,7; B2,4,9; C1,3-4,6-7). A leading teacher in School B highlights the lack 

of competition for some leadership positions:  

 

We’ve made it known that a certain position was becoming available.  Called for 

any interested parties.  There hasn’t been a large amount of competition in the 

past.  We have the large number of staff who are sort of, they are part-time.  

They have got families you know, they’re not really interested in taking up 

leadership positions.  So you know we haven’t found a great deal of competition 

in the past. (B9) 

 

The moderately indication category consisted of one theme: Organisational Contentness. 

Here participants spoke about staff in the school being happy with the current leaders 

already in positions and so there was reluctance for staff to put their hand up to apply for 

leadership positions (A8-9; B7,9; C1-3,6). The principal in School B highlights this notion of 

organisational contentness quite aptly: 

 

For positions of responsibility, we just have formal processes.   People apply for 

them and they go in front of a panel.  We actually have a problem there because 

of our stability, most people feel the incumbent shouldn’t be challenged.  So 

those positions sort of tend to roll over and that’s a fairly well-organized and 

oiled machine. (B7) 
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The Low indication category contained three themes. The first related to the selection of 

people for leadership positions based on the emerging needs of the school such as new 

positions that were created or change in direction (A8, B1-2; C2,5,8). Staff aspiration was 

the second theme discussed that influenced leadership candidates (A9; B2,8-9; C1,5) and 

staff capacity, referenced by only one leading teacher (A1) was the third. 

 

4.11.5 Influential Leaders 

The last question on leadership was seeking to clarify what interview participants thought 

made leaders influential in their school. Table 4.22 displays the themes that emerged when 

identifying influential leaders.  

 
Table 4.22: Influential Leaders 
 

 

 

A leaders knowledge, skills and expertise and their interpersonal qualities were the two 

themes identified in the very high category. In knowledge skills and expertise interview 

participants identified influential leaders through their cognitive abilities. Examples included 

being knowledgeable about something (A1-5,8-9; B5; C2,8), being able to give advice (A1; 

B7; C7), having experience (A7; B1,9; C2,6), having expertise in something  (A1,7), being 

skilled in a particular area (A1,8; B1-3,5-6; C3,6-8), being intelligent (B5,9; C7), the ability to 

think analytical (B1,8), being innovative or contributing ideas (A4,9; B2,3,7; C4), making 

good decisions (A6; C2) and being able to identify problems (B1). The following description 

by a leading teacher in school C outlines the experience of an effective leader:  

 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Knowledge, Skills & Expertise 9 8 6 88.46%

Interpersonal Qualities 6 7 6 73.08%

Supportive 7 5 4 61.54%

Organisational Contribution 6 5 5 61.54%

Professional Practice 3 5 6 53.85%

Leadership Style 1 6 4 42.31%

Setting direction 2 5 2 34.62%

Organisational Commitment 4 2 2 30.77%

High 

Moderate 

Very High 

Table L5 - Influential Leaders

Indication Influential Leaders
Total % of 

Respondants
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I think probably the student welfare coordinator …….. is along those lines too… 

she has a wonderful experience, she's wonderfully experienced in that sort of 

thing. (C6) 

 

The following excerpt from a leading teacher in school C gives their outline of the 

knowledge and experience of an effective leader:  

  

I think he’s come across almost every situation.  He’s been a coordinator for 

many, many years and I don’t think there’s too many situations he hasn’t come 

across and I don’t think there’s too many different types of families he hasn’t 

come across.  So, he knows exactly, “This is what we need to do with this one or 

this one just let it go”, you know, that this one we’ve done what we need to do as 

a school. (C2) 

 

This description from a leading teacher emphasises the skills of a leader identified in school 

B:  

  

He does what he does because he’s good at it and, you know.  He’s fantastic to 

watch in action with kids. (B5) 

 

Interpersonal qualities of influential leaders included developing or having effective 

relationships (A1,5-7; B2,B8; C4,5,7,8), being people-centred (A1; B1,-2, 6; C5), showing 

respect (B2) being compassionate (B5), being calm (B7; C6), energetic (A4; B7), having 

effective interpersonal skills (B2-3; C1,4-8), being approachable (A1,6,9; B8; C8), positive 

(A1) and optimistic (B7). The following excerpt from a leading teacher in School A describes 

a leader who is displays a positive mindset, is approachable and supportive. 

 

……. (name withheld) is a good leader.  He’s - as opposed to previous principals 

that I’ve seen here, you know, he’s very positive with the staff and also you feel 

like you can go to him, you can talk to him, he’s approachable, he’s supportive. 

(A1) 

 

The indicators in the high category were related to the actions of the leaders discussed by 

the interview participants and included being supportive, their contribution to the school 
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and descriptions of their professional practice. Being supportive referred to supporting staff 

in some capacity (A1-3,5,7-9; B1,5,7-9; C2-3,7-8) or sharing that provided support (A1; C3).  

The following description by a leading teacher in school B describes a leader who is 

supportive of staff:  

 

So, she always, always backs you up (one) hundred percent.  And that’s 

something that’s very important to know that your AP is going to back you a 

hundred percent and she will always do that. (C2) 

 

Organisational contribution indicated leaders who were willing to act in some capacity in 

the school (A5; B3,5; C1, 5-6), were actively involved in programs within the school (A5-6,8; 

B7; C1,8) contributed in some capacity to the school or facilitated staff involvement in 

programs (A1,7; B1,5,7; C8), had contributed to successful results (A4-7) or completing 

objectives (A4; B1,8; C4). The following description by a leading teacher in school B gives a 

good overview of leaders who contribute to the school: 

 

Addressing is actually quite important, again… having people who actually make 

things happen is very, very important.  And there are a few people around that I 

can kind of rely on.  That I’ll Say we need to, you know, re-jig this curriculum or to 

finish a test, or rewrite that assignment and they’ll just say, “Right-oh,” and the 

next morning it’ll be done kind of thing because it’s just that level of actually 

getting things done. (B1) 

 

Professional practice referred to the way leaders carried out their roles and responsibilities 

included being a role model (B6; C1,6-8), being reliable (B1; C7-8), being organised (A8; C7), 

acting professionally (A9; B6; C1), having high expectations (A8; B7;C1,5,7), developing 

capacity (A7; C5), being innovative (A9;B2,7; C4) and being passionate about their role 

(B5,7). The following passage from the principal in school C highlights leaders that hold 

people accountable.   

 

She’ll also be pretty upfront if she thinks someone’s not pulling their weight 

without causing any major friction.  There might be a little bit of underlying 

friction from it. So, she would be an example of one of the good leaders in the 

school. (C5) 
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The moderate grouping related to other areas of leadership including, style, setting 

direction and displaying commitment. Leadership style of influential leaders included 

expressing opinions or having a voice (A5; B3,7-9; C1) or being level-headed (A5; B1,7,9; 

C2,6), democratic (B1,3,7,9; C7), moral (B5; C7), decisive (C1,7), consultative (B7,5) and 

symbolic (B3). Leaders provided direction through strategy (B8), influencing the direction of 

the school (A9; B5-7), having vision (A5,9; B3,5-7; C4,6) or providing clarity to staff (B5) and 

they displayed commitment to the school (A1-4; B6-7; C6,8). The following description from 

the principal in school B highlights the commitment of leaders in that school:  

 

What do they do?  They bring ideas, they consult, they are committed…They 

have a bigger picture beyond themselves, a sense of the needs of the school, and 

a responsibility towards the school. (B7) 

 

4.12 Distributed Leadership 

The final section of the interviews was investigating distributed leadership. The questions 

were framed so that useful information could be gathered that outlined distributed 

leadership practices in the schools, whether this distribution could be linked to the success 

of the schools and if there was anything that facilitated or blocked distributed leadership in 

each school. The following three questions were asked:  

1/ How do you distribute leadership in this school? (Distributed Leadership)  

2/a) Do the pattern/s of distributed leadership  that you have described contribute to the 

success of the school? (Correlation of distributed leadership with Success) 

      

   b) Can you explain how it contributed to school success (Examples of how it has 

contributed) 

 

3/ What has helped of hindered the distribution of leadership in this school? (Facilitators 

and Blockers to distributed leadership) 
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4.12.1 Distributed Leadership 

This question was seeking to gain further understanding of distributed leadership in the 

three schools. 5 major themes emerged that overview the ways through which the schools 

distribute leadership and these are shown in Table 4.23.  

Table 4.23: Distributed Leadership Patterns 
 

 

In the very high indication group there was only one instrument for distributed leadership, 

being identified by all but two participants, and that was the Organisational Structure of the 

school. The organisational structure referred to the Leadership structure (A1-6,8-9; B1,3-9; 

C1-4, 6-8), the Curriculum structure(A5-7; B5; C3-4,7) or the Student Management and 

Welfare structure (A5-6,8; B5-6,9; C3,6-7).  The following depiction by a leading teacher in 

school A overviews the organisational structure of the school: 

…we have got three assistant principals, one principal.  Each of those people is 

in charge of one of the houses, and then we’ve got house leaders that work 

underneath with our coordinator teams and STAs in terms of the classroom 

management, welfare, student well-being stuff.  We’ve got branches obviously 

off that which are the MIPs and the welfare areas. We’ve got a curriculum sort 

of branch as well, which we have got someone who does PD, someone is in 

charge of curriculum, leading teaching roles.  They work with the curriculum 

leaders, the KLA leaders.  So we’ve got two sort of separate things.  We’ve got a 

group that meets reasonably regularly, which is the SPG group which is the 

Strategic Planning Group and then we’ve got the CIG which is the Curriculum 

Implementation Group.  Obviously they converse, go back and forward with 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

Very High Stuctural 9 8 7 24 92.31%

Consultation 6 6 5 17 65.38%

Strategic 7 4 6 17 65.38%

Emergent 5 5 5 15 57.69%

Guided 4 5 4 13 50.00%

High 

Table D1 - Distribution of Leadership

Indication
Distribution of 

Leadership 

Total % of 

Respondants
26
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stuff, and then that just filters everything down through staff to the students in 

the end. (A3) 

This description by an assistant principal in school C clearly outlines components of the 

school’s Student Management and Welfare structure: 

…with student management there is a clear structure that you have the home 

group teacher, for year seven and eight anyway you have the home group 

teacher, particularly year seven.  Then you have the coordinator…  So …… is just 

year seven, …… just year eight, ….. just year nine.  So the coordinator 

traditionally did things like attendance and uniform and minor classroom issues 

and stuff.  But now in our team the coordinator will suspend at times as well. 

…… does all the organization of classes and all that stuff but I do the year 

sevens because of the transition, year seven with him and I do most of that. 

(C7) 

The high indication category contains the 4 other patterns of distributed leadership 

identified from the interviews and these were Consultation, Strategic, Guided and 

Emergent.  Consultation was referred to directly (A1,9) or via leaders and staff seeking input 

from others in the school (A1,5-9; B3-6,8-9; C1,4,6-8). The following description by a leading 

teacher in school A describes how they consult with staff: 

I will just confer with my year 12 team or my KLA.  I’m very consultative.  I believe 

that if I’m going to make changes or decisions that affect everyone then they 

need to have input and their opinions need to be heard.(A1)  

Strategy included the strategic intent of the schools leadership (A3-9; B1,5; C1,4,6-7) or the 

strategic targeting of people for leadership (B2,3; C1;5). The following description by a 

teacher with responsibility in school C highlights the school strategic targeting of staff for 

positions:  

Look, they’re smart people and they know who does what and who’s good at 

what and who’s not good at what.  So, they know who is best suited for things 

and look, it may be done subtlety.  But generally speaking, it will be, “This person 

is good at this role,” and they’ll push it towards that area.  I mean, …… , she’s 
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very busy but she knows what’s going on and she will know, she will know who’s 

best  suited and who’s not.  (A2) 

Emergent distribution was outlined two ways either through staff taking or having 

ownership for their area of responsibility (A1,5,7-9; B4-7,9; C1,2,4,6,7) or through the use of 

initiative (A1,5,9; B5; C6).   “I would do it on my own back really.  I mean I’d just get, you 

know, the team meeting and get it started and then, you know, obvious - and then I would 

go to ….(Principal) and say, well, I’m thinking about doing this, I want to do that.” (A1) 

Guided distribution referred to Hierarchical ‘top-down’ decisions or directives made by 

senior leadership team (A6,8-9; B3-6,8; C1,6-8) or the ‘delegation’ of responsibility to people 

(B3,8; C5). The following paragraph highlights a leading teacher’s use of consultation, 

strategy and directives when distributing leadership: 

Well, I have an SSO, or whatever they’re called now, to do some of the admin 

tasks.  And so, I can delegate some tasks and other times, it’s about thinking 

about people’s strengths.  So, for example, if there’s particular kids who might 

have issues, thinking about, well, who could be a mentor to them and asking that 

person if they’ll take that child on.  And sometimes, it’s just having the discussion 

with my colleagues about what should I do about something and then I end up 

doing it.  But having that conversation about, you know, “This has happened, 

what do you reckon?”  Just getting a picture from other people about what they 

think could be good. (B3) 

4.12.2 Relationship of Distributed Leadership with Success 

The second question on distributed leadership was attempting to determine if there was 

any correlation between the way the three schools distributed leadership and the success 

that each school had experienced. As Table 4.24 shows there was a strong belief amongst 

the interview participants that distributed leadership did contribute to school success with 

23 out of 26 interview participants across all three schools agreeing that it did contribute.   
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Table 4.24: Distributed Leadership’s contribution to success 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.12.3 How Distributed Leadership Contributes to Success 

Part b of the second question on distributed leadership asked the participants to describe 

how distributed leadership had contributed to school success.  The three areas in which it 

had contributed to school success were the impact on staff, impact on students and the 

impact on the school. Table 4.25 overviews the examples given in response to the question.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

School YES YES/NO UNSURE 

A1 LT 

A2 LT 

A3 LT 

A4 TR 

A5 AP 

A6 AP 

A7 LT 

A8 PR 

A9 LT 

B1 T 

B2 LT 

B3 LT 

B4 LT 

B5 LT 

B6 AP 

B7 PR 

B8 LT 

B9 LT 

C1 LT 

C2 TR 

C3 TR 

C4 LT 

C5 PR 

C6 LT 

C7 AP 

C8 LT 

Table D2(a) Leadership Distribution's Contribution to Success

B

C

Participant 

A
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Table 4.25: Examples of Distributed Leadership’s contribution to Success 
 

 

4.12.3a Staff Impact  

The greatest area in which distribution had contributed to school success was its impact on 

staff. As the results in Table 4.25 show 22 out of 26 staff across the three schools provided 

some form of example that related to staff and from the responses there were six themes 

identified.  

Descriptions of support and impact on professional practice were the most common 

examples given to describe how distributed leadership had contributed to success. 

Examples of support included supportive staff (A5,7; B2,8-9; C4,6,7,8), leaders who were 

 Support  
Professional 

Practice
Role clarity Leadership  Teams

Staff 

Selection

A1 LT   

A2 LT   

A3 LT    

A4 TR  

A5 AP     

A6 AP   

A7 LT    

A8 PR       

A9 LT    

B1 T

B2 LT    

B3 LT

B4 LT

B5 LT    

B6 AP  

B7 PR   

B8 LT   

B9 LT   

C1 LT  

C2 TR   

C3 TR   

C4 LT      

C5 PR  

C6 LT     

C7 AP     

C8 LT     

22 13 13 10 7 6 4 5 5

StudentsParticipant School 

 Table D2(b) Examples of how Leadership Distribution has Contributed to School Success
Staff Level Impacts

Staff School 

# of Times Referenced

A

B

C
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supportive (A1-2,9; C4) or staff that shared (A8). A leading teacher in school B outlines staff 

who are supportive:  

I think so. Yeah, I do.  I think there are a lot of people at this school working 

cooperatively to achieve the best outcomes for our students and to support each 

other.  I think that we're all pretty committed to that. (B2) 

The impact on professional practice was through internal professional development (A7; 

C2), improved professionalism (B7), increased accountability (C8), ability to perform their 

role to a high standard (A3,7,8; B5;  C3,4,6) staff commitment (B2,8; C7). The following 

excerpt from the Principal in school A outlines the focus on improving professional practice. 

We've made it KLA-based so that people have to discuss problems of practice 

that are relevant to their area of expertise.  And it's linked in their performance 

plan and that they do observation, develop a program of practice, observation, 

feedback and go through that cycle.  So we've tried to strengthen that. (A7) 

Improved role clarity was slightly behind was also identified. Examples of role clarity 

included staff knowing who to see (A5), staff knowing what they could do (A7,8,9; C6), 

people knowing where they stand (A6), knowing they’re role (B6; C7), being able to make 

decisions (B7) or the structure outlining what people do (C4). The following passage from an 

assistant principal in school B outlines the improved role clarity through distributed 

leadership: 

I think that people generally know they’re role pretty well here.  And I think that 

people generally know there will be clarity about things. There’s not a lot of 

uncertainties and if there’s uncertainty, it’s raised quickly.  If something’s not 

functioning well or if people aren’t clear what their expectations are, then it gets 

brought up and raised. So, I think that there’s a lot of role clarity and that means 

you don’t waste a lot of time, sort of working out who should do what. (B6) 

The third most common theme related to the leadership of the school. This included 

leadership that was open to change and initiatives (A2,5), being receptive to criticism (B2), 

being able to make decisions that are binding (A9), being able to drive support for initiatives 

(A1), effective leadership oversight (A8) and Leadership that values people’s opinions (C7). 
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The following excerpt from a leading teacher in school A describes how the leadership team 

are open to ideas and initiatives:  

One of the things is that…probably not the structure but the people in the 

leadership position make the difference.  It's not so much the structure itself 

because the leaders here are very open to ideas.  As I said, even just suggesting 

to them last year, I'm going to run a year 12 camp for three days, two nights 

and blah, blah, blah.  We'll be taking 230 kids out to Bacchus Marsh or 

whatever, and initially it was, no way.  But then it was yeah, all right…  You 

know like really open to change, really open to anything that keeps kids happy 

or makes it a happier environment. (A2) 

Examples that related to School Teams were described by some interview participants. 

Descriptions related to school teams included the building of specific teams (A5,8; C8), 

teams that have close working relationships (B5; C4) and teams that have improved (C1). 

The following explanation from the Principal in School A describes their focus on developing 

teams. 

What we have tried to do is build teams… in scaling back our LT profile, it was 

really about trying to identify teams.  And so that we have an LT looking after a 

team of people and we have APs or principal class across the top…and teams of 

people that include leading teachers, KLA leaders, etc.  So I tried to set up that 

sort of structure.  You know, put a bit of effort into it in the first couple of years… 

but very much it is about teams of people.  (A7) 

The last examples relating to how the distribution of leadership had impacted at the staff 

level was through its link with the selection of effective staff for certain positions in the 

school, indicated by (A4; B9; C2,5). The following description by a leading teacher in school B 

shows how the selection of effective staff has led to success: 

But what it does do is it ensures that the important tasks have been done by 

people who really are committed to them as opposed to people who are just 

expected to help out. (B9) 
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4.12.3b Students 

The second area of contribution that distributing leadership had towards school success was 

its impact on student. While there were less examples provided in the responses from those 

involved in the interviews as compared to the impact on staff, there were some useful 

examples. Examples relating to student outcomes included improved student behaviour 

(A3; C6), improved academic results (C1), improved student connectedness (A3;B5) or 

effective student programs (C3).  

4.12.3c School Level Impact  

 School level impacts referred to school processes enabling people to work together (C4, C8) 

or be heard (A6). There were also examples relating to school structure, including the House 

structure (A3) and Leadership structure (A8; C4). Leading teacher A3 describes the impact of 

the house structure on student outcomes: 

…I really think that that whole structure [House structure] has led to the fact that 

we know the kids and the kids know us.  That sort of increases the connectedness 

with role models or staff at school, and improves student outcomes. (A3) 

4.12.4 Facilitators and Blockers to Distributed Leadership 

The third question on distributed leadership was attempting to determine what were 

the key facilitators and blockers to distributed leadership in the three schools.  

4.12.4a Facilitators of Distributed Leadership: 

From the analysis of the interviews seven themes emerged that facilitated the 

distribution of leadership as shown in Table 4.26.   

Table 4.26: Facilitators of Distributed Leadership 

 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

High Human resource 6 4 6 61.54%

Moderate Organisational Mindset 5 3 0 30.77%

Communication 0 1 2 11.54%

Structure 1 1 1 11.54%

Processes 0 2 1 11.54%

Resources 1 1 0 7.69%

Strategy 1 0 0 3.85%

Low

Table D3 - Facilitators of Leadership Distribution 

Total % of 

Respondants
Indication

 Facilitators of Leadership 

Distribution 
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The highest facilitator of distributed leadership was the human resources of each school 

which consisted of three groups. The first group were new staff who had taken on 

leadership (A4; B5; C1,5). The second group were current staff who were supportive (A4,9; 

B9; C2), committed (A7; C4), effective (A5,8), reliable (C7), have a strong work ethic (A7) and 

positive attitudes (A5). The third group identified were current leaders. Leaders were 

identified for the support they showed (A8-9; C6), their style (A8; B1,7; C1,6-7), their 

willingness to appoint new staff to leadership (A1,4), focusing on relationships (A1), working 

well together (A1) and having the ability to sell a vision(C7).  The following quote by a 

leading teacher in school C describes the impact of new staff on distributed leadership: 

I think, I think the influx of young people has really enhanced it, because they 

have really been willing to take on some leadership. (C1) 

The following quote by a teacher with responsibility in school A emphasises the school 

leadership team’s willingness to appoint new staff and the effect new staff have:  

A plus I think would be that the school has no hesitation in appointing young, 

relatively inexperienced teachers to those positions.  It is certainly not regarded 

as a ‘you’ve got to have a lot of experience and be senior before you can be 

appointed’.  Some of the very, very best people in those roles would have only 

been teaching one or two or three years, and they come in with enthusiasm, 

energy, new ideas.  So they have been some of the very, very best people.  So 

there is no old boys hierarchy or anything in the place. (A4) 

The following quote by a leading teacher in school B highlights the support of staff: 

I think when people put themselves forward to take on a leadership role they are 

given an enormous amount of understanding and the general staff are willing to 

give them a lot of slack and so that actually helps.  We have a lot of respect for 

the people who have put themselves forward for leadership positions.  They are 

not seen as you know people who are trying to suck up or anything like that or 

they’re certainly not doing it for the money you know. (B9) 

The only facilitator in the moderately indicated group was organisation mindset. This 

included an organisational mindset that was focused on accountability (A1,8; B6-8), 

innovation (A1,8), improvement (A1), ethos of the school (A5,6) and the culture of 



   

184 
 

leadership (A9). The following quote by an assistant principal in school A highlights the 

ethos of the school: 

Yeah it’s just the general ethos of the school, yeah. (A6) 

 

The following quote by a leading teacher in school A references the school’s leadership 

culture:  

…there’s definitely an environment and a culture of supportive leaders. (A9) 

The low indication category consisted of 5 facilitators of the distribution of leadership. 

These included communication with staff (B7; C4,8); structure which referred to the 

leadership structure (A9; C6) and the meeting structure (B7); processes which emphasised 

the leadership allocation process (B6,8; C8);  resources (A8; B6) and strategy (A1). The 

following response from the principal in school B identifies the meeting structure for the 

leading teachers: 

All leading teachers meet twice a term adding to their sense of authority. Well, 

during the year, I would meet with each of the faculty coordinators, probably 

twice, as a formal sort of meeting to see “How are things going, anything you 

need me to do?”  So there’s that sort of a conversation. (B7) 

The principal in school A describes how they commit resources to leadership in the 

school. 

Because we choose something, we focus on it, we do what we say we're going to 

do, and we do it and we follow through and we resource it.  So that approach I 

think is a strength.  (A8) 

4.12.4b Context Specific facilitators of distributed leadership:  

There is some context specific variance between the schools in the facilitators of distributed 

leadership and that is in organisational mindset. Table 4.26 shows that while all schools 

outlined the human resources as the biggest facilitator of distributed leadership, in school A 

organisational mindset was evident in 5 out of 9 participants responses, in school B it was 

evident in 3 out of 8 participant responses and in school C it was not described by any 

participants.  
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4.12.4c Blockers of Distributed Leadership: 

From the analysis of the interviews seven themes emerged that blocked distributed 

leadership as shown in Table 4.27.   

Table 4.27: Blockers of Distributed Leadership 
 

 

The only blocker in the high indication category was human resources. Human resources 

included two groups staff and leaders. Staff referred to staff attitudes (B2; C1-2,5,7), staff 

who did not follow through (A7), unsuitable staff (A5) and a lack of aspiring leaders  (A4; 

C3,6). Leaders were identified by those who showed a lack of support (A9; B3,9), leadership 

style (B4) and the previous leadership of the school (C1). The following comment from a 

leading teacher in school A identifies the need for greater support from leadership: 

I think that there are some – there are some areas where we can probably 

improve and I think that there are some gaps in terms of areas where we can 

probably improve our leadership, I guess, approach and that might be tightening 

up the role.  It might be giving – giving people more support in those roles.(A9)  

The following comment from the principal in school C highlights the impact of negative staff 

attitudes on distributed leadership: 

I think there was a prevailing attitude which I think hinders the distribution of 

leadership and that is, “Well, you’re getting the money to do the work, so you do 

it. And I’m not responsible and I’m not helping…(C5) 

Structure was the only blocker in the moderately indicated group. Structure included the 

leadership structure (A9; B4,7), meeting structure (A2,5) and the limit on leadership 

School A School B School C

(9 participants) (9 participants) (8 participants)

High Human resource 4 4 6 53.85%

Moderate Structure 3 3 2 30.77%

Resources 4 1 2 26.92%

Processes 2 2 0 15.38%

Communication 2 1 0 11.54%

Culture 0 0 1 3.85%

Context 1 0 0 3.85%

Low

Table D4 - Blockers of Leadership Distribution 

Total % of 

Respondants
Indication

Blockers of Leadership 

Distribution 
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numbers (B5; C2-3). The following comment by a leading teacher in school A highlights the 

current structure’s impact:  

But there might be – there are other, I guess, roles in the school where there is a 

leader, maybe attached to a principal or an AP, but they don’t have that team 

that they can work with on a daily basis.  So, that might be one way that we can 

do it.(A9) 

The following explanation by a teacher with responsibility in school C outlines the limits on 

leadership numbers:  

Look, the department from the top-end, there’s a lack of leadership positions 

because we‘re not allowed to have them.  And we had, I don’t know maybe 

eighty staff?  There might have been eleven or twelve leading teachers and staff 

and then no, you’ve got this many staff so you can only have eight leading 

teachers and that’s it, you know.  That sort of, it cuts it down and it ends up 

those people that are in those leadership positions have more work to do and 

they’re flat out and it doesn’t give the other people a chance to take on roles. 

(C2) 

The low indication category consisted of 5 blockers of the distribution of leadership. The 

first was resources which included time (A6-7; B5; C3), budget (A3,7; B5; C3,7) and general 

resources (A5; C3). Processes included the allocation of leadership (A5,9; B5,9). 

Communication (A2,6; B4). Culture was referenced directly by one person (C5). School 

context was also implied by one participant (A5).  The following narration by a leading 

teacher in school B overviews the impact of time and budget: 

You know, allowing people enough time to do their job properly, and I think for 

KLAs that that is a problem.  But it’s even a problem I guess, you know, small jobs 

like lockers, you know, those kinds of jobs that nobody wants to do.  It’s finding 

the time to do it effectively, and I suppose being able to financially remunerate 

people..(B5) 

The following explanation by a teacher with responsibility in school C clearly depicts the 

budget constraints on distributed leadership: 
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But I think that a real big part of it is not within the school’s control.  Because it’s 

about the dollars that get allocated, and I think that’s a huge problem that State 

Schools face. (C3) 

The following description by a leading teacher in school B describes how the allocation of 

leadership can be problematic: 

Yeah, and, and the people who take on the roles by their nature take on more 

than they should you know.  I know I have done more than I should have done as 

a Year 10 coordinator from my own health and that’s actually the exact reason I 

am not doing it next year you know. (B9) 

The following comment by the principal in school C depicts the impact of culture on 

distributed leadership: 

So there is, I think, there has been that sort of culture in the school, and it hinders 

distribution of leadership. (C5) 

Reflection 
 
This research reflects the insights and understandings of highly influential people identified 

by their peers from the three schools that participated in the research.  Through a robust 

and thorough social network analysis (SNA), people were identified to participate in 

interviews that provided great insight into their work as leaders within the schools and their 

thoughts and ideas on how their school distributed leadership and how this ultimately 

contributed to the schools success.  

 

The SNA was used to answer research question 1 and identify the formal and informal 

leaders within the school, irrespective of their position and title. This was achieved through 

the use of degree prestige and as shown in the results (Table 4.1,4.4 & 4.7) and for each 

school there were a group of individuals that had high influence in each area identified in 

the survey sections. Prestige (in the social network field) provides great insight into those 

who have influence within the organisation. As Umphress et al. (2003, p.743) states 

‘Prestige, or being the object of many ties in the informal social network has been shown to 

be related to influence in organizations’. The use of measures conducted in the SNA was 
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useful, accurate and provided an authentic overview of people who have influence in their 

school irrespective of their role within the school.  

 

The interviews were also conducted, onsite using the same guidelines and protocols in each 

school to ensure that the ideas presented were the subjects own thoughts, not influenced 

by the interviewer in anyway and would provide highly perceptive and thoughtful 

descriptions in relation to the areas of focus within each question. The selection of 

interviewees was guided by the information in the SNA which identified people of influence 

in each school. The interviews were used to answer research questions 2/ ‘How do leaders 

contribute to school success?’, 3/ ‘What makes a leader successful?’ and 4/ ‘Does 

distribution of leadership contribute to school success?’. The information provided in the 

answers gave great insight into their contribution and thoughts on school success and most 

poignantly, distributed leadership.  

 

Generally, participants thought that the greatest aspect of success related to their core 

functions which included teaching and learning, the culture, staff attitudes and behaviours 

and student success. Furthermore, there was a clear sense that the success of the schools 

was driven by the staff and leadership of the school and it was their actions and behaviours 

that provided the foundation upon which they operated.  

 

For all participants, the leadership of the school was a key factor in the school’s success. The 

key factor that had a strong impact on the school was the level of professionalism of the 

leaders in carrying out their duties.  They were also very supportive, and contributed to the 

direction of the school. They were characterized by their commitment to the school and 

their contribution, particularly in their support of staff. Finally, their work was underpinned 

by strong interpersonal qualities that staff responded to and they had great knowledge, 

skills and expertise which meant that they were able to do their job to a very high standard. 

 

The investigation of distributed leadership provided useful insight into this area. It was 

apparent that a key to the distribution of leadership was the school structure and there was 

an overriding belief that distribution through the structure had contributed to success. 

What was interesting was the impact on staff that distribution had. The number one area 

that was clearly identified in distribution’s contribution was on staff, in particular – the 
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provision of support and in helping them with to improve practice. Of consideration is that 

the biggest factor on either facilitating or blocking distribution was the staff and leadership. 

Teaching staff and the leadership were the two biggest influencers on the distribution of 

leadership.  Of note, the support of the principal class and formal leaders was important, 

particularly in the appointment of new staff to leadership positions and teaching staff 

attitudes and practices had major impact also. They could support, work hard and follow 

through or they may not be suited to leadership or displayed behaviours that were contrary 

to the culture and spirit of the organisation. This concludes the presentation of results. The 

next chapter considers the findings in relation to the research questions and relevant 

literature. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

5.1 Introduction  

This study researched distributed leadership in successful schools and this chapter 

investigates the findings presented in the results. The study involved two components that 

were looking to answer the overarching research question which was: 

How is leadership distributed in successful schools? 

There were four sub-questions associated with the study and each was utilised to help guide 

different components of the research. The first component of the research was the social 

network analysis and this was guided by sub-question: 

1/ Who are the formal and informal leaders within successful schools? 

The social network analysis enabled the identification of leaders within each school that 

would then participate in the second component of the research which was the semi-

structured interviews. The interviews were guided by the three remaining sub-questions:  

1. How do leaders contribute to school success? 

2. What makes a leader successful? 

3. Does distribution of leadership contribute to school success? 

The information provided by the interview participants provided exceptional insight into 

their schools and their work and enabled each area of focus within the sub-questions to be 

unpacked and provide detail that would add to the research findings.  

The discussion has been completed in a manner that is suited to the research design and has 

been based on the major areas of focus outlined in the literature review. Firstly, key aspects 

of school success are discussed and factors relating to it expanded on. Distributed 

leadership forms the basis for the second area of discussion. In this part of the discussion 

the process and practice of distributed leadership are examined. The process of distribution 

is concerned with identified patterns and the practice of distribution looks in more detail at 

leader influence. Finally, factors that influence distributed leadership are considered. From 

the results an Influence model based on positional power and personal connectiveness has 
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been designed and discussed. The last component of the discussion looks at 

recommendations for future research and a concluding section. 

5.2 Successful Schools  

As discussed in the methodology, the three schools were identified as being successful 

based on criteria from the ISSPP and were then invited to participate in the interviews. The 

first part of the interviews explored success, describing the aspects of success and what had 

contributed to it. The responses in the interviews provided a rich tapestry of examples and 

contributions to success which ultimately confirmed that the schools were successful. Based 

on the work done in the ISSPP which has investigated successful schools from a 

predominantly leader based perspective (the principal), aspects of successful schools that 

have already been identified, are also confirmed by this research. However, this study has 

provided more depth into the knowledge on successful schools and successful school 

leaders as it has sought input from all levels of leadership within each of the schools, not 

only those in the principal class, and, furthermore, the leaders that contributed to the 

research were identified by people within their own schools as being highly influential. In 

describing what the aspects of success were, four main areas emerged within the research 

and they are discussed below.  

5.2.1 Leadership  

School Leadership was a major factor in contributing to student learning and school success 

and confirms current research in the ISSPP and others (Leithwood et al., 2004; Leithwood & 

Riehl 2003,2005).  Leaders were described by the behaviours exhibited and the work they 

were involved in. In looking at the work of the leaders that were influential in successful 

schools there were a number of similarities between the leaders across the three schools 

and leadership practices identified in the ISSPP (Leithwood & Day, 2007). It was evident that 

the school leaders used some or all of the four core leadership practices in their work 

including building vision and setting direction, understanding and developing people, 

redesigning the organisation and managing the teaching and learning program (Leithwood 

et al., 2006). Depending on their role leaders in the school set direction in a number of 

different areas including curriculum, policy and new programs. They provided support to 

teachers in a number of ways including through guidance and advice. They had high 
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expectations of themselves and other teachers. They were involved in developing teacher’s 

capacity. They had a strong sense of moral purpose displaying honesty and instilling trust 

and trusting people and they were often seen as role models, displaying high levels of 

professionalism and they were highly people centered in how they worked. They had strong 

commitment to the school and this was displayed in their work and involvement across the 

schools.  

The leadership of the school laid the foundation and preconditions for each school to 

succeed. Either directly or indirectly through their work, their impact ultimately enabled all 

stakeholders to be successful in their job and contribute to school success and positively 

impact students. Building on the work of the ISSPP, which has focused on principal 

leadership, this research also showed that all leaders in successful schools exhibit 

components of the successful leadership practices identified in the ISSPP (Gurr & Day, 

2014b) such as having high expectations, building capacity, displaying trust and respect and, 

understanding context. In particular, this research study has shown that successful leaders 

(at all levels and irrespective of formal position) enabled teachers to be effective in their 

role, contributed greatly to the culture of the school and utilised distributed leadership 

practices. All three of these aspects of successful schools are discussed next. 

5.2.2 Teachers  

Teachers were very important in enabling success. They were identified as the number one 

contributor to success and confirmed the research evidence about teacher impact (e.g. 

Hattie, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2004). Teachers directly influence student outcomes. Slater, 

Davies and Burgess (2012) were able to show through statistical analysis that a student who 

has a highly effective teacher can be up to one year ahead academically of a student who 

has a less-effective teacher. Hattie (2003, 2012) suggested that teachers are one of the most 

powerful influences on student learning. Hattie (2003) has provided key reasons why 

teacher’s impact is substantial on student learning. They are able to create effective 

classrooms, they are skilled in monitoring student understanding and progress and 

providing feedback, they respect students, are passionate about their teaching and they 

positively influence student engagement in learning, self-efficacy, and self-esteem. In the 

research there were a large number of references made to the impact that teachers 

attitudes, behaviours and actions had on the schools. Teachers were described as effective 
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and skilled in their work.  They were committed, worked hard and were focused on 

improving and delivering effective curriculum and school programs. They were supportive 

and provided assistance and guidance where needed. Teachers described how they 

collaborated with colleagues and teachers were generally positive about their work. They 

had high expectations of themselves and those they worked with, as well as students, and 

this was reflected in the focus on improvement. Teacher contributions and involvement in 

the school were common. They had strong alignment with the school values and vision and 

this was reflected in their commitment to their job, the school and students.   

5.2.3 Cultures of learning 

Tichnor-Wagner, Harrison and Cohen-Vogel (2016) compared cultures of learning between 

highly-effective and less effective high schools in the United States and argued that highly 

effective schools have stronger cultures of learning characterised by: teacher collaboration 

on instruction; a positive and supportive work environment that promotes individual and 

collective efficacy and high expectations for teachers and students; a focus on sustaining an 

effective culture through the development of structures that facilitate collaboration; and 

strong student agency and a student body that is academically focused and has strong 

connectedness. These are also key parts of what has been identified within numerous 

studies with the ISSPP literature.   

Whilst this study did not explicitly uncover a strong focus on teacher collaboration on 

instruction there was an emphasis in the three schools on supportive and positive work 

climates that facilitated strong collaboration amongst teachers, particularly in curriculum 

development. Collaboration for curriculum was described by a number of staff across the 

three schools and was a key focus that drove many of the improvement initiatives. Teachers 

worked hard to provide effective programs and this coincided with a strong focus across all 

schools on continual development, not only in school programs but also in teacher practice 

and there was a real emphasis on high expectations for both teachers and students. Student 

outcomes were also a central concern with a strong focus on both academic success and 

wellbeing, and support for students. Respect was a common theme and there was an 

environment that facilitated relationships, and culture was exemplified through the 

numerous inferences made about the sense of community. People felt supported both 

personally and professionally, there was buy-in from staff into the values and vision of the 
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school, there was a sense of nurturing people, and, staff caring about the school and 

students was the norm. Whilst student agency wasn’t featured in the interviews, the schools 

were focused on providing an environment where students felt safe and could thrive and 

this enhanced student relationships and connectedness. Students were proud to be part of 

the school and staff genuinely cared about student personal growth.  

5.2.4 Distributed Leadership 

Distributed leadership has become increasingly more popular in schools because it is 

extremely difficult for one individual to lead a school (Ross, Lufti & Hope, 2016) and there is 

empirical evidence to support a positive relationship between distributed leadership and 

organisational performance (Day & Sammons, 2016). Distributed leadership is a form of 

leadership that is highly collaborative and involves a number of people in the organisation 

assuming responsibility, working in teams and ‘promoting collective responsibility’ (Ross, 

Lufti & Hope, 2016, p.159). In all three schools there was evidence of distributed leadership 

and there was a clear belief amongst staff that it had contributed to success with over 90 

per cent of the interview participants indicating that it had contributed in some way.  

All three schools had a leadership structure through which formal roles were designated to 

people. This designation of formal role gave certain pre-determined people responsibility 

for a designated area within the school and while it was very clear in all three schools that 

the principals had significant influence on how leadership was distributed and the forms 

that it took, the distribution helped success because it gave those in leadership roles the 

opportunity to work autonomously in their role. This made them more effective as they 

could make binding decisions and this enabled other leaders, particularly principals, to focus 

on other aspects of their work.  It also provided greater role clarity for all teachers in the 

schools.  Bush and Glover (2012) found greater role clarity in higher performing schools that 

were seen to distribute leadership. Having a formal leadership structure or clear 

descriptions of roles enabled teachers to understand who did what in the school and the 

areas of responsibility allocated to teachers. There was also references to the distributed 

leadership enabling those regarded as expert in certain areas to lead which also contributed 

to success as good decisions were made and new programs were being implemented or 

improved. Furthermore, distributed leadership ensured that people seen as competent, 
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effective and suitable for certain positions were allocated responsibility and this contributed 

toward school success.    

Distributed leadership and decision making in the schools also facilitated a highly 

collaborative environment in the schools. There were numerous references to more 

effective teams and people working together, looking for ways to collaborate, to build 

relationships and to get consensus on initiatives in the schools. Lastly, distributed leadership 

gave teachers the opportunity to lead and develop. Teachers were encouraged to apply for 

formal leadership positions, or develop and lead new initiatives and contribute to the wider 

school context. Distributed leadership facilitated greater buy in and the development of 

teacher capacity through leadership experience.  

It seemed from the responses that all the factors associated with distributed leadership 

including what was distributed, how it was distributed and the encouragement and 

provision of opportunities to lead, all contributed to school success. Distributed leadership 

has become more important for thinking about leadership in schools in recent times and 

this is the focus for the remainder of the discussion. 

5.3 Distributed Leadership  

Current literature suggests that distributed leadership is common in schools but the 

patterns vary and that context is important (Day & Sammons, 2016; Hallinger, 2018). 

Research has shown that it is linked with improved student outcomes (Day & Sammons, 

2016; Leithwood et al., 2006), although indirect through its effect on teacher performance 

(Anderson, Moore & Sun, 2009; Tian, Risku & Collin, 2016). Distributed leadership is 

interrelated with both the formal and informal configurations of leadership within schools 

and it also strongly focused on the interactions between leaders and followers (Bush & 

Glover, 2012; Day & Sammons, 2016).  

Current conceptions of distributed leadership do not imply that the formal 

leadership structures within organisations are removed or redundant. Instead, 

it is assumed that there is a relationship between vertical and lateral 

leadership processes and that attention is paid to the leadership as interaction 

rather than just leadership as action. 
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(Day & Sammons, 2016, p. 51) 

Distributed leadership consists of two overarching elements. The first is the notion of 

additive constructs of distributed leadership as characterised by Gronn’s (2002) numerical 

action and Spillane’s (2006) leader-plus aspect. The second seeks to understand distributed 

leadership through the practice of leadership such as Spillane’s (2006) practice aspect and 

components of Gronn’s (2002) concertive action and is focused on how interactions 

amongst people in the organisation enable the co-performance of leadership practice and 

routine. The findings in the research emphasised both the formal and informal aspects of 

distributed leadership as well as some factors that can influence it in schools. In this section 

of the discussion patterns of distributed leadership are identified, an overview provided of 

how distributed leadership is practiced, factors examined that influence distributed 

leadership and a conceptual model introduced that links distributed leadership and 

influence. 

5.4  Process of Distributed Leadership 

The first element of distributed leadership that the study shed more light on was the 

processes through which distributed leadership was enacted, in the form of patterns of 

distribution. Gronn (2002, p.429) writes ‘an additive or numerical view of distributed 

leadership means the aggregated leadership of an organization is dispersed among some, 

many, or maybe all of the members.’ Leadership is distributed amongst members within the 

organisation and this is completed through certain processes/mechanisms.  

A key focus of the research was to identify any patterns that could be seen across the three 

schools because currently there is some variation in the patterns described (Day & 

Sammons, 2016; Hallinger, 2018). In the research the ‘process’ or mechanism of distributed 

leadership was identified through five patterns that emerged. The patterns identified here 

add greater knowledge to and may improve on the current array of distributed leadership 

patterns and schemas that are discussed within the literature.  More importantly, these 

patterns have been identified within current school settings and provide an excellent 

snapshot of distributed leadership and how it manifests itself in successful schools. Each 

pattern will be discussed next.  
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5.4.1 Patterns of Distributed leadership  

5.4.1a Structural Distribution 

This form of distributed leadership was the strongest identified pattern in the research and 

relates to the formal leadership structure of the school and aligns with Macbeath’s (2009) 

description of formal distribution that takes place through the designated leadership and 

management structure of the school. Formal organisational structures can facilitate the 

completion of work tasks, the implementation of leadership and guide how expertise is 

divided (Louis et al., 2010; Mayrowetz et al., 2009).  Structure is very influential because 

even if other more invitational forms of distributed leadership are implemented, the 

structure still enables those in formal positions of leadership to control certain tasks and 

utilise positional power (Mayrowetz et al., 2009). There was an overwhelming consensus 

that distribution was completed through the leadership structure of the school as numerous 

examples were provided of this in responses given. The following account by Leading 

Teacher A3 provides a clear description of the distributed leadership through the leadership 

structure:  

Okay, the way that I see it we have got our principal class in terms of the way 

that that runs, we have got three assistant principals, one principal.  Each of 

those people is in charge of one of the houses, and then we’ve got house 

leaders that work underneath with our coordinator teams and STAs in terms of 

the classroom management, welfare, student well-being stuff.  We’ve got 

branches obviously off that which are the MIPs and the welfare areas.  We’ve 

got a curriculum sort of branch as well, which we have got someone who does 

PD, someone is in charge of curriculum, leading teaching roles.  They work with 

the curriculum leaders, the KLA leaders.  So we’ve got two sort of separate 

things.  We’ve got a group that meets reasonably regularly, which is the SPG 

group which is the Strategic Planning Group and then we’ve got the CIG which 

is the Curriculum Implementation Group.  Obviously they converse, go back 

and forward with stuff, and then that just filters everything down through staff 

to the students in the end. 

5.4.1b Consultative Distribution 
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The second pattern of distributed leadership identified by teachers was through 

consultation, mainly completed through the leadership structure. Consultation aligns with 

aspects of pragmatic distribution described by Macbeath (2009) as teachers would consult 

with others for a range of expedient reasons. Macbeath (2009) stipulated that pragmatic 

distribution is often ad hoc, due to external events and this was clearly evident as some 

would liaise with others due to taking something on at short notice.  

In all three schools there was a genuine sense of leaders consulting with others to get input 

from them. This was clearly evident in the responses from the leading teachers and teachers 

with responsibilities and less so with the principal class, although some of the assistant 

principals also described seeking input from others. Reasons varied such as consulting on 

identified problems or discussion programs and their implementation. Many people just 

described going and discussing things with someone, mainly to get input and general advice 

from others.  

Consultation also took place when people had to get advice from someone who was able to 

provide guidance and were generally seen as an expert. While there was a strong 

correlation between those with responsibility for a particular role such as leading teachers 

this style of consultation was enacted because someone knew what to do and wasn’t as a 

result of their designated role in the school, however the majority of these examples re-

affirmed the leadership structure of the school, as the designated leaders were generally 

the people sought out for advice and this also indicated that the selected leaders were 

proficient in doing their job. 

There was, however, a highly formal component to consultation present in the research. 

There was a strong overriding theme that teachers and formal leaders would have to 

consult with leaders who had more seniority, such as the principal, to get permission to 

implement new programs or initiatives, particularly large scale implementations and while 

those who had to seek permission from others still led initiatives their decision making was 

heavily influenced by others.   Formal leaders were also consulted because they had carriage 

of that particular area of concern and teachers and other leaders would go to them because 

they were the designated leader within that department, particularly if someone was 

unsure of what to do. Lastly, while many of the formal leaders described consulting with 

members of their group, they ultimately, still had authority for any final decision made. 
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5.4.1c Strategic Distribution 

Schools design and arrange their leadership structure based on their particular needs and 

context and what they need to do strategically (Gronn, 2009). Day et al., (2009) noted that 

the distribution of leadership roles and responsibilities is generally established by the 

principal and, by extension, the senior leadership in schools and is influenced by operational 

goals. Strategy is one way that schools can enable goal completion. Strategic distribution 

generally involves either working towards organisational goals and/or the careful selection 

of teachers for positions (Macbeath, 2009) and both these aspects of Macbeath’s strategic 

distribution (2009) were evident in the findings from the current study. 

Firstly, strategic distribution was evident in the careful and planned execution of aspects of 

leadership such as the allocation of resources, the use of strategic planning groups and 

being guided by the overall objectives and goals of the school such as those in the schools 

strategic plan (which all three schools had as it is a requirement of all government schools). 

Secondly, there was strategic Identification and selection of leaders through talent 

identification, matching teachers to roles and utilising expertise where needed, and having 

teachers who would support the school leadership and its direction. Furthermore there was 

also a mention of strategically identifying staff who were not suited to leadership.  

5.4.1d Emergent Distribution 

This form of distributed leadership places emphasis on a bottom-up pattern of distribution. 

Teacher’s take ownership of their role and through this influence school outcomes. This 

form of distributed leadership encompasses Macbeath’s (2009) opportunistic distribution as 

it links with teachers and leaders taking initiative, assuming leadership, organising and ‘to 

see what needs doing and make sure it gets done.’ (Macbeath, Oduro & Waterhouse, 2004, 

p. 41). Across the three schools there were two clear manifestations of emergent 

distribution, taking ownership and displaying initiative, often described concurrently.  

Initiative was described through the creation of ideas and staff looking to implement new 

programs. There was a powerful focus on continual improvement in all aspects of the 

schools particularly by leaders in regards to their roles. They had a sense of responsibility to 

their designated area and were continuously ensuring that they did a good job. This resulted 

in a concerted effort to initiate action and look for ways to do things better. This also 



   

200 
 

coincided with the sense of ownership that was described. Leaders were explicit in 

describing how they would drive either programs they were leading or looked to develop 

staff commitment toward school programs and directions. They often worked 

independently using their expertise and skills. Depictions such as ‘doing it off my own back’, 

working autonomously, driving initiatives, proposing ideas, being empowered were 

common examples in emergent distribution. Fundamentally, teachers and leaders were 

driven by high expectations to do their job well and contribute to the school and this 

propagated their sense of ownership and affirmative action to improve school success.  

5.4.1e Guided Distribution 

Hargreaves and Fink’s (2006) framework of distributed leadership is guided by the formal 

leadership of the schools, mainly the principal. This form of distribution relates to formal 

leaders in schools and their influence on decision making and school progress. Also, related 

to pragmatic distribution (Macbeath, 2009), the commissioning of leadership is guided in 

response to organisational needs as determined by the formal leadership. What was readily 

seen in the study schools to confirm this pattern of distribution was the influence that 

formal leaders had on others in their exercising of leadership.  The end result of guided 

distribution is that it did enable teachers to exercise some form of influence in the school, 

albeit, under formal guidance.  

The analysis shows there was a strong formal aspect to this pattern of distribution as there 

were a number of references in the interviews about top-down decision making, delegation 

of tasks by more senior leaders or teachers being directed to do things, setting agendas or 

the determination of organisational goals.  The influence of formal position was evident and 

this correlated with the significance of the leadership structure. People described the 

influence of leaders with higher authority directly impacting their role through influencing 

their decision making or impacting programs they were leading. They also described how 

through their formal position they influenced the work of other people, particularly teachers 

who were in their teams, for example curriculum teams and student wellbeing teams. While 

the formal aspects of leadership structure and position were evident, it did have a positive 

impact on school success. It provided direction for all teachers and leaders as they knew 

what was expected of them in their role and who was responsible for leading other areas 
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within the school. This increased buy-in from staff as it increased role clarity, defined 

expectations and reduced confusion regarding responsibility.  

Guided distribution also confirms the indirect influence of leadership on school success. 

Leaders are influenced by the roles they are allocated to by the senior leadership, notably 

the principal, who ultimately decide who is given leadership responsibility. When teachers 

are appointed to a leadership position, this gives them more influence in the organisation 

but directly influences their work. Furthermore, this indirectly influences the organisation, 

because the designated leaders influence the work of others, particularly people in their 

teams. This was a common effect in the schools. Leading teachers were influential in the 

teams they led because they set the direction of other people within that group.  

5.4.2 Concluding Comment on the Patterns of Distributed leadership  

Current research has highlighted the strong influence that formal leadership structure and, 

by extension, formally designated leaders have on the patterns of distributed leadership 

observed in schools. Duif et al. (2013), Jones (2014) and Vahid (2018) found that patterns of 

distributed leadership in schools tend to be more formal and Bush and Glover (2012) argued 

that the prinicpal has the most influence in the distribution of leadership as they decide on 

what is distributed and how it is distributed.  

From the research it is evident that formal patterns of distribution were the most prominent 

in the three schools. Four of the patterns identified - structural, strategic, guided and 

consultative were heavily aligned with the formal roles and structures of schools further 

highlighting the influence of formal leadership in schools.  The findings also emphasis the 

‘formal’ nature of schools which are hierarchical and in most cases have a single principal 

that is able to make decisions and implement change. Macbeath (2004) highlighted three 

key reasons why formal patterns of distribution are prevalent in schools and the research 

clearly supports both this work and also the observation in later studies (Bush & Glover 

2012; Duif et al. 2013; Jones, 2014;  Vhahid, 2018). 

1/ Schools are structured through their designated leadership roles. Most schools have a 

formally designated principal who will also delegate responsibility. All three schools 

displayed this aspect of formality. Each had a principal and there was a formally designated 

leadership structure, designed by the principal. 
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2/ Principals generally come to a school with a set of qualifications and experience and with 

a mandate to operate the school in a way they think is suitable. They will change aspects of 

the schools as they see fit and this will impact the leadership of the school. All three 

principals had made changes to their school which had impacted the leadership structure of 

their schools. 

3/ The distribution of leadership may be due to recognition of expertise that individuals 

have in the organisation.  In all three schools, people identified as having expertise in certain 

roles were given formal leadership roles in their school.  

Having described the patterns of distributed leadership I will now look at how distributed 

leadership is ‘practiced’ in schools.  

5.5 Practice of Distributed Leadership 

The practice-aspect of distributed leadership provides leaders with a framework to consider 

the interactions between leaders and followers and how this impacts the co-performance of 

leadership and leadership routines (Spillane, 2006). Focusing on the practice of leadership 

can facilitate greater understanding of the nature of the interactions within schools and how 

knowledge and expertise are distributed amongst those performing leadership. A key 

component of leadership is premised on ‘influence relationships’ and how these impact the 

core work of the school (Spillane, 2006) and by investigating aspects of leadership practice 

greater insight into influence can be understood.  

5.5.1 Leadership as Influence 

A key understanding of school leadership is that it is about influence (Louis et al., 2010). It 

can be described as a relationship of social influence as depicted by Spillane (2006, p. 18) 

“The term leadership is reserved either for activities that administrators and teachers design 

to influence others or for activities that administrators, teachers or students understand as 

influencing them.” 

Ultimately, leadership influences the ‘motivation, knowledge, affect and practice’ of 

organisational members (Spillane, 2006). Influence can be attributed to formal position, as 

someone with positional power can often make decisions that influence the organisation in 

someway, however when looking at influence between co-workers through interactions and 
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relationships, influence is irrespective of leadership position or a person’s formal role in the 

organisation and is dependent on the perceptions of people. As Pitts and Spillane (2009, 

p.202) outlined when they used social networks to study school leadership “asking people 

who they go to for advice or information related to specific school subjects does indeed 

identify leadership operationalized as the social influence interactions in an organization”. 

Those with formal leadership position may not always been seen as influential and those 

who do not hold a formal position may be seen as influential (Spillane, 2006). Spillane 

identifies four ways in which followers frame influence:  

● Human capital - Involving a person’s knowledge, skills and expertise 

● Cultural capital - A persons way of doing and being, linked with their interactive style  

● Social capital - Social networks or connections, also norms of trust, collaboration 

● Economic capital - money and material resources 

 

A key focus of this research was to identify influential people in each school and investigate 

aspects of their practice that contributed to their influence. There were two components to 

analysing influence. Firstly, the interview participants were asked about other influential 

leaders in the school and what contributed to their leadership practice that made them 

influential. Secondly, they had to reflect on their own personal leadership practice. As 

outlined in the methodology section all interview participants were seen as influential in 

some aspect of their school as they were the people that other people sought out for advice 

irrespective of position or role. The results indicate three main aspects identified with 

influential leaders.   

5.5.1a Influential leaders were seen as being somewhat expert 

A key reason people were influential was because they were seen as having some level of 

knowledge, experience and skill generally within a designated area. The findings in this 

study confirm the increasing link between a person’s level of centrality or influence and 

their ability to provide advice. Hu et al. (2018) showed that people tend to seek advice from 

others who can help them in some way and Warfield (2009) showed that expertise was 

related to leaders (formal and informal) within school and a factor that people were sought 

out or assistance by their peers.  Pitts and Spillane (2009) found that 83% of the advice-

seeking interactions (irrespective of a person’s position)  they identified  in their study  on 

schools and social networks  were interactions that were intended to influence knowledge, 
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practice, and/or motivation related to instruction, further demonstrating the link between 

influence and expertise.  

 

There were a number of teachers that held no formal position in the schools that were 

described as providing leadership. Two areas that were discussed repeatedly were the 

teachers who were leaders in curriculum and in student well-being. They were seen as being 

quite skilled and having expertise within their area of teaching. Experts who had 

experienced were intelligent, analytical, innovative, made good decisions and were able to 

identify problems. There was a common belief that they had seen most ‘situations’ that 

arose within their teaching area and this provided them with the capacity to make sound 

decisions.   

 

Influential leaders were able to provide advice and this was described repeatedly. They 

were the go to people because their expertise enabled them to offer solutions to problems 

or give insights towards to new ideas. The experience of individuals was often called on in 

making decisions and referenced a number of times as they were seen as having strong 

intellects. Lastly, due to their capacity to understand situations and advise people, they 

were pivotal in help with the development of staff capacity. Other staff could learn from 

them to more effectively perform their role. Ultimately, these aspects of influential leaders 

resulted in acknowledgement and respect. They were respected because teachers and 

leaders acknowledged that they were able to contribute at a high level within the school.   

5.5.1b Influential leaders display certain behaviours and actions that increase the 

development of relationships and trust. 

There were common characteristics displayed through the behaviours and actions of 

influential leaders. Similar to Warfield (2009) there was a consistent description of leaders 

that had interpersonal styles that were supportive of other teachers and who were very 

willing to share best practice in teaching and in the delivery of programs. They worked to 

support others through capacity building, in particular, they would go out of their way to 

help people with their teaching, which ultimately contributed toward teacher development. 

They were very caring and compassionate and displayed high levels of honesty in how they 

fulfilled their role. The interpersonal style and skill displayed were key components of the 

development of strong relationships which were described repeatedly. Leaders trusted staff, 
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were respectful and had respect due to their relationships with people. Relationships that 

were based on values of support and collaboration were the norm.  

A large proportion of the behaviour’s spoken about described elements of and may have 

gone toward facilitating higher levels of trust. “Trust is an individual’s or group’s willingness 

to be vulnerable to another party based on the latter party’s competence, reliability, and 

honesty and the latter party’s benevolence, openness, and awareness of vulnerability.” 

(Howe, 2016, p. 11). Trust can be developed by displaying behaviours such as care and 

concern and it can foster relationships which enable people to work together (Hernandez, 

Long & Sitkin, 2014). Trust was inherent in a large proportion of the responses as people 

described characteristics of trust either personally or professionally. Teachers and leaders 

described having outright trust in people and it was inferred in the way people were quite 

open in approaching people if they needed some help. Those people that had strong 

relationships and mutual respect were trusted and this increased their influence within the 

school because others would seek out their advice.  

There was a general consensus that teachers in leadership roles, particularly leading 

teachers and teachers with responsibility were supported by others in the schools due the 

way they conducted themselves. Teachers would support decisions made and they were 

respectful of those in leadership positions and teachers who were given the chance to lead 

new initiatives. Ultimately, teachers believed in their leadership team, felt that they knew 

what they were doing, were working in the best interests of the schools and were there for 

staff.   

5.5.1c Influential leaders contribute at a very high level across the school, displaying high 

levels of professionalism.  

On self-reflection and in describing other influential leaders, there was an overarching 

premise that they were all trying to contribute at a very high-level in their role or for their 

school. Influential leaders and teachers had an overwhelming sense of commitment and this 

drove them to continuously look for ways to improve both their practice and the school. 

This was predicated on a strong developmental focus on improvement. There was a general 

feeling of high standards and expectations to enable their school to experience success.  The 

findings support those described recently by Suppovitz (2018) who looked at teacher 
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leaders and found four ways they influence peers: leading by example, a strong focus on 

collaboration, continual encouragement and making themselves available for others and the 

results suggest that these are common behaviours that influential leaders use in their 

practice.  

There were numerous accounts of the influential leaders being role models for both 

teachers and students, particular in leading by example. They would model expected 

professional behaviours and expect and hold others to account to do the same. Their 

professionalism meant that they were receptive to feedback, particularly regarding their 

practice and programs they were overseeing because they were continuously looking for 

improvement and didn’t see it as a negative but as constructive feedback which would lead 

to improvement.   

What also emerged in the research about influential leaders was that they were willing to 

get involved in the school. Often, they were involved in a number of areas across the school. 

They felt a strong personal connection to the school and wanted to see it succeed. Lastly, 

and most importantly, this willingness to be involved, work toward improvement and help 

the school achieve success was founded on their moral purpose. They all were working in 

the best interests of their students. They wanted all students to succeed and this drove their 

commitment to the school and their role.   

5.5.2 Final comment on the practice of Distributed Leadership 

A key facet in the practice aspect of distributed leadership is understanding the importance 

of influence and how it materializes.  The findings in this research suggest that there are 

three aspects that contribute powerfully to leader influence: level of expertise, 

interpersonal characteristics the facilitate trust and a high level of professionalism. While 

these are very important, it must be pointed out that they are not the only preconditions to 

improve or identify leaders of influence, but, they can be helpful in enabling people 

(irrespective of their role or position) to become more influential in their work. Also, these 

three aspects of influence were seen across all three schools, in all level of leadership roles, 

and while context is very important for leaders in schools, it appears that these three are 

common across most successful school leaders.  
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Furthermore, the results in this study, indicated that influential leaders have some level of 

human, social and cultural capital that increased their influence within their respective 

school. Leaders of influence exhibited high levels of human capital through their knowledge, 

expertise and skills, and showed social and cultural capital through strong relationships and 

high levels of interpersonal skills that people responded to. These qualities ultimately meant 

that influential leaders had high degrees of connectiveness formed on the basis of their 

individual capital constructs.  

5.6 Factors that influence Distributed leadership 

The research also provided insight into what influences distributed leadership. Three main 

influences were identified and these were human resources, positional power and 

organisational strategy and planning and these are discussed below. 

5.6.1 Human resources  

Human resource was cited as both the key facilitator and blocker to distributed leadership. 

While the principal had considerable influence on distributing leadership, there was also a 

clear identification of the influence of the wider leadership team on distributed leadership. 

Contributing factors included behaviours and attitudes, relationships and the effectiveness 

of the leadership team. Leadership can no longer be the focus of just one person due to the 

demands required to effectively lead schools (Ross, Lufti & Hope, 2016), however, the 

principal is still the lead agent in how schools are run and led and the results show that the 

greatest human influence on distributed leadership was the principal and this is discussed 

next.  

5.6.2 Principal Influence  

Distributed leadership is shaped by principals (Bush and Glover 2012; Ross et al., 2016), who 

are influenced by a range of factors including their personal values and beliefs, the 

knowledge and skills they have, experience and the context in which they operate and these 

factors can either encourage or make principals reluctant to distribute leadership (Duif et 

al., 2013; Luois et al., 2010; Spillane et al., 2015).  The research findings further highlight the 

impact of the Principal on distributed leadership. 
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In each school principals were highly influential and this was emphasised by both principals 

and teachers in the research. All three principals described how they had personally 

influenced leadership in their school. All three intimated at the strategic selection of staff 

for positions. They had also designed the leadership structure of each school and had major 

influence in the implementation of programs and other aspects of their schools. Staff also 

provided clear detail about the influence of the principal. Principals decided on the structure 

of the leadership, they had advisory committees, they had to be consulted on key decisions, 

liaised with regarding general leadership and management issues and deliberately 

influenced the selection of staff for roles.  

The impact of the principal on distributed leadership further highlights two other 

interdependencies that are relevant to the principal and distributed leadership, the 

influence of positional power and the influence of strategy. 

5.6.3 Positional Power  

Positional power was also evident as the leadership structure provided those with a formal 

leadership position the opportunity to exert influence within the organisation. As Jones 

(2014, p.129) points out ‘distributed leadership, while it may increase participation... in 

decision making, is not synonymous with democratic decision making’  

Some have questioned the legitimacy of distributed leadership due to the role power has in 

organisations. Lumby (2013, p. 584) explains that most workers ‘operate within complex 

structures of power that create and constrain their opportunity to lead’. While each school 

had a different leadership structure which impacted the type and amount of leadership 

positions available, it did provide those with a formal position of responsibility the ability to 

make decisions due to their positional status. Tian et al. (2016), in a recent meta-analysis 

indicates that few studies have investigated the ethics of distributed leadership, particularly 

the use and misuse of power. They contended that little attention has been paid as to how 

distributed leadership impacts the power-relationships of individuals in schools. They argue 

that distributed leadership can lead to growing workloads and accountability but there is 

little literature on this. They assert that research in distributed leadership needs to 

investigate it in a the wider context of the schools ‘socialcultural’ and the effects of this on 

individual agency. 
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Bush and Glover (2012, p.33) explained that distributing leadership is about ‘… enabling staff 

to lead on certain activities, without tight accountability mechanisms.’  Examples in the 

study highlight this. Those with a formal leadership position or position of responsibility 

described the ability to make decisions within their area of responsibility, often without 

having to speak to a more senior leader.  Some described how they tried to get input from 

others within their area or gave directives to others to complete a task within the school 

through their positional power while others also described trying to empower those they 

led.   

The influence of positional power in the distribution of leadership is apparent, however 

more research is needed to unpack the extent of its influence. Ho and Ng (2017, p. 249) 

suggested that that the distribution of leadership was a dynamic construct as the centrality 

of leaders change depending on circumstance. However they also pointed out that where 

there are hierarchical leadership structures, then designated leaders would be the main 

authority in relation to allocated areas of work. The results of the Social network analysis 

confirmed this relationship. Only two people out of the 60 most influential people across 

the three schools were teachers and of those two teachers, one was a past leading teacher 

who had been teaching for over 20 years. Everyone else had either a position of 

responsibility or formal leadership position. 

5.6.4 Organisational strategy and planning  

There was a strategic aspect to the distribution of leadership that was evident in the 

responses given across the three schools. While distribution can be strategic, as has been 

discussed in the patterns of distribution, strategic direction setting and planning can also be 

an influencing factor on why leadership is distributed. Although not directly asked about, 

aspects of strategy and planning were referred to during the interviews.   

The three principals all gave descriptions about strategic focuses that had impacted the 

distribution in their school. School A’s principal gave an in-depth description of how strategy 

had influenced leadership practice at the school (both individually and collectively), the 

principal in school B described how they had devoted resources and planned to manage and 

lead initiatives in the school and the principal in school C had worked strategically to 

implement a uniform into the school.   
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Essentially, the strategic direction that schools took was affected by a number of things 

relevant to each. Major planning documents such as the annual implementation plan and 

the school strategic plan, budgets, programs and initiatives and even regional directives all 

affected the direction of the schools which can dictate leadership practice and distribution. 

Leaders with formal positions indicated their practice of leadership was ultimately 

influenced and driven by their role and what they were trying to achieve.  

5.7 Summation on Distributed Leadership 

This study investigated distributed leadership and has provided more information about its 

materialization within schools and its contribution to school success. The study shows that 

distributed leadership is present in successful schools and that it consists of two elements, 

the process of distribution and the practice of distribution and both of these elements 

ultimately influence the organisation.  

Recently, in their retrospective on distributed leadership Diamond and Spillane (2016) 

outlined the three major developments in the distributed leadership literature from the past 

20 years of research. Firstly, leadership is stretched over people, which means that many 

people within the organisation are involved in leadership activity and that leadership 

responsibility can extend to all, even those without formal leadership positions. Secondly, 

there is a link between leadership and teacher practice within schools. Teaching is 

multifaceted and to improve, instructional improvement needs to be led by people with the 

requisite skills and knowledge. Thirdly, distributed leadership practice is strongly linked with 

formal authority and leadership position because leadership practice is, in part, strongly 

grounded in influence relationships and, due to this, there is an obvious link between 

power, authority and leadership practice.  This study confirms all three of these themes.  

The research provides greater understanding on how leadership is distributed as it has 

outlined five patterns of distributed leadership, through which the process of distributed 

leadership is carried out. The research has provided evidence that the process of 

distribution is closely aligned with formal aspects of the organisation including formal 

leadership role and by extension, positional power. These aspects combine to influence the 

organisation as the process of distribution determines what is distributed, how it is 

distributed and who it is distributed to. While influence in distributed leadership is not 
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focused on formal position, there was a correlation between a person’s role and position 

and their level of influence in the organisation. Those with a formally designated leadership 

role had greater capacity to influence people and the school and this was emphasized in the 

patterns of distribution. This would indicate that having a leadership position may make a 

person more influential as through positional power and authority people are able to direct 

the work of others and make decisions that impact the organisation. The greatest example 

of this is the principal position. The research showed that principals were highly influential 

because they could determine the leadership structure, who fulfilled those positions and 

the specific aspects of those roles.  

The practice-aspect of distribution is an area of research that has needed greater 

investigation (Diamond & Spillane 2016). It is concerned with the way in which leaders 

personally interact with followers, or people work together to co-perform leadership in the 

organisation and how these interactions influences individual practice. The research has 

provided more detail into characteristics of individuals that made them more influential and 

how this influences their leadership practice or practice in general. More influential leaders 

were seen as having some level of expertise. Knowledge, skills and experience are factors 

that can increase a person’s influence in a school because more teachers will seek them out 

for advice and information in relation to their work and personal needs. Influential leaders 

also displayed behaviours and actions that led to more collaborative and supportive 

relationships. The study highlighted that influential leaders were respectful, very supportive, 

caring and people-centered in how they carried out their jobs, not just in their leadership 

roles, but also in their day to day work as a colleague and these behaviours led to increased 

levels of trust. The research suggests that influential leaders interpersonal style facilitates 

relationship development and trust with people and this enables them to enact influence in 

some way. This finding confirms the emerging link between trust and distributed leadership 

in the research. Both Day and Sammons (2016) and Ross et al. (2016) indicated that 

successful distribution of leadership is heavily reliant on the establishment of trust. Through 

trust, influence increases which enables people to impact the work of others and the 

organisation. 

The findings have demonstrated two elements of distributed leadership that have the 

capacity to influence schools in some way: organisational factors and individual behaviours. 
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Through orgnisational factors including the leadership structure and positional power, 

influential leaders are able to make decisions, enact change and direct the work of teachers, 

and, through individual behaviours and actions, leaders are in a strong position to influence 

the work of teachers. Combined, both these elements of distributed leadership provide a 

strong foundation through which leaders can exert influence. Through greater 

understanding of how these two separate elements combine, then more information has 

been provided as to why some leaders and teachers are more influential in their 

organisation. Using the results of this research regarding organisational and individual 

influence, a distributed model of influence has been created to show how they combine to 

impact the level of influence of individuals within schools. This model is the focus of the final 

section in the discussion.  

5.8 Distributed Model of Influence  

The Distributed Model of Influence (DMI) is presented in Figure 5.1 and builds on Spillane’s 

(2006) framework of distributed leadership that incorporates leaders, followers and their 

situation (this is the triangle at the centre of the model). It is a conceptual model that uses 

both organisational and individual factors to identify the level of influence of those involved 

in leadership practice. 

Figure 5.1: Distributed Model of Influence 
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5.8.1 Model Overview  

At the center of the model is a triangle which represents the leader/follower/situation triad 

(refer to Figure 2.2). Situation and followers are located at the bottom vertices in the blue 

bar, and the leader (or leader influences) is located at the top vertex. Running vertically 

through the middle of the triangle is a line which represents level of influence. Leader 

influence is indicated in grey at the top of the line and is concerned with leadership 

practices associated with capacity building, decision making and organisational change. High 

levels of influence will utilise all three practice areas more often.   

There are two components to the model which impact leader influence and these are the 

Positional Power (yellow) and Personal Connectiveness (green) and these are discussed 

next. 

5.8.1a Positional Power 

The left-hand side of the model represents the ‘positional power’ element of distributed 

leadership and it is directly related to the organisational factors of leadership structure, 

organisational strategy and organisational planning. These aspects of the organisation can 

dictate a person’s position within the organisation and increase or decrease their positional 
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power. Positional power impacts leader influence because it increases their authority in the 

organisation which enables them to set direction, enact change and prescribe work for 

other people. At one end of positional power, it is principals that run schools and they have 

the authority and responsibility invested in the position to, for example, structure the 

organisation according to their views of what needs to be done, and they can directly 

impact who is given leadership responsibility and opportunity.  

At the other end, those with no formal leadership position are constrained in their capacity 

to influence the broader organisation. As indicated in the DMI influence is determined by 

the ability of people to make decisions, enact organisational change and help develop 

capacity. Teachers who do not have any formal role or responsibility are limited in their 

ability to do these. They may be able to work with another staff member to help develop 

their professional or personal capacity in some way, however, this is dependent on a mutual 

relationship where another teacher or person wishes to work with that person. Within the 

wider organisation their influence is even more limited due to their lack of positional power 

or authority. Teachers are severely limited in the ability to make decisions that impact the 

organisation and this also means that they will have relatively limited capacity to enact 

organisational change in the school. As the discussion has shown, schools work through 

their formal leadership structure and designated leaders, the result of this is that teachers 

are limited in their capacity to make any decisions of significant organisational influence 

such as setting the direction of the school, enacting change or implementing programs. To 

enact any important change they would need to seek permission from those in formally 

designated leadership positions.  

5.8.1b Personal Connectiveness 

The right hand side of the model represents the ‘personal connectiveness’ element of the 

distribution of leadership and relates to individual factors centered on expertise, 

relationships, support and trust. Teachers and leaders are more influential if they have some 

level of expertise as people will seek them out for information or advice if they need 

assistance in doing their role or need to learn something.  Influential leaders are able to 

provide advice because they are seen as being very skilled at what they do such as 

classroom teaching or developing curriculum. They are able to provide ideas and are seen as 
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somewhat innovative and due to this can offer solutions to issues that may arise in the 

school.  

More influential leaders also develop strong relationships with other teachers in their 

schools. They understand the importance of collaboration and working with others to 

enable school success. They are seen as approachable and non-judgemental and 

communicate well which leads to the development of good relationships. Influential leaders 

work constructively with people and value and acknowledge their contribution to the 

school. They align themselves with the values of the people they are working with.  They’re 

relationships are founded on reciprocity and due to this there is mutual respect between 

themselves and the people they work with and these factors all increase their level of 

influence.  

Influential leaders also display a number of behaviours and actions that are directly 

supportive of other teachers and this enhances their influence within the schools. They 

share best practice and information to help support the development of people who are 

less-experienced than them or who need assistance. They are compassionate, particularly in 

difficult times and work to ensure the positive wellbeing of other teachers. They work with 

teachers and support them to reach their professional goals and develop. They want people 

to succeed and will provide the necessary support to enable this to happen.  

A leader’s behaviours will ultimately dictate how followers perceive them and a key for 

leaders to be able to exert influence is if the followers perceive them to be trustworthy.  

Teacher trust in leaders is built through leaders showing behaviours such as being honest in 

how they fulfil their role and displaying high levels of moral purpose and ethical behaviours. 

They are respectful of the people they work with and through these and other behaviours 

people are more responsive to them because they trust them. Overall, influential leaders 

have high influence because they are very skilled in their role, have numerous, strong 

relationships based on respect and support and through the actions and behaviours they 

display have high levels of trust from followers.  

5.8.2 How the model works  
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The DMI model can be used to indicate the extent of influence of leaders within a 

distributed leadership context. To identify a leader’s level of influence, a line is plotted on 

the model from left to right. On the left side, their positional power is shown and this is 

determined by their formal position or strategic role within the school. For example, a 

principal has high positional power because they have authority to make decisions, can 

enact organisational change and set direction. On the right side, their level of personal 

connectiveness is shown and this is determined by their level of expertise, their 

relationships, level of support for others, and how trusted they are by their colleagues. 

More of these attributes leads to higher personal connectiveness. A line is drawn between 

these points, and the midpoint intersects with the leader influence line and gives an 

indication of the overall level of influence of the leader. Examples have been provided in 

Figure 5.2 and explained below. 

Figure 5.2: Mapping Influence on the DMI  
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Five people have been used as examples to explain the DMI. Each person has been plotted 

on the DMI depending on their level of influence indicated in the social network analysis and 

from descriptions given about them from other people in the interviews. 

Person A: Assistant principal C7 would have high influence over all on the DMI. They have 

high positional power due to being an assistant principal. Their personal distribution would 

also be quite high due to two reasons. Firstly, they were the most connected leader overall 

in the social network analysis for their school due to their high level of expertise across a 

number of areas. Secondly, they had strong relationships with a number of teachers and 

leaders. They tried to support teachers as much as they could and they were trusted by their 

teachers as they were seen to display a number of behaviours that people thought were 

people centered and supportive. In conclusion, due to their positional power, ability to give 

advice and their interpersonal behaviours they’re level of influence in leadership practice 

would be quite high. 

Person B:  This person was an assistant principal in school B. They were not interviewed 

because they were not well connected in the social network analysis for keys areas within 

the school. Despite being an assistant principal they’re overall influence is mid-range. They 

have high positional power because of their formal role, however their personal distribution 

was very low. They had minimal influence over other teachers practice because they were 

not sought out for advice on curriculum or teaching matters and they had a very small 

number of connections about student pastoral care and wellbeing. They weren’t trusted by 

a number of staff and there were was reference in the interviews about the legitimacy of 

their role. One staff member had openly challenged their role within the school. There were 

no references to strong relationships to this person by anyone and the principal in this 

school did not mention them in their response to who were the influential leaders in the 

school. 

Person C: This is leading teacher A7 who was in charge of Maths. The interviews and social 

network analysis indicated they were a very influential leader. They had high positional 

distribution due to their leading teacher role and because they were head of mathematics 

they were strategically well positioned because they were one of only two leading teachers 

of a Key Learning Area (KLA) in the school with English also having a leading teacher. All 

other subject areas had leaders who had a position of responsibility. In this school many of 
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the leadership group commented on the strong focus on Maths and English. They also had 

very high personal connectiveness for two reasons. In the social network analysis for the key 

questions, they were the most connected leader overall and their strength of influence was 

also significantly higher than any teacher or leader in the school and this was due to their 

ability to provide advice and meant that a lot of teachers sought them out for this reason. 

They were also described as being very skilled in their role, and they were seen as 

trustworthy and had positive relationships with a number of teachers and other leaders. 

There were references to the level of respect that this person had from other people. 

Person D: This was teacher B1 who had no formal role or position of leadership which 

meant that they had low positional distribution. However, their overall influence is lifted on 

the DMI due to their level of personal connectiveness. They were very well respected in the 

school and were recognised for being highly skilled in teaching and very knowledgeable. 

They were identified as someone who could give advice, particularly in teaching and 

curriculum. They were also very supportive of the school and people and had strong 

relationships with a number of teachers in the school that they didn’t directly work with. 

This was, perhaps, the only true teacher leader across all three schools. 

Person E: Person E has been provided as an example of a teacher with limited influence. It 

represents a teacher who has no influence due to having no positional power, has minimal 

well-developed professional relationships, may have diminished respect and might display 

certain behaviours that lead to them have decreased trust from other staff. This study was 

researching leaders who were influential and therefore did not explicitly investigate or 

receive information regarding the personal distribution of teachers and leaders who had 

minimal influence based on their personal expertise, relationships, behaviours and trust. It 

did, however identify some teachers that had no formal leadership position and who did not 

receive any connections from any other person in their school for any question. This 

indicates that they had very limited influence as people did not seek them out for advice. 

This may be based on a number of reasons but would need more investigation.  

5.8.3 Final comment on the DMI 

The DMI seems to be a very useful way of looking at leader influence within the 

organisation. Unlike previous research which has tended to focus on one aspect of 
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distributed leadership, the DMI has been able to combine both the organisational and 

individual level factors of distributed leadership to identify the level of influence of people 

within schools. The DMI is a new framework for outlining leader influence and it 

incorporates key aspects of schools within its conception. Leaders exert influence but their 

influence is impacted by the actions and behaviours they display, their level of expertise and 

also the unique context of the school. By understanding these concepts in greater depth, 

leaders will be able to enact more influence over the people they work with. The DMI also 

has the potential to unlock further knowledge and understanding into distributed leadership 

through future research. More investigation would be needed to further refine the model 

and its relationship with leader influence, but it does provide a strong platform from which 

to do so. The DMI offers school leaders a new way to think about leaders and leadership 

practice within their school. 

5.9 Further Research Recommendations 

There are four main suggestions for future research as discussed below: 

1. Investigate the application and effectiveness of the Distributed Model of Influence 

(Figure 5.1) in further detail. This study has led to the creation of the Distributed 

Model of Influence and the next step is to apply it in schools to further refine it and 

gauge its capacity to accurately indicate leader influence. Research could look at 

developing quantifiable measurement indicators for both the organisational and 

personal level factors that contribute to leader influence. The model could then be 

studied in large scale within schools to provide accurate information regarding 

leadership and influential leaders.  

2. Empirical research into the five patterns of distributed leadership that have been 

identified. Larger scale investigation into the patterns that have been identified and 

their presence in schools is needed to provide leaders with a greater understanding 

of distributed leadership in situ. This will also provide more information on the role 

that leaders play in distributing leadership through the patterns identified and 

enable leaders to understand what factors can inhibit or promote distributed 

leadership and contribute to school success. 

3. Exploration of power and its relationship with leader influence. More research is 

needed to understand the relationship between power and leader influence and 
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how this relationship impacts distributed leadership. This area of focus within 

distributed leadership has received very little attention as to how influential it is, 

particularly its ability to constrain leadership practice and leadership influence.   

4. Greater investigation into distributed leadership and its impact on middle-level 

leadership. While this study did not directly investigate middle-level leaders, the 

results suggest that there may be some factors that influence middle-level leaders 

and their ability to lead within schools. More research is needed to provide further 

information on distributed leadership, leader influence and middle-level leaders.   

 

These four areas hold potential for future empirical research to extend current 

understandings of distributed leadership and leader influence in schools.  

5.10 Final Reflection and Conclusion 

This research has attempted to provide a clearer understanding on Distributed Leadership in 

schools and the findings have highlighted some areas of practice that leaders in all schools 

can focus on to better distribute leadership. Its conception and design was influenced by the 

work of the ISSPP and the practice of successful leaders within schools. The ISSPP has 

extensively documented the work of successful principals across multiple countries and has 

been able to provide evidence on the practices that principals use to facilitate and sustain 

success. However, there is less research on the contribution of other leaders within schools 

including middle-level and teacher-leaders. While this study was not directly part of the 

ISSPP, it has provided greater understanding into all leaders within successful schools and 

may be useful for future studies looking at middle and teacher leaders.   

This research is important because it adds to our understanding and knowledge of 

distributed leadership patterns and factors that determine leader influence in successful 

schools. It provides a useful model that can be applied for future research to further unpack 

distributed leadership and effective leaders. It can also be used by leaders in less-successful 

schools to identify areas of leadership practice that they can focus on to further help 

improve school outcomes. This study adds to the knowledge and understanding of why 

some leaders are more influential than others and what constrains or facilitates distributed 

leadership in schools.  
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The aims’ of this research, which was to understand how successful schools distribute 

leadership, has been achieved. Through investigation, greater insight into the process 

through which distribution happens and how school leadership influences what is 

distributed has been provided. In successful schools leadership is distributed, however the 

form of distributed leadership that is present is dependent on the principal and the unique 

context of the school and both of these aspects interrelate and affect the pattern and 

process of distributed leadership. The research contributes to the findings of the ISSPP 

through showing that in successful schools, whilst the principal is centrally important for 

school success, there work is supported by many others in defined senior and middle 

leadership roles. 

The findings clearly show why people in schools have different levels of influence.  Leader 

influence is based on positional power and individual characteristics and behaviours.  Whilst 

the principal has major influence within schools, those who have some form of leadership 

position have greater authority and power and are therefore better positioned to enact 

influence within the organisation.   

Leader influence is impacted by four aspects of their practice which determine how 

followers perceive them.  Leader influence increases the more they are able to help other 

people fulfil their roles. The more knowledge, skills and expertise a leader has the more they 

are able to provide advice to people and therefore, other people within the organisation will 

seek them out for support, information or help.  

The behaviours and actions of individuals and leaders also impact their level of influence 

within the organisation. Followers who feel supported and have stable, healthy and 

professional relationships with leaders and other teachers will be more responsive to 

decisions and choices made by those people. Through the strength of these relationships, 

followers feel supported in their work, both professionally and personally and will be more 

responsive to the individual actions of others. The combination of these aspects of leaders 

and how they conduct themselves, ultimately determine how trustworthy they are deemed 

by followers and these factors ultimately determine their level of influence in their school.  

In summation the study has shown that in successful schools, leadership is distributed and 

in each school, in addition to the principal, there are several key people that help lead the 
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school to success, but all of these people have positions and that combined with these 

positions they have personal qualities that promote their influence.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

223 
 

REFERENCES 

Akdemir, Ö., & Ayik, A. (2017). The impact of distributed leadership behaviors of school 
principals on the organizational commitment of teachers. Universal Journal of 
Educational Research, 5(12), 18–26. 

Alvesson, M. (2011). Interpreting interviews. London: Sage Publications. 
Anderson, S., Moore, S., & Sun, J. (2009). Positioning the principal in patterns of school 

leadership distribution. In: K. Leithwood & B. Mascall (Eds.) Distributed Leadership 
According to the Evidence (pp. 111-136). New York: Routledge.  

Appleton J., Terletski, E., & Coombes, L. (2013). The use of sociograms to explore collaboration 
in Child Protection Conferences.  Children and Youth Services Review, 35 (12), 2140–
2146. 

Archer, D., & Cameron, A. (2013).  Collaborative leadership: building relationships, handling 
conflict, sharing control. New York: Routledge.  

Ary, D., Chester, L., Razavieh, A., & Sorensen, C. (2006). Introduction to Research in Education, 
(7th ed.) Canada: Thomson Wadsworth. 

Atteberry, A., & Bryk, A. (2010). Centrality, connection, and commitment; the role of social 
networks in a school-based  literacy initiative. In J. Daly (Eds.) Social Network Theory 
and Educational Change (pp. 51-76). Cambridge: Harvard Education Press. 

Baker-Doyle, K., & Yoon, S. (2011). In search of practitioner-based social capital: A social 
network analysis tool for understanding and facilitating teacher collaboration in a US-
based STEM professional development program. Professional Development in 
Education, 37(1), 75-93. 

Balkundi, P., & Harrison, D. (2006). Ties, leaders, and time in teams: Strong inference about 
network structure’s effects on team viability and performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 49(1), 49-68. 

Balkundi, P., & Kilduff, M. (2006). The ties that lead: A social network approach to leadership, 
The Leadership Quarterly, 17(4), 419–439. 

Balkundi, P., Kilduff, M., & Harrison D. (2011). Centrality and charisma: comparing how leader 
networks and attributions affect team performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
96(6), 1209-1222. 

Barriball, B., & While, A., (1994). Collecting data using a semi-structured interview: a discussion 
paper, Journal of Advanced Nursing, 19(2), 328-335. 

Bennett, N., Wise, C., Woods, P., & Harvey, J. (2003). Distributed Leadership.  Nottingham: 
National College of School Leadership. 

Berebisky, D., & Andrews-Larson, C. (2017). Teacher Advice-seeking: relating centrality and 
expertise in middle school mathematics social networks. Teachers College Record, 
119(10), 1-40. 

Bolden, R. (2011). Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory and research. 
International Journal of Management Reviews, 13(3), 251-269.  

Borg, W., & Gall, M. (1983). Educational Research: A Introduction (4th ed.). New York: 
Longman.  

Borgatti, S. P., Carley, K. M. and Krackhardt, D. (2006) ‘On the robustness of centrality 
measures under conditions of imperfect data’, Social Networks, 28(2), 124–136. 

Borgatti, S. P., Everett, M., & Freeman, L. (2002). Ucinet for Windows: Software for Social 
Network Analysis. Analytic Technologies, Boston: Harvard.   

Borgatti, S. P., & Halgin, D.S. (2011) ‘On Network Theory’,  Organization Science, 22(5), 1168-
1181. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Balkundi%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kilduff%20M%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Harrison%20DA%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21895351


   

224 
 

Botha, R. (2016). Improving South African school effectiveness through distributed leadership: 
A study of gender. Gender & Behaviour, 14(1), 6804-6813. 

Botha, RJ 2016, 'Improving South African School Effectiveness through Distributed Leadership: 
A Study of Gender', Gender & Behaviour, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 6804-6813. 

Bourdieu, P. (1983). The forms of capital. In P. Richardson (Ed.) Handbook of theory and 
research for the sociology of education (2nd ed) (pp. 242 – 255). New York: Wiley.  

Boyatzis, R. (1998). Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code 
development.  California: Sage Publications. 

Bozzo, E., & Franceschet, M. (2013). Resistance distance, closeness, and betweenness. Social 
Networks, 35(3), 460-469.  

Brass, D. (1992). Power in organizations: A social network perspective. In G. Moore, & J. Whitt 
(Eds.), Research in politics and society (pp. 295−323).  Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Braun, V., Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 
Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. 

Burt, R. (2005). Brokerage & closure: An introduction to social capital. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.  

Bush, T., & Glover, D. (2012). Distributed leadership in action: leading high-performing 
leadership teams in English schools. School Leadership and Management, 32(1), 21-36.  

Camburn, E., Rowan, B., & Taylor, J. (2003). Distributed leadership in schools: The case of 
elementary schools adopting comprehensive school reform models. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(4), 347-373.  

Carolan, B. (2014). Social network analysis and education: theory, methods & applications. Los 
Angeles: Sage. 

Chrislip, D., & Larson, C. (1994). Collaborative leadership: how citizens and civic leaders can 
make a difference. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Chrislip, DD, & Larson, CE 1994, Collaborative leadership: how citizens and civic leaders can 
make a difference, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco. 

Christopoulos, D. (2016). The impact of social networks on leadership behaviour. 
Methodological Innovations, 9(1), 1-15. 

Clarke, S., & O’Donoghue, T. (2017). Educational leadership and context: A rendering of an 
inseparable relationship. British journal of educational studies, 65(2), 167-182.  

Coburn, C., Choi, L., & Mata, W. (2010). I would go to her because her mind is math: Network 
formation in the context of a district based mathematics reform. In J. Daly (Ed.) Social 
Network Theory and Educational Change (pp. 33-50). Cambridge: Harvard Education 
Press. 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research Methods in Education (7th edn), 
Oxfordshire:  Routledge.  

Cole, R., & Weinbaum, E. (2010). Changes in attitude: peer influence in high school reform. In J. 
Daly (Ed.) Social Network Theory and Educational Change (pp. 77-96). Cambridge: 
Harvard Education Press.  

Coleman, J. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of 
Sociology, 94, 95-120. 

Daly, A. (2010). Social network theory and educational change. Cambridge: Harvard Education 
Press. 

Daly, J., Kellehear, A., & Gliksman, M., (1997). The public health researcher: A methodological 
approach.  Melbourne: Oxford University Press.   

Day, C., & Gurr, D. (2014). Leading schools successfully : stories from the field. London: 

Routledge. 



   

225 
 

Day, C., & Leithwood, K. (2007). Successful principal leadership in times of change: an 
international perspective. Dordrecht: Springer. 

Day, C., Sammons, P.,  Hopkins, D., Harris, A., Leithwood K., Gu Q., Brown, E., Ahtaridou, E., & 
Kington, A. (2009). The Impact of School Leadership on Pupil Outcomes, Final Report. 
University of Nottingham.  

Day, C. (2011). Successful school leadership: Linking with learning and achievement. Berkshire, 
England: Mcgraw Hill. 

Day, C., & Leithwood, K. (2007). Successful principal leadership in times of change: an 
international perspective. Dordrecht: Springer. 

Day, C., & Sammons, P. (2016). Successful school leadership. United Kingdom: Education 
Development Trust.  

Day, C., Gu, Q., & Sammons, P. (2016). The Impact of Leadership on Student Outcomes: How 
Successful School Leaders Use Transformational and Instructional Strategies to Make a 
Difference. Educational Administration Quarterly, 52(2), 221–258. 

Day, C., Harris, A., Hadfield, M., Tolley, H., & Beresford, J. (2000). Leading Schools in Times of 
change, Philadelphia: Open University Press.  

Day, C., Sammons, P., Hopkins, D., Harris, D., Leithwood, K., Gu, Q., Brown, E., Ahtaridou, E., & 
Kington, A. (2009). The impact of school leadership on pupil outcomes. (Final Report) 
University of Nottingham. 

Deal, T., Purinton, T., & Waetjen, D. (2009). Making sense of social networks in schools, 
California: Corwin Press.  

De Brún, A., & McAuliffe, E. (2018) ‘Social Network Analysis as a Methodological Approach to 
Explore Health Systems: A Case Study Exploring Support among Senior 
Managers/Executives in a Hospital Network’, International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health, 15(3), 511-521. 

DeFlaminis, J., Abdul-Jabbar, M., & Yoak, E. (2016). Distributed leadership in schools: a practical 
guide for learning and improvement. New York: Routledge.   

Department of Education and Early Childhood Development 2013, Student Family Occupation 
– Fact Sheet 2013. Viewed 5th September 2016.  
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/principals/finance/sfofactsheet.d
ocx. 

Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, SFO Guidelines, Parental 
Occupation Groups. Viewed. Viewed 5th September 2016. 
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/principals/finance/sfoguidelines.d
ocx 

Department of Education and Training Victoria (2018) Summary Statistics for Victorian Schools. 
Melbourne: Department of Education and Training Victoria. 

Diamond, J., & Spillane, J. (2016) ‘School leadership and management from a distributed 
perspective: A 2016 retrospective and prospective’, Management in Education, 30(4) 
147–154. 

Donley, A., & Grauerholz, L. (2012). Student handbook to sociology. New York: Facts On File. 
Donninger, C. (1986). The distribution of centrality in social networks. Social Networks, 8(2), 

191-203. 
Drysdale, L., & Gurr, D. (2011). Theory and practice of successful school leadership in Australia. 

School Leadership & Management, 31(4) 355-368. 
Duif, T., Harrison, C., Van Dartel, N., & Sinyola, D. (2013). Distributed Leadership in practice: A 

descriptive analysis of distributed leadership in European schools, European Policy 
network on School Leadership, viewed 10 December 2018.  

http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/principals/finance/sfoguidelines.docx
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/principals/finance/sfoguidelines.docx


   

226 
 

Elmore, R., (2000). Building a new structure for school leadership. Washington,  DC: The Albert 
Shanker Institute.   

Fitzgerald, L., Ferlie, E., McGivern, G., & Buchanan, D. (2013). Distributed leadership patterns 
and service improvement: Evidence and argument from English healthcare. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 24(1), 227–239. 

Fraenkel, J., & Wallen, N., (1990). How to design and evaluate research in education. New York: 
Mcgraw-Hill.  

Frank, K., Zhao, Y., & Borman, K. (2004). Social capital and the diffusion of innovations within 
organizations: The case of computer technology in schools. Sociology of Education, 
77(2), 148–171. 

Freeman, L. (1979).  Centrality in Social Networks: Conceptual Clarification. Social Networks, 
1(3), 215-239. 

Friedkin, N., & Slater, M. (1994). School leadership and performance: a social network 
approach. Sociology of Education, 67(2), 139-157. 

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust: the social virtues and the creation of prosperity. New York: Free 
Press. 

Gould, R. (2003). Why do networks matter? rationalist and structuralist interpretations. In M.  
Diani & D. Mcadam (Eds.) Social Movements and Networks (pp. 233-257). Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.  

Gronn, P. (2000). Distributed properties: A new architecture for leadership. Educational 
Management & Administration, 28(3) 317-338. 

Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis.  The Leadership Quarterly, 13(4) 
423-451. 

Gronn, P. (2003). Leadership: who needs it?. School Leadership & Management, 23(3), 267-
290. 

Gronn, P. (2009). Hybrid Leadership, In K. Leithwood, B. Mascall & T. Strauss (Eds.) Distributed 
Leadership According to the Evidence (pp. 17-40). New York: Routledge.  

Guest, G., Macqueen, K., & Namey, E. (2012). Applied Thematic Analysis. California: Sage 
Publications.  

Gurr, D., Drysdale, L., Di Natale, E., Ford, P., Hardy, R., & Swann, R. (2003). Successful school 
leadership in Victoria: Three case studies. Leading and Managing, 9(1) 18–37.   

Gurr, D., & Day, C. (2014a). Leading schools. In C. Day & D. Gurr (Eds) Leading Schools 
Successfully: Stories from the field (pp.1-6). London: Routledge.  

Gurr, D. & Day, C. (2014b) Thinking about leading schools. In C. Day & D. Gurr (Eds) (2014) 
Leading Schools Successfully: Stories from the field (pp. 194-208). London: Routledge. 

Gurr, D. (2015). A Model of Successful School Leadership from the International Successful 
School Principalship Project. Societies, 5(1), 136-150. 

Gurr, D., Drysdale, L., & Goode, H. (2019 – in press) Global Research on Principal Leadership.  In 
R. Papa (Ed.), [Oxford] Encyclopedia of Educational Administration.  New York: Oxford 
University Press.  

Hallinger, P. (2018). Bringing Context out of the Shadows of Leadership. Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 46(1), 5–24. 

Hargreaves, A., & Fink, D. (2006). Sustainable Leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
Harris, A. (2006). Opening up the black box of leadership practice: Taking a Distributed 

Perspective.  International Journal of Educational Administration, 34(2), 37-46. 
Harris, A. (2007). Distributed leadership; conceptual confusion and empirical reticence. 

International Journal of Leadership in Education, 10(3), 1-11. 
Harris, A. (2008). Distributed School Leadership: Developing tomorrow’s leaders. UK: Routledge.  



   

227 
 

Harris, A. (2009). Distributed school leadership: evidence, issues and future directions. Penrith, 
N.S.W: Australian Council for Educational Leaders. 

Harris, A. (2009b). Distributed leadership: what we know.  In A. Harris (Ed.), Distributed 
Leadership: Different Perspectives (pp.11-21). Dordrecht: Springer.  

Harris, A. (2013). Distributed leadership matters: Perspectives, practicalities, and potential. 
California: Thousand Oaks.  

Harris, A. 2009.’Distributed leadership: what we know’.  In Harris, A. (ed.), Distributed 
Leadership: Different Perspectives [Electronic resource]. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 11–21. 

Harris, A. 2013. Distributed leadership matters: Perspectives, practicalities, and potential. 
Thousand Oaks, California. 

Harris, A., & Chapman, C. (2002). Leadership in schools facing challenging circumstances. 
Management in Education, 16(1), 10-13. 

Harris, A., & Deflaminins, J. (2016). Distributed leadership in practice : Evidence, 
misconceptions and possibilities. Management in Education, 30(4), 141-146. 

Harris, A., & Muijis, D., (2004). Improving schools through teacher leadership. London: Oxford 
University Press. 

Harris, A., & Townsend, A. (2007). Developing leaders for tomorrow: releasing system 
potential. School Leadership and Management, 27(2), 167-177. 

Hattie, J. (2003). Teachers make a difference: What is the research evidence?. Paper presented 
at the Building Teacher Quality: What does the research tell us. Melbourne: ACER 
Research Conference. 

Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to 
achievement. London: Routledge. 

Hattie, J. (2012). Visible learning for teachers: maximizing impact on learning. London: 
Routledge.  

Hay Group. (2004). The five pillars of distributed leadership in schools. CD-ROM: National 
College of School Leadership. 

Hernandez, M., Long, C., & Sitkin, S. (2014). Cultivating Follower Trust: Are All Leader Behaviors 
Equally Influential?. Organization Studies, 35(12), 1867–1892.  

Hesse-Biber, S. (2010). Mixed methods research: merging theory with practice. New York: The 
Guilford Press.  

Ho, J., & Ng, D., (2017). Tensions in distributed leadership. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 53(2), 223–254. 

Hope, W. (2016). Distributed leadership and teachers’ affective commitment. NASSP Bulletin, 
100(3), 159–169. 

House, R., & Aditya, R. (1997). The social scientific study of leadership: Quo vadis. Journal of 
Management, 23(3), 409-473. 

Howe, A. (2016). Principal Trust: Factors that Influence Faculty Trust in the Principal. (Doctoral 
Thesis) Brigham Young University, Utah. 
https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=7237&context=etd 

Hu, S., Zhong, Z., Zhang, J., & Zheng, X. (2018). Cognitive Flexibility and Advice Network Centrality: The 
Moderating Role of Self-Monitoring. Frontiers in psychology, 9(1947), 1-7. 

Hughes, W., Pickeral, T. (2013). School climate and shared leadership. In T. Dary & T. Pickeral 
(Eds.). School Climate Practices for Implementation and Sustainability. A School Climate 
Practice Brief, Number 1, New York, NY: National School Climate Center. 

Huguet, B. (2017). Effective leadership can positively impact school performance. On the 
Horizon, 25(2), 96–102.  

Ingersoll, R., Sirinides, P., & Dougherty, P. (2018). Leadership matters: Teachers’ roles in school 
decision making and school performance. American Educator, 42(1), 13-17. 

https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=7237&context=etd


   

228 
 

Jacobs, J. (1961). The death and life of great American cities. New York: Random House.  
Johnson, W., Lustick, D., & Kim, M. (2011). Teacher professional learning as the growth of 

social capital. Current Issues in Education, 14(3), 1-16. 
Jones, S. (2014). Distributed leadership: a critical analysis. Leadership, 10(2), 129-141.  
Kadushin, C. (2012). Understanding social networks: Theories. concepts and findings. New York: 

Oxford University Press. 
Katzenmeyer, M., & Moller, G. (2001). Awakening the sleeping giant: Helping teachers develop 

as leaders (2nd ed.). CA: Thousand Oaks.  
Kim, D. (2007). Identifying opinion leaders by using social network analysis: A synthesis of 

opinion leadership data collection methods and instruments. (PhD thesis). Ohio 
University, Ohio. 
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=ohiou1186672135&disposition=inlin
e 

Knoke, D.,  & Yang, S. (2008). Social Network Analysis (2nd ed.). California: Sage Publications.  
Konsolas, E., Anastasiou, O., & Loukeri, P. (2014). The impact of leadership on teachers’ 

effectiveness. International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 4(7), 34-39. 
Krackhardt, D., (1990) ‘Assessing the Political Landscape: Structure, Cognition, and Power in 

Organizations’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(2), p. 342-369.  
Lancy D. (1993). Qualitative research in education. New York: Longman.  
Leana, C., & Pil, F. (2009). Applying organizational research to public school reform. The 

Academy of Management Journal, 52(1), 101-124. 
Lee, M. (2010). Researching social capital in education: some conceptual considerations 

relating to the contribution of network analysis. British Journal of Sociology of 
Education, 31(6), 779-792.  

Leithwood, K., & Day, C. (2007). Successful school leadership in times of change. Toronto: 
Canada: Springer.  

Leithwood, K., & Day, C. (2008). The impact of school leadership on pupil outcomes. School 
Leadership & Management, 28(1), 1-4. 

Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective leadership effects on student achievement. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 529-561.  

Leithwood, K., & Riehl, C. (2003). What do we already know about successfulschool leadership? 
Paper prepared for the AERA Division, a Task Force on Developing Research in 
Educational Leadership. 

Leithwood, K., & Riehl, C. (2005). What we know about successful school leadership. In W. 
Firestone & C. Riehl (Eds.), A new agenda: Directions for research on educational 
leadership (pp. 22–47). New York: Teachers College Press. 

Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., & Hopkins D. (2006). Successful school 
leadership: what it is and how it influences pupil learning. London: CBFT, NCSL.   

Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D (2006b), Seven strong claims 
about successful school leadership. Nottingham: National College for School Leadership.  

Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective Leadership Effects on Student Achievement. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 529-561.  

Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., & Strauss, T. (2009). Distributed leadership according to the 
evidence. New York: Routledge. 

Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., Strauss, T., Sacks, R., Memon, N., & Yashkina, A. (2007). Distributing 
leadership to make schools smarter: taking the ego out of the system. Leadership Policy 
in Schools,  6(1), 37-67. 

https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=ohiou1186672135&disposition=inline
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=ohiou1186672135&disposition=inline


   

229 
 

Leithwood, K., Seashore Louis, K., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How leadership 
influences student learning. New York: The Wallace Foundation. 

Leung, B., & Silberling, J. (2006). Using sociograms to identify social status in the classroom, The 
California School Psychologist, 11, 57-61. 

Lima, J., (2010). Thinking more deeply about networks in education. Journal of Educational 
Change, 11(1), 1-21. 

Lin, N. (1983). Building a theory of social capital. Connections, 22(1), 28-51. 
Louis, K., Leithwood, K.,  Wahlstrom, K., &  Anderson, S. (2010). Learning from Leadership 

project: Investigating the Links to Improved Student Learning. Final Report of Research 
Findings. The University of Minnesota.  

Lovett, S. (2018). Advocacy for teacher leadership: Opportunity, preparation, support, and 
pathways. Switzerland: Springer. 

Lumby, J. (2013). Distributed leadership: The uses and abuses of power. Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 41(5), 581–597.  

Macbeath, J. (2005). Leadership as distributed: a matter of practice. School Leadership and 
Management, 25(4), 349-366. 

Macbeath, J. (2009). Distributed leadership: Paradigms, policy, and paradox. In K. Leithwood, B. 
Mascall, & T. Strauss (Eds), Distributed leadership according to the evidence (pp. 41-58), 
New York: Routledge.  

MacBeath, J., Oduro, G., & Waterhouse, J. (2004). Distributed Leadership in Action: Full report.  
National College for School Leadership. 

Maroulis, S., & Gomez, L. (2008). Does ‘’connectedness” matter? evidence from a social 
network analysis within a small-school reform. Teachers College Record, 110(9), 1901-
1929. 

Mason, J. (1996). Qualitative researching. London: Sage Publications.  
Mayrowetz, D., Murphy, J., Seashore-Louis, K., & Smylie, M. (2009). Conceptualizing distributed 

leadership as a school reform: revisiting job redesign theory. In K. Leithwood, B. Mascal 
& T. Strauss (Eds.), Distributed leadership according to the evidence (pp. 167-196). New 
York: Routledge. 

Møller, J. (2017). Leading education beyond what works. European Educational Research 
Journal 16(4), 375–385. 

Moolenaar, N., & Sleegers, P. (2010). Social networks, trust, and innovation: the role of 
relationships in supporting innovative climate in Dutch schools. In J. Daly (Ed.), Social 
network theory and educational change (pp.97-114). Cambridge, Mass: Harvard 
Education. 

Moolenaar, N., Daly, A., & Sleegers, P. (2010). Occupying the principal position: Examining 
relationships between transformational leadership, social network position, and 
schools' innovative climate. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(5), 623-670. 

Moos, L., Johansson, O., & Day, C. (2011). How school principals sustain success over time: 
international perspectives. Studies in educational leadership, 14.  New York: Springer. 

Moral, C., Martin-Romera, A., Martínez-Valdivia, E., & Olmo-Extremera, M. (2018). Successful 
secondary school principalship in disadvantaged contexts from a leadership for learning 
perspective. School Leadership & Management, 38(1), 32-52. 

Muijs, D. (2004). Doing quantitative research in education with SPSS. London: Sage 
Publications. 

Muijs, D., Harris, A., Lumby, J., Morrison, M., & Sood, K. (2006). Leadership and leadership 
development in highly effective further education providers. Is there a relationship?. 
Journal of Further and Higher Education, 30(1), 87-106. 



   

230 
 

Mulford, B., & Johns, S. (2004). Successful school Principalship. Leading and Managing, 10(1), 
45-76. 

 

My School, ‘Guide to understanding ICSEA (Index of Community Socio-educational Advantage) 

values’. viewed 1st September 2016, 

http://www.acara.edu.au/_resources/Guide_to_understanding_icsea_values.pdf 

National College for Leadership of schools and children services. (2010). 10 strong claims about 

successful school leadership’, viewed 9 November 2017, 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3279

38/10-strong-claims-about-successful-school-leadership.pdf 

Niesz, T. (2007). Why teacher networks (can) work. The Phi Delta Kappan, 88(8), 605-610. 
Nisbet, J., & Entwistle, N. (1970). Educational research methods. London: University of London 

Press. 
O’Leary, Z. (2004). The essential guide to doing research. London: Sage Publications.  
Ogawa, R. (1994). The institutional sources of educational reform: the case of school based 

management. American Educational Research Journal, 31(3), 519-548. 
O'Rourke, S. (2001). The Identification of Opinion Leaders in the Elementary School. In J. Price, 

D. Willis, N. Davis &amp; J. Willis (Eds.), Proceedings of SITE 2001--Society for 
Information Technology & Teacher Education International Conference. Norfolk, VA: 
Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE). 

Palmer, L. (2008). Connections - a study of leadership and influence. (Doctoral Thesis), 
University of Pennsylvania, United States. 

Patton, M. (1980). Qualitative evaluation methods. California: Sage.  
Pearce, C., & Conger, J., (2003). All those years ago: the historical underpinnings of shared 

leadership. In C. Pearce & J. Conger (Eds.), Shared leadership: reframing the hows and 
whys of leadership (pp. 1-18). Calfornia: Thousand Oaks.  

Penuel, W., Frank, K., & Krause, A. (2010). Between leaders and teachers: using social network 
analysis to examine the effects of distributed leadership. In J. Daly (Ed.), Social network 
theory and educational change (pp. 159-178). Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Education 
Press. 

Pitts, V., & Spillane, J. (2009). Using social network methods to study school leadership.  
International Journal of Research & Method in Education, 32(2), 185–207. 

Podolny, J., & Baron, J. (1997). Resources and relationships: Social networks and mobility in the 
workplace. American Sociological Review, 62(5), 673-693.  

Putnam, R. (2002). Democracies in flux: The evolution of social capital in contemporary society. 
New York: Oxford University Press. 

Quiggin, J. (1999). Human capital theory and education policy in Australia. Australian Economic 
Review, 32(2), 130-44. 

Ream, R., & Rumberger, R. (2008). Student engagement, peer social capital, and school 
dropout among Mexican American and non-latino white students. Sociology of 
Education, 81(2), 109-139.  

Remer, R. (2008). ‘Sociometry’, In W. Darity (Ed.), International encyclopedia of the social 
sciences (2nd ed.) (pp. 390-392). Detroit: Macmillan Reference. 

Robinson, V. (2007). School leadership and student outcomes: Identifying what works and why. 
(Monograph, 41). Melbourne: Australian Council for Educational Leaders. 

http://www.acara.edu.au/_resources/Guide_to_understanding_icsea_values.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/327938/10-strong-claims-about-successful-school-leadership.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/327938/10-strong-claims-about-successful-school-leadership.pdf


   

231 
 

Robinson, V. (2008). Forging the links between distributed leadership and educational 
outcomes. Journal of Educational Administration, 46(2), 241-256. 

Ross, L., Lutfi, G., & Hope, W. (2016). Distributed leadership and teachers’ affective 
commitment. NASSP Bulletin, 100(3), 159–169. 

Sadan, V. (2014). Mixed methods research: a new approach. International Journal of Nursing 
Education, 6(1), 254-260. 

Sagnak, M 2016, ‘Participative Leadership and Change-Oriented Organizational Citizenship: The 
Mediating Effect of Intrinsic Motivation’, Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 
Issue 62, pp. 199-212. 

Sagnak, M. (2016). Participative leadership and change-oriented organizational citizenship: The 
mediating effect of intrinsic motivation. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, (62), 
199-212. 

Samriangjit, P, Tesaputa, K, & Somprach, K 2016, 'Strengthening Collaborative Leadership for 
Thai Primary School Administrators', International Education Studies, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 
42-53. 

Samriangjit, P., Tesaputa, K., & Somprach, K. (2016). Strengthening collaborative leadership for 
Thai primary school administrators. International Education Studies, 9(4), 42-53. 

Schiff, D., Herzog, L., Farley-Ripple, E., & Iannuccilli, L. (2015). Teacher networks in Philadelphia: 
Landscape, engagement, and value. Penn GSE Perspectives on Urban Education, 12(1), 
1-17. 

Schwandt, T. (2007). The Sage Dictionary of Qualitative Inquiry (3rd edn). California: Sage.  
Scott, J. (1991). Social network analysis: a handbook. London: Sage Publications. 
Scott, J. (1996). Software review: a toolkit for social network analysis. Acta Sociologica, 39(2), 

211-216.  
Seeley, J., Sim, A., & Loosley, E. (1956). Crestwood Heights-A Study of the culture of suburban 

life. New York: Basic Books.  
Serrat, O. (2009). Social network analysis, Asian Development Bank, viewed 14th October 2010, 

<http://www.adb.org/Documents/Information/Knowledge-Solutions/Social-Network-
Analysis.pdf> 

Sibanda, L 2017, ‘Understanding distributed leadership in South African schools: Challenges 
and prospects’, Issues in Educational Research, vol. 27, no. 3, pp.  567-581. 

Sibanda, L. (2017). Understanding distributed leadership in South African schools: Challenges 
and prospects. Issues in Educational Research, 27(3), 567-581. 

Silins H., & Mulford B. (2002). Leadership and school results. In K. Leithwood et al. (Eds) Second 
International Handbook of Educational Leadership and Administration (pp.561-612). 
Dordrecht: Springer. 

Silins H., Mulford B. (2002) ‘Leadership and School Results’. In: Leithwood K. et al. (eds) Second 
International Handbook of Educational Leadership and Administration. Springer 
International Handbooks of Education, vol 8. Springer, Dordrecht. 

Slater, H., Davies, N., & Burgess, S. (2012). Do teachers matter? Measuring the variation in 
teacher effectiveness in England. Oxford Bulletin of Economics & Statistics, 74(5), 629–
645. 

Slavin, R. (1992). Research methods in education (2nd ed.). MA: Allyn and Bacon. 
Small, M. (2009). Unanticipated gains: origins of network inequality in everyday life. New York: 

Oxford University Press.  
Sparrowe, R., & Liden, R. (2005). Two Routes to Influence: Integrating Leader-Member 

Exchange and Social Network Perspectives. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50(4), 
505-535. 

http://www.adb.org/Documents/Information/Knowledge-Solutions/Social-Network-Analysis.pdf
http://www.adb.org/Documents/Information/Knowledge-Solutions/Social-Network-Analysis.pdf


   

232 
 

Spillane, J. (2005). Distributed Leadership. The Educational Forum, vol. 69(2), 143-150.  
Spillane, J. (2006). Distributed leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,  
Spillane, J., & Diamond, J. (2007). Distributed Leadership in Practice. New York: Teachers 

College Press.  
Spillane, J., & Diamond, J. (2016). School leadership and management from a distributed 

perspective: A 2016 retrospective and prospective. Management in Education, 30(4), 
147–154. 

Spillane, J., & Orlina, E. (2005). Investigating leadership practice: exploring the entailments of 
taking a distributed perspective. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 157-176. 

Spillane, J., & Thompson, C. (1997). Reconstructing conceptions of local capacity: The local 
education agency's capacity for ambitious instructional reform. Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis, 19(2) 185-203. 

Spillane, J., Camburn, E., & Pareja, A. (2007). Taking a distributed perspective to the school 
principal’s workday. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 6(1), 103-125. 

Spillane, J., Diamond, J., & Jita, L. (2003). Leading instruction: the distribution of leadership for 
instruction. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 35(5), 533-543. 

Spillane, J., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J., (2001). Investigating school leadership practice: A 
distributed perspective author. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 23-28. 

Spillane, J., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. (2004). Towards a theory of distributed leadership 
practice: a distributed perspective. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36(1), 3-34.  

Spillane, J., Harris, A., Jones, M., & Mertz, K. (2015). Opportunities and challenges for taking a 
distributed perspective: Novice school principals’ emerging sense of their new position. 
British Educational Research Journal, 41(6), 1068–1085.    

Spillane, J., Healey, K., & Min Kim, C. (2010). Leading and managing instruction: formal and 
informal aspects of the elementary school organization. In J. Daly (Ed.) Social network 
theory and educational change (pp. 129-158). Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Education 
Press.  

Stake, R. (1995). The art of case study. London: Sage Publications.  
Stephenson, K., & Zelen, M. (1989). Rethinking centrality: Methods and examples. Social 

Networks, 11(1), 1-37.  
Stoll, L., & Louis, K. (2007). Professional learning communities: divergence, depth and 

dilemmas.  Maidenhead:  McGraw-Hill/Open University Press.  
Storey, A. (2004). The problem of distributed leadership in schools. School Leadership and 

management, 24(3), 249-266. 
Strines, E. (2002). Social Network Mapping: a new tool for the leadership toolbox.  VA: USAF 

Department of state. 
Supovitz, J. (2008). Instructional leadership in American high schools. In M. Mangin & S. 

Stoelinga (Eds.), Effective teacher leadership: using research to inform and reform (pp, 
144-162). New York: Teachers College Press.  

Supovitz, J. (2018). Teacher leaders’ work with peers in a quasi-formal teacher leadership 
model. School Leadership & Management, 38(1), 53–79). 

Szeto, E., & Cheng, A. (2018). Principal-teacher interactions and teacher leadership 
development: Beginning teachers' perspectives. International Journal of Leadership in 
Education, 21(3), 363-379. 

Thomas, J., & Nelson, J. (1996). Research methods in physical activity (3rd ed.). USA: Human 
Kinetics. 



   

233 
 

Tian, M., Risku, M., & Collin, K. (2016). A meta-analysis of distributed leadership from 2002 to 
2013: Theory development, empirical evidence and future research focus. Educational 
Management Administration & Leadership, 44(1), 146–164. 

Tichnor-Wagner, A., Harrison, C., & Cohen-Vogel, L. (2016). Cultures of learning in effective 
high schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 52(4), 602–642. 

Timperley, H. (2005). Distributed Leadership: Developing theory from practice. Journal of 
Curriculum Studies, 37(4), 395–420.  

Umphress, E.E., & Labianca, G., Brass, D.J., Kass, E., Scholten, L.,   ‘The Role of Instrumental and 
Expressive Social Ties in Employees’ Perceptions of Organizational Justice’, Organization 
Science, 14(6), p. 738-753.  

Vahid, J, (2018). Middle leadership in Malaysian international secondary schools: the 
intersection of instructional, distributed and teacher leadership. (PhD thesis), University 
of Nottingham, England.  

Vaughn, P., & Turner, C. (2016). Decoding via coding: Analyzing qualitative text data through 
thematic coding and survey methodologies. Journal of Library Administration, 56(1), 41-
51. 

Vera, R., & Schuppa, T. (2006). Network analysis in comparative social sciences. Comparative 
Education, 42(3), 405-429. 

Volante, L. (2012. School leadership in the context of standards-based reform: International 
perspectives. New York: Springer. 

Walliman, N. (2010). Research Methods: the basics. Oxon: Routledge.  
Warfield, C. (2009). A social network analysis of distributed leadership in schools. (Doctoral 

Thesis), University of Pennsylvania, United States.  
Wasserman, S., & Faust, K. (1994). Social network analysis. United States: Cambridge University 

Press.   
Wattam, P. (2017). Understanding the role of the middle level leader in New South Wales 

Catholic secondary schools. (Doctoral Thesis), University of Tasmania, Australia.  
Ylimaki, R., & Jacobson, S. (2011). U.S. and cross-national policies practices and preparation: 

Implications for successful instructional leadership, organizational learning, and 

culturally responsive practices. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer-Kluwer. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

234 
 

 

APPENDICES 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

235 
 

Appendix 1: 
 

SCHOOL RELATIONSHIPS SURVEY 

*Please note that this survey is voluntary. By completing this survey you are consenting to this 

information being used by the researchers in completion of this research project. You also 

understand that after completing this survey it will be retained by the researcher for up to five 

years before being destroyed.  

Section 1: About you 

1. Name ___________________________ 

2. Gender  (please circle)  male  Female 

3. Age __________ 

4. Including this year, how many years have you been teaching for?___________ 

5. Including this year, how many years have you taught at this school for ?____________ 

6. Please list any formal duties you have?____________ 

7. Please list what KLA you belong to___________________ 

8. Please list committees you belong to? 

 
a/ 
 

b/ 
 

c/ 
 

d/ 
 

e/ 
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Section 2:  Your relationships   

General: 

 Identify the people in this school that you go to for 
support or advice about teaching related matters? 

How often would you seek advice from this 
person?  (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

Identify the people in this school you go to for 
support or advice about non- teaching/personal 
matters?  

How often would you seek advice from this 
person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 
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Curriculum: 

Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or 
issue relating to curriculum with? 

How often would you seek advice from this 
person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

Whom do you receive information from regarding 
curriculum?  

How often would you receive advice or 
information from this person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 
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Administration: 

Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to 
the school’s administration? 

How often would you seek advice from this 
person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

 

 

 

From whom would you expect to find out 
important decisions about the school? 

How often would you receive information 
from this person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 
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Pastoral Care: 

Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating 
to the pastoral care/ discipline of student’s? 

How often would you seek advice from this 
person? (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Yearly monthly weekly Daily/almost 
daily 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 
Influence: 

 

Please list below the people in this school who you 
have direct input into or influence over on your 
teaching.   

Please rank the level of input or influence for 
each person (please tick) 

Please list these people below; including both first and last names Very high high Average  minimal 
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Foreword  

Leadership distribution 

Distributed leadership has been studied formally for more than a decade and it is a popular way to describe typical arrangements for the structure of school 

leadership. School and systems are increasingly interested in the concept as evidence mounts that effective distributed leadership may help in school success 

(Harris 2009, Day et al., 2009). There are, however, many different concepts about how leadership can be distributed and few studies that have explored what it 

might look like in schools. 

This Report   

This interim report presents the results of the School Relationships survey undertaken by the staff at School A. It provides insight into the leadership connections 

that are present within the school. The key aims of this report are to: 

 

1. Identify individuals that play central roles in the school irrespective of role or title 

2. Raise awareness of the formal and informal networks within the school 

3. Provide reference points for further discussion about the type and level of leadership distribution 

 

Social Network Analysis  

This report has been administered using Social Network Analysis which is an effective tool at identifying relationships within organisations and factors that 

contribute to or impede these relationships and networks. Through the collection of data, both formal and informal relationships in organisations can be 

analysed to enable clearer understandings of the structure of those relationships and to help improve organisation (Serrat 2009).  

 

“the social network position of an individual in a social network of interpersonal relationships may support or constrain the distribution of resources 

and information in a social network” (Moolenaar 2010, p. 631) 

        



   

    
    
            

Reading this Report 

This report is comprised of 8 questions that were used on the School Relationships survey that staff at School A completed early in 2012. Each question focuses 

on a specific aspect of the schools leadership network and the answers provided are a reflection of those networks. Each question has been analysed using the 

computer software package UCINET 6, which enables Social Network maps to be constructed from survey data. A social network map has been constructed for 

each question. Refer to Figure A for an example. In each question the key people mentioned in discussion have been highlighted. Refer to figure A. In reading the 

map for each question, Table A should be referenced to help explain the analysis for each question:  

Table A: Key for Question Indicators        Figure A: Social Network Map     
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Size Size of the 
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Lines Blue lines  One way connection  

Red lines   Reciprocal Connections 

Shape 
Colour 

Aqua  Principal 

Red  Principal Class 

Yellow  Leading Teacher &/or Head of KLA 
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Definitions 
 

There are three key indicators that have been used to conduct the analyses in this report: 
 

Number of Connections: 
 In each question the Number of Connections refers to the number of times a member of staff has been selected for each question. Each time a person is 

selected by another staff member they are given a connection. Please refer to Table 1 and Table 8 for an example. 
 
 

Strength of Connection:           Table 1:  Degree of Influence:     Table 8: 
 In questions 1 to 7 Strength of 

Connection is used to measure the 
amount of times that staff interact 
with other people.  
 

 The higher the Strength of 
Connection a staff member receives, 
the more often they are consulted 
by other people in the school.  
 

 Please refer to Table 1 for an 
Example.  

 

 

Question 1  
Number of Connections & 
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person Connections Strength 

79 15 2.6 

44 14 3.14 

4 13 2.53 

22 12 2.08 

9 11 2.36 

37 11 2.81 

2 10 2.1 

20 10 2.8 

49 10 2.7 

29 8 2.12 

61 8 2.75 

68 8 2.62 

74 8 2.62 

8 7 2.85 

16 7 2.85 

 In question 8 Degree of influence is 
used in place of Strength of 
Connection as this question refers to 
the direct influence that people have 
on other staff within the school.   
 

 The higher the Degree of Influence a 
person receives, the greater the 
influence that staff member has 
over the professional practice of 
specific staff within the school.  

 

 Please Refer to Table 8 for an 
example. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Question 8  
Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person   Connections Influence 

44 12 2.66 

79 10 2.5 

13 6 2.66 

22 6 2.33 

61 6 2.33 

8 5 2.8 

36 5 2.6 

57 5 3 

74 5 3 

82 5 3.2 

1 4 3 

2 4 2.75 

11 4 2.25 

20 4 3 

32 4 2.5 



 

 
 

QUESTION 1 
 
“Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice about teaching related matters” 
 
Figure 1: Connections for Teaching related matters Table 1: Question 1  

 

 
 
 
 

 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  

Person Connections Strength 

79 15 2.6 

44 14 3.14 

4 13 2.53 

22 12 2.08 

9 11 2.36 

37 11 2.81 

2 10 2.1 

20 10 2.8 

49 10 2.7 

29 8 2.12 

61 8 2.75 

68 8 2.62 

74 8 2.62 

8 7 2.85 

16 7 2.85 
1

2

34

5

6

7

8

9

10
11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
35

36

37
38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51
52

53

54

55

56

57

5859

60

61

62

63 64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71
72

73

74

75

76

77 78

79

80
81

82

83

84
85

86
87

88

89

90

91
92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100



   

 

QUESTION 1 DISCUSSION 
 
Number of Connections: 

 
In Question 1 the overall spread of people chosen for connections is quite large. 83 people received connections (the highest for any question) 

and there were a total of 328 connections given by respondents (the highest for any question). Significantly, there are 9 people with 10 

connections or more. These 9 people consist of the principal, 3 principal class members; 3 leading teachers and 2 teachers who are Head of KLA. 

The results for this question indicate that teachers have a number of different people they go to for support or advice on general teaching related 

matters.  Looking more closely within these 9 people, 6 different KLA’s are represented, also suggesting that teachers with differing expertise are 

sought out for different advice by people within the school.  

 

Strength of Connections:  

 

Table 1 demonstrates that most of the strength of the connections range from 2.08 – 2.85. This signifies that the people with the highest amount 

of connections (10 or more) are being asked by other staff for advice or support on a monthly to fortnightly basis. The one exception is leading 

teacher 44 who had the 2nd highest amount of connections for this question and who’s strength of connection is very high at 3.14. This indicates 

that most people are going to that person on a weekly basis. This could signify that they are a significant leader in the school.  

  



   

 

QUESTION 2 
 

“Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about non-teaching or personal matters” 
 

Figure 2: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters     Table 2: Question 2  

 
 
 

 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  

Person Connections Strength 

9 12 2.33 

62 11 2.72 

32 10 2 

2 9 2 

18 7 2.71 

68 7 3.14 

17 6 2.66 

49 6 2.66 

8 5 3 

26 5 2.8 

54 5 3.2 

61 5 3 

3 4 2.5 

4 4 3 

14 4 3.75 
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QUESTION 2 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
The overall amount of connections for question 2 was less than the total amount of connections for question 1. For question 1 there were a total 

of 328 connections with 83 people receiving connections, while for question two there were only a total of 225 connections and 76 people 

receiving connections.  This indicates that while there is a similar amount of people being asked for advice or input into both teaching and non-

teaching matters within the school (the difference is only 7 teachers in question 1 and 2) there is a much greater percentage of conversations 

regarding teaching issues than non-teaching issues. For this question only three people received 10 or more connections. Of these three people 

one is principal class (9) who received the highest amount of connections with 12 and the other two are leading teachers (62 & 32). We also see 

that the principal (2) received 9 connections. While question 2 had a lower number of connections overall than Question 1, it had a higher 

number of people with only 1, 2 or 3 connections compared to question 1. This indicates that the spread of people being asked for advice on non-

teaching related matters is less concentrated than the spread of people being asked for advice on teaching related matters. In reference to KLA, 

the top 6 connected people are from three different KLA areas.  

 

Strength of Connections:  

 

Table 2 demonstrates that the strength of the connections for the top 6 connected people (people with 7 or more connections) is quite varied.  

The two most connected people (principal member 9 and leading teacher 62) had strength of connections of 2.33 and 2.72 respectively, indicating 

that they are asked advice fortnightly to monthly. The third and fourth most connected teachers both had strength of connections of 2 meaning 

that people only go to them on a monthly basis. This analysis shows that the 6th highest ranked person (68) had 7 connections which is substantial 

(the highest ranked person only had 12 connections) but they also had a strength of connection of 3.14 (higher than the top five connected 

people). This means that while the number of people that ask them for advice is slightly less overall than the higher connected people, they are 

being asked advice on a weekly basis as opposed to monthly. Therefore this person may have greater influence in non-teaching related matters 

than those that are more connected.    

 
 



   

 

QUESTION 3 
 
“Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to curriculum with?” 
 
Figure 3: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters Table 3: Question 3  
 

 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  

Person Connection Strength 

44 17 2.53 

79 15 2.33 

37 10 2.4 

49 10 2.5 

16 9 2 

2 8 1.75 

20 8 2.5 

22 8 1.87 

9 7 2 

61 7 2.71 

32 6 2 

4 5 2.4 

36 5 2.4 

53 5 2.4 

75 5 2.4 
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QUESTION 3 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 

 

Question 3 had a total of 256 connections. It had four people with 10 connections or more. Staff members 44 and 79 clearly had the most 

connections with 17 and 15 respectively. The next closest were staff members 37 and 49 who had 10 connections both. Teachers 44, 79 and 37 

are all leading teachers who are also Head of KLA while person 49 is a principal class member. Overall the spread of connections is good for this 

question with the top ten connected people in this question all receiving 7 or more connections. Of the top 10 most connected people, 4 are 

leading teachers who are also Head of KLA, 3 are teachers who are Head of KLA, one is a leading teacher who deals with student welfare and 

there are 3 principal class members. More importantly 7 of the schools KLA areas are represented by the top ten connected staff members 

indicting that most KLA’s have a person involved in regular discussions about ideas or issued related to curriculum.  

 

Strength of Connections:  

 

Table 3 shows that the strength of connections for the top ten connected people in question 3 is quite varied, ranging from 1.87 to 2.71. The two 

people with the most connections Leading teacher’s 44 & 79 had strength of connections of 2.53 and 2.33 respectively. This indicates that many 

teachers are discussing curriculum ideas or issues with them fortnightly to monthly. For the four Principal class members (49, 2, 9 and 4) the 

average strength of connection is 2.16, which suggests that they are being consulted quite regularly for ideas or issues about curriculum, although 

4 only received 5 connections which indicates that few people consult this person on curriculum. Of note, principal class member 49 received 10 

connections and they also had a strength of connection rating of 2.5 indicating that they are being consulted fortnightly on issues related to 

curriculum by a number of staff.    

 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 4 
 
“Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum?  

 
Figure 4: Description of Connections for Receiving information regarding Curriculum   Table 4: Question 4  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  

Person Connection Strength 

4 16 2.12 

79 15 2.2 

16 14 2.07 

37 13 2.46 

44 13 2.77 

9 11 2.27 

2 10 2.2 

22 10 2.2 

20 7 2.28 

49 7 2.71 

61 5 2.2 

68 5 2.6 

25 4  2.25 

32 4  1.75 

72 4  2.75 
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QUESTION 4 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 

 

Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and it had the lowest number of connections out of all the questions with a 

total of 166. Furthermore, only 36 people received connections (the third lowest for all questions).  For this question 8 people received 10 

connections or more. These 8 people are either a principal class member (4 and 9) principal (2), a leading teacher who is also a Head of KLA (79, 

16 and 44) or a teacher who is a Head of KLA (37, 22) and this indicates that most KLA’s are involved in the passing on of information regarding 

curriculum. It also suggests that those people who should be aware of information regarding curriculum are and that this would enable a 

consistent spread of information amongst KLA’s in the school. Finally, while the person with the highest amount of connections was Principal 

Class member 4 with 16 connections, they only ranked 12th for connections in question 3. This reveals that while this teacher is the person who 

distributes information regarding curriculum more often than anyone else, teachers within the school are not discussing curriculum ideas or 

issues with this person the most.  

 

Strength of Connections:  

 

The top 8 teachers who received 10 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.07 to 2.77 which is quite even and shows 

that no staff member rated significantly higher than any other person (refer table 4). This implies that information regarding curriculum is being 

communicated to staff on a fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of people.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 5 
 

 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s administration?” 
 

Figure 5: Connections for Discussion about Administration matters. Table 5: Question 5  

 

 
 
 
 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connection Strength 

9 42 2.31 

2 26 2.23 

49 24 2.5 

62 22 2.54 

4 18 2.27 

68 15 2.2 

26 5 3 

37 3 1.66  

67 3 2  

72 3  2.66 

74 3  2 

47 2  1.5 

50 2  2 

11 1  2 

18 1  2 
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QUESTION 5 DISCUSSION 
 

 
Number of Connections: 

 
In question 5 there were 181 connections in total (the second lowest of all questions) and significantly only 26 people received connections 
(which is the lowest of all questions). This suggests that less people are consulted on administration matters than the other key areas discussed in 
this questionnaire.  The concentration of connections for people in this question is very high (refer to table 5), with the principal and three 
assistant principals all ranked in the top six; the other two people in the top six were the Daily Organiser (62) and also leading teacher 68 who is 
involved with curriculum implementation. The pattern confirms the leadership structure of the school, with all the key people involved in the 
school’s administration being well connected with the staff. 
 
 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The top 6 people who received 10 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.2 to 2.54 (refer to table 5) which means 
they are consulted on a frequent basis.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 6 
 

“From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions about the school?” 
 
Figure 6: Connections for Receiving Information regarding Administration matters. Table 6: Question 6  

 

 
 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connection Strength 
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49 35 2.57 

4 26 2.65 
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68 7 3.28 

26 6 2.5 

37 5 1.8 
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QUESTION 6 DISCUSSION 
 

 
Number of Connections: 

 

Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. While question five had a total of 181 connections and only 26 teachers 
received connections, question 6 had a total of 223 connections but only 28 teachers received connections (two more than question 5) indicating 
the concentration of connections for selected people in this question is quite high. This is clearly shown in figure 6 which shows that the four 
Principal class members received the most connections and were the only staff to receive more than 10 connections. This pattern also confirms 
the leadership structure of the school as it indicates that these four are key individuals in passing on information regarding administration in the 
school. 
 
 

Strength of Connections:  
 
For this question the strength of connection rating for all four principal class members was around 2.50, indicating that all four principal class 
members are involved in communicating information regarding the administration of the school on a fortnightly basis.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 7 
 
 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral care/discipline of students?” 
 

Figure 7: Connections for Discussing Pastoral Care or Discipline of Students. Table 7: Question 7  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  

Person Connection Strength 
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QUESTION 7 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
In question 7 the total amount of connections was 262 with 44 people receiving connections. There were 7 teachers who received 10 connections 
or more. The concentration of connections for this question was also quite high. The top three ranked teachers (26, 74 and 50) for this question 
received over 20 connections, while the fourth and fifth ranked teachers (3, 67) both received 18 connections and the sixth ranked teacher (17) 
received 17 connections. The 7th ranked person (49) received 10 connections.  The top 6 ranked teachers are either leading teachers or teachers 
with responsibility and all have a role associated with student well-being. The 7th ranked person is an assistant principal. These results are 
significant as question 7 is directly related to the pastoral care of students and suggests that staff most suited for discussions about pastoral care 
are being consulted. 
 
 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The Strength of Connections for question 7 is quite low compared to the other questions. The top 7 ranked teachers for connections only had 
strength of connection ratings of between 1.94 and 2.50. This suggests that these people are only being consulted on pastoral care/discipline 
issues on a monthly basis. But the significant number of connections suggests that the top ranked staff members are being consulted by many 
teachers on this topic.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 8 
 

“Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into or influence on your teaching?” 
 

Figure 8: Connections Outlining Influence of Staff.  Table 8: Question 8  

 

 

Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person    Connection Influence 
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QUESTION 8 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

The total number of connections for question 8 was 197 with 68 people receiving connections. This question had the lowest concentration of 
connections out of all questions which indicates it had the largest spread of connections and this is reflected in only two teachers receiving 10 
connections or more. Person 44 received 12 connections while person 79 received 10 connections, and both of these are head of KLAs. All other 
teachers received 6 connections or less.  
 

Degree of Influence:  
 

The Degree of Influence for this question is interesting. While more teachers received less connections overall, the Degree of Influence rating is 
fairly consistent. Leading teacher 44 who received 12 connections had a Degree of Influence rating of 2.66 and leading teacher 79 who received 
10 connections had a Degree of Influence rating of 2.5. This indicates that their influence over the teachers who selected them is average to high. 
Lastly, the average Degree of Influence rating for all teachers who received a connection was 2.61. This indicates that most teachers who have 
been given a connection for this question have an average to high degree of influence over teachers’ practice.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

Overview of Connections  
 

 
Table 9: Overview of the top 20 most connected People in School A. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Teacher 
#  Total  Connections 

Strength of 
Connection 

# Q1 Q2 Q3 Q7 Q8 Total Average Overall 
44 14 3 17 2 12 48 9.6 2.95 

26 7 5 2 30 3 47 9.4 2.42 

79 15 3 15 2 10 45 9 2.56 

74 8 2 3 25 5 43 8.6 2.3 

49 10 6 10 10 4 40 8 2.57 

9 11 12 7 5 0  35 7 2.34 

2 10 9 8 3 4 34 6.8 2.11 

50 7 1 1 24  0 33 6.6 2.21 

22 12 1 8 1 6 28 5.6 2.14 

32 4 10 6 4 4 28 5.6 2.1 

3 5 4  0 18  0 27 5.4 1.92 

4 13 4 5 3 1 26 5.2  2.57 

37 11 2 10  0 3 26 6.5  2.65 

61 8 5 7  0 6 26 6.5  2.70 

17 2 6 1 17 0  26 6.5 2.27 

62 7 11 3 2 2 25 5 2.92 

67 4 2 1 18  0 25 6.25 2.2 

68 8 7 4 2 3 24 4.8 2.80 

20 10 2 8 0  4 24 6 2.75 

8 7 5 4 3 5 24 4.8 2.91 



   

 

Overview of Connections 
 
Table 9 presents the overall Number of Connections and Strength of Connection for the top 20 most connected teachers in the school. For the 
final analysis only questions 1,2,3,7 and 8 have been included in the discussion. There are two key reasons for this. Firstly, Question 5 & 6 refers to 
the administration of the school. As was shown in the analysis of these two questions the Principal Class team clearly had the highest number of 
connections and were the key people involved with this role in the school. This is a positive indicator as a key role of Principal Class members in 
most schools is in administration. As the research is focussed on how leadership is distributed in schools, excluding these questions focussed on 
the work of the principal class allows analysis of how teachers are involved in the leadership of the school. Secondly, question 4 has also been 
omitted from the final analysis. Question 4 is designed to identify the key staff who communicate information relating to curriculum to others 
irrespective of whether people have asked for the information or not and is excluded because it is not related to the leadership distribution in the 
school, it is only concerned with the passing on of information. Questions 1, 2, 3 & 7 are all structured to see who staff consciously seek out for 
advice, ideas or information relating to general teaching, non-teaching, curriculum and pastoral care in the school and have therefore been 
included in the discussion. Question 8 is structured to find out who has significant input into the teaching of others and has also been included in 
the discussion.  
 
Table 9 shows that overall there are a number of key people who have significant input into the school. The first four ranked staff members 26, 
44, 79 and 74 are all leading teachers and had on average close to 9 connections across all questions. Significantly, 44 also had a very high overall 
Strength of Connection rating of 2.95. This indicates that this person has high influence in the school as a lot of members of staff are talking to 
them weekly about a number of different things. 26, 79 and 74 had Strength of Connections of around 2.5 indicating that people are speaking to 
these three staff members on a fortnightly basis about different school related matters. The next three highest ranked staff members are 
principal class members 49, 9 and the principal (2). Table 9 shows that these three people received 8, 7 and 6.8 connections respectively for each 
question. Their Strength of connections were between 2.11 & 2.57. These figures indicate that a number of people ask these people for advice for 
a range of reasons and that the staff who do speak to these people are doing so on a fortnightly to monthly basis for specific reasons.  
 
Significantly, as Table 9 shows, 17 of the top 20 most connected staff members in the school are either a leading teacher or principal class 
member. The three other members (3, 17 and 8) are teachers with positions of responsibility. This further demonstrates the pattern of 
distribution in the school which is closely linked with the formal leadership structure of the school.  
 
 
 
 



   

 

Key Findings 
 
The results of the questionnaires outline some key patterns within the wider school context. The results show that there are a number of well-
connected people who have high influence in a range of areas within the school. Also, there is spread of connected people for different key areas 
in the school including curriculum, pastoral, administration and general teaching. Finally, the leadership distribution is linked strongly with the 
formal leadership structure of the school. 
 
Key findings in the report include: 
 

1. Leading teachers 44, 26, 79 and 74 and principal class members 49, 9 and 2 are well connected in the school and are consulted on a range 
of issues on a frequent to highly frequent basis. 
 

2. Principal Class Members 49 & 9 are the two most connected principal class members overall and are consulted on a frequent basis by staff 
on a range of topics. 

 

3. The spread of teachers who are consulted for different areas in the school is large and signifies that there is distribution of connections in 
the school. Furthermore, no one member of staff is consulted extensively for all key areas in the school.  

 

4. The results indicate that there are certain teachers in this school that staff go to when asking for advice or to discuss something in relation 
to specific matters within the school. For curriculum, leading teachers 79 and 44 were well connected, for administration all four principal 
members 9,2,4 and 49 are sought extensively and for pastoral care staff speak to leading teachers 26, 74 and 50 quite frequently.  

 

5. The results suggest that teachers with expertise for each related area are being appropriately consulted by staff. 
 

6. The leadership of the school is distributed but is done so on the basis of the leadership structure of the school. Those with responsibility for certain 
areas are the people that staff go to for advice. There were no staff outside of the designated formal leadership roles that had significant connections 
with other staff, suggesting an absence of informal leadership. 
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Foreword  

 

Leadership distribution 

Distributed leadership has been studied formally for more than a decade and it is a popular way to describe typical arrangements for the structure of school 

leadership. School and systems are increasingly interested in the concept as evidence mounts that effective distributed leadership may help in school success 

(Harris 2009, Day et al., 2009). There are, however, many different concepts about how leadership can be distributed and few studies that have explored what it 

might look like in schools. 

 

This Report   

This interim report presents the results of the School Relationships survey undertaken by the staff at School B. It provides insight into the leadership connections 

that are present within the school. The key aims of this report are to: 

 

4. Identify individuals that play central roles in the school irrespective of role or title 

5. Raise awareness of the formal and informal networks within the school 

6. Provide reference points for further discussion about the type and level of leadership distribution 

 
 

Social Network Analysis  

This report has been administered using Social Network Analysis which is an effective tool at identifying relationships within organisations and factors that 

contribute to or impede these relationships and networks. Through the collection of data, both formal and informal relationships in organisations can be 

analysed to enable clearer understandings of the structure of those relationships and to help improve organisation (Serrat 2009).  

 

“the social network position of an individual in a social network of interpersonal relationships may support or constrain the distribution of resources 

and information in a social network” (Moolenaar 2010, p. 631) 



   

                   

Reading this Report 

This report is comprised of 8 questions that were used on the School Relationships survey that staff at School B completed early in 2012. Each question focuses 

on a specific aspect of the schools leadership network and the answers provided are a reflection of those networks. Each question has been analysed using the 

computer software package UCINET 6, which enables Social Network maps to be constructed from survey data. A social network map has been constructed for 

each question. Refer to Figure A for an example. In each question the key people mentioned in discussion have been highlighted. Refer to figure A. In reading the 

map for each question, Table A should be referenced to help explain the analysis for each question:         

   Table A: Question Indicators        Figure A: Social Network Map 

Category Indicator Example  Value  

Size Size of the shape  NA The amount of connections 
a person has received  

Lines Blue lines  One way connection  

Red lines   Reciprocal Connections 

Shape Colour Purple   Principal 

Red  Assistant Principal  

Aqua   Leading Teacher  

Yellow  Teacher with responsibility 

Green   Teacher  

Shape KLA Shape  KLA 

 HPE & Sport  

 

Maths / Science 

 English & 
Humanities 

 

Technology  

 KLA not Specified  

 

IT 

 LOTE 

 

Music / Art / Drama / 
Media  
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Definitions 
 

There are three key indicators that have been used to conduct the analyses in this report: 
 

Number of Connections: 
 In each question the Number of Connections refers to the number of times a member of staff has been selected for each question. Each 

time a person is selected by another staff member they are given a connection. Please refer to Table 1 and Table 8 for an example. 
 
 

Strength of Connection:           Table 1:  Degree of Influence:     Table 8: 
 In questions 1 to 7 Strength of 

Connection is used to measure 
the amount of times that staff 
interact with other people.  
 

 The higher the Strength of 
Connection a staff member 
receives, the more often they 
are consulted by other people 
in the school.  
 

 Please refer to Table 1 for an 
Example.  

 

 

Question 1  
Number of Connections & 
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person Connections Strength 

79 15 2.6 

44 14 3.14 

4 13 2.53 

22 12 2.08 

9 11 2.36 

37 11 2.81 

2 10 2.1 

20 10 2.8 

49 10 2.7 

29 8 2.12 

61 8 2.75 

68 8 2.62 

74 8 2.62 

8 7 2.85 

16 7 2.85 

 In question 8 Degree of 
influence is used in place of 
Strength of Connection as this 
question refers to the direct 
influence that people have on 
other staff within the school.   
 

 The higher the Degree of 
Influence a person receives, 
the greater the influence that 
staff member has over the 
professional practice of 
specific staff within the 
school.  

 

 Please Refer to Table 8 for an 
example. 

 
 

 
 
 

 

Question 8  
Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person   Connections Influence 

44 12 2.66 

79 10 2.5 

13 6 2.66 

22 6 2.33 

61 6 2.33 

8 5 2.8 

36 5 2.6 

57 5 3 

74 5 3 

82 5 3.2 

1 4 3 

2 4 2.75 

11 4 2.25 

20 4 3 

32 4 2.5 



   

         
          

QUESTION 1 
 
“Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice about teaching related matters” 

 
Figure 1: Connections for Teaching related matters

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 1 DISCUSSION 
 
 
Number of Connections: 

 
In Question 1 the overall spread of people chosen for connections is substantial. 54 people received 
connections (the highest of all questions) and there were a total of 165 connections given by 
respondents (the second highest for any question). Significantly, there are 7 people with 7 connections 
or more. These 7 people consist of the principal (53), assistant principal (24); 4 leading teachers (12, 28, 
34, 61) and 1 teacher with responsibility (51). The results indicate that teachers have a number of 
different people they go to for support or advice on general teaching related matters. Looking more 
closely at the KLA of these 7 people, 4 of them are from the English/Humanities KLA (12, 28, 34, 61) and 1 
is from the Maths/Science KLA (51). 2 (53 and 24) have no defined KLA area.  

    Table 1: Question 1 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

53 11 2.45 

12 10 2.6 

28 9 2.78 

34 8 2.5 

51 8 2.75 

24 7 2.57 

61 7 2.14 

30 6 2.33 

32 5 3.4 

33 5 2.4 

37 5 2.4 

63 5 2.6 

2 4 3.25 

7 4 2.5 

29 4 3.75 

Strength of Connections:  
 
Table 1 demonstrates that most of the strength of the connections in the people with the highest 
amount of connections (7 or more) ranges from 2.14 – 2.78. This signifies that these people are being 
asked by other staff for advice or support on a monthly to fortnightly basis.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 2 
 

“Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about non-teaching or personal matters”  

 
 
Figure 2: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters 

 



   

         
          

 

QUESTION 2 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
The overall amount of connections for question 2 was the lowest for all questions.  For question 1 there 
were a total of 165 connections with 54 people receiving connections, while for question two there were 
only a total of 89 connections and 45 people receiving connections.  This indicates that while there is a 
similar amount of people being asked for advice or input into both teaching and non-teaching matters 
within the school (the difference is only 9 teachers in question 1 and 2) there is a much greater 
percentage of conversations regarding teaching issues than non-teaching issues. For this question only 
the principal (53) received 7 or more connections. While question 2 had a lower number of connections 
overall than Question 1, it had a higher number of people with only 1, 2 or 3 connections compared to 
question 1. This indicates that the spread of people being asked for advice on non-teaching related 
matters is greater than the spread of people being asked for advice on teaching related matters. 
 
 
 
 

    Table 2: Question 2 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

53 7 1.71 

12 6 2.5 

61 5 2.4 

28 4 2.75 

6 3 2.33 

11 3 3 

18 3 2.33 

24 3 2 

32 3 2.66 

63 3 1.66 

2 2 2.5 

7 2 2 

9 2 3 

17 2 3 

30 2 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The principal (53) who received the most connections (7) only received a strength rating of 1.71 
suggesting that people only consult the principal on a monthly basis. The Second, third and fourth most 
connected teachers 12, 61, 28 (all leading teachers) had strength of connections ranging from 2.4 to 2.75 
meaning that they are consulted on a fortnightly to monthly basis and therefore, although they have not 
received as many connections as the Principal, their higher strength rating indicates that they are 
consulted by staff more-frequently on non-teaching issues (although by less people) 
 
 
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 3 
 
“Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to curriculum with?” 

 
Figure 3: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 3 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

Question 3 had a total of 133 connections with 50 people receiving connections, which was the second 
highest out of all the questions. It only had two people receive 7 connections or more. 12 clearly had the 
most connections with 15 and the next closest was the principal with 7. 12 is a Leading Teacher in charge 
of teaching and learning and their high number of connections indicates that they are a significant figure 
in curriculum discussions and this links positively with their role which is directly related with curriculum.    
 
 
 

    Table 3: Question 3 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

12 15 2.2 

53 7 1.71 

46 6 2.16 

51 6 2.5 

28 5 2.2 

60 5 2.4 

7 4 2.25 

32 4 3.25 

34 4 2.5 

9 3 3 

17 3 3.33 

18 3 2.33 

22 3 2.33 

24 3 2.33 

29 3 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
Table 3 shows that the strength of connections for the top two most connected people in question 3 is 
varied. Leading teacher 12 received a strength of connection rating of 2.2, indicating that they are 
consulted about curriculum on a monthly to fortnightly basis. The number of connections this person has 
received indicates that they may be a significant teacher leader in curriculum issues. The principal (53) 
received a strength rating of 1.71 indicating that they are consulted monthly on curriculum issues. Table 
3 also shows that 46 and 51 (both teachers with responsibility – co-ordinators of KLA) received 6 
connections each. They also received strength ratings of 2.16 and 2.5 respectively. This would indicate 
that they are also being consulted fortnightly to monthly on curriculum issues by a number of people. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



   

         
          

 

QUESTION 4 
 
“Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum?  

 

Figure 4: Description of Connections for Receiving information regarding Curriculum 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 4 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and it had the second lowest 
number of connections out of all the questions with a total of 99. Furthermore, only 31 people received 
connections (the forth lowest for all questions).  For this question 4 people received 7 connections or 
more. Leading teacher 12 who is in charge of teaching and learning, clearly had the most connections 
with 20, while 33 and 51 who are both head of KLA received 9 and 7 connections respectively. The 
principal (53) also received 7 connections. Table 3 and table 4 also show that there is some difference 
amongst those people being consulted regarding curriculum and those people passing on information 
regarding curriculum.  Furthermore, 7 of the top 10 people listed in table 4 are head of KLA which 
indicates that most KLA’s are involved in the passing on of information regarding curriculum. It also 
suggests that those people who should be aware of information regarding curriculum are, enabling a 
consistent spread of information amongst KLA’s in the school. Finally, the person with the highest 
amount of connections for both question 3 and 4 was leading teacher 12 who leads teaching and 
learning at the school and this would indicate that they are appropriately involved in many discussions 
regarding curriculum within the school. The number connections they have received indicates that they 
are a teacher leader in this area. 
 

    Table 4: Question 4 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

12 20 2.3 

33 9 2.11 

51 7 2.42 

53 7 2.43 

28 5 1.8 

36 5 2 

42 4 2.75 

60 4 2.25 

7 3 2 

29 3 2 

54 3 2.33 

9 2 2.5 

11 2 2 

24 2 2.5 

32 2 4 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The top 4 teachers who received 7 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.11 
to 2.43 which is quite even and shows that no staff member rated significantly higher than any other 
person (refer table 4). This implies that information regarding curriculum is being communicated to staff 
on a fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of people.  
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 5 
 

 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s administration?” 
 
Figure 5: Connections for Discussion about Administration matters. 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 5 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
In question 5 there were 118 connections in total and only 25 people received connections. 5 people 
received 7 connections or more. The concentration of connections for people in this question is very high 
(refer to table 5), with the top four most connected people receiving over 15 connections each. The top 5 
most connected people consisted of  24 who is an assistant principal, the principal (53), 28 who is a 
leading teacher and involved in the daily organisation of the school, 43 another assistant principal and 67 
who has a non-teaching position. The pattern confirms that key people involved in the school’s 
administration are well connected with the staff and are being consulted on administration matters. 
 

    Table 5: Question 5 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

24 23 2.3 

53 21 2.23 

28 19 2.63 

43 15 2.26 

67 7 2.86 

37 5 2.2 

12 4 2.5 

61 3 2.33 

29 2 3 

30 2 2.5 

31 2 3 

63 2 2.5 

2 1 3 

3 1 2 

4 1 3 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The top 5 people who received 7 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.23 
to 2.86 (refer to table 5) which means they are consulted on a frequent basis.  
 

 
 
 
 
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 6 
 

“From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions about the school?”  

 
Figure 6: Connections for Receiving Information regarding Administration matters. 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 6 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. While question five had a total of 
118 connections and 25 teachers received connections, question 6 had a total of 105 connections but 
only 12 teachers received connections (the lowest of all questions) indicating the concentration of 
connections for selected people in this question is very high. This is reflected in Table 6 which shows the 
principal (53) receiving 33 connections (the highest amount of connections out of all questions), assistant 
principal 24 receiving 22 connections, leading teacher 28 (daily organiser) receiving 14 connections, 
leading teacher 12 (Teaching and Learning)   receiving 11 connections and 43 (assistant principal) 
receiving 7 connections. Figure 6 shows that people who should be involved in passing on information 
regarding administration are involved which confirms the formal leadership structure of the school. 

    Table 6: Question 6 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

53 33 2.63 

24 22 2.59 

28 14 2.5 

12 11 2.36 

43 7 2.42 

63 5 2.4 

33 4 3 

18 3 2.66 

37 3 3 

30 1 2 

42 1 4 

70 1 4 

- - - 

-  -  - 

- -   - 

Strength of Connections:  
 
For this question the strength of connection rating for the five most connected people was between 2.36 
and 2.63 indicating that all five staff members are involved in communicating information regarding the 
administration of the school on a fortnightly basis.   
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 7 
 
 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral care/discipline of students?”  

 
Figure 7: Connections for Discussing Pastoral Care or Discipline of Students. 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 7 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
In question 7 the total amount of connections was 170 (which was the highest out of all questions) and 
22 people received connections. There were 8 people who received 7 connections or more (also the 
highest for all questions). The concentration of connections for this question was also quite high. All top 
8 ranked people received 10 or more connections (refer Table 7). Furthermore the top 8 ranked teachers 
are all leading teachers who are year level co-ordinators or student well-being co-ordinator, except for 
24 who is an assistant principal. These results are significant as question 7 is directly related to the 
pastoral care of students and suggests that staff most suited for discussions about pastoral care are being 
consulted. 
 

    Table 7: Question 7 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

41 22 2.5 

61 21 2.52 

34 20 2.3 

52 19 2.26 

19 18 2.38 

30 18 2.33 

37 16 2.25 

24 10 2.4 

29 4 3 

43 4 2.25 

53 4 2 

18 2 3.5 

42 2 3 

49 2 2.5 

11 1 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
For this question the strength of connection rating for the eight most connected people was between 
2.25 and 2.52 indicating that all eight staff members are involved in discussions regarding the 
administration of the school on a fortnightly basis. Considering the high number of connections for these 
staff members and the strength of connection ratings, there are many discussions amongst staff relating 
to pastoral care.   
 
.   
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 



   

         
          

QUESTION 8 
 

“Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into or influence on your teaching?”  

 
Figure 8: Connections Outlining Influence of Staff. 

 



   

         
          

QUESTION 8 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

The total number of connections for question 8 was 121 with 48 people receiving connections. This 
question had the third lowest concentration of connections out of all questions which indicates it had a 
large spread of connections and this is reflected in only two teachers out of 48 receiving 7 connections or 
more. All other 46 teachers received 5 connections or less which was also the most for all questions. 
Leading teacher 12 (teaching and learning) received 9 and teacher with responsibility 33 (Head of KLA) 
received 7. Interestingly, of the 13 teachers who received 4 connections or more, 8 of them are from the 
Humanities or English KLA (12, 33, 34, 60, 61, 28, 45, 47), 3 were from maths/ science KLA (32, 51, 54) 
one was from technology (7) and 53 is the principal.  

    Table 8: Question 8 
 

Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence   
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

12 9 2.33 

33 7 2.28 

32 5 3 

34 5 2.2 

60 5 2.4 

61 5 2.4 

7 4 2.75 

28 4 2.5 

45 4 2.75 

47 4 2.25 

51 4 2.75 

53 4 3 

54 4 3.25 

6 3 3 

9 3 3.66 

Degree of Influence:  
 

The Degree of Influence rating for this question is fairly consistent. The top two ranked teachers received 
ratings of 2.33 and 2.28 respectively (refer Table 8) indicating average to high influence. Of interest is the 
third ranked person 32 who is only a teacher. They received 5 connections but also received an influence 
rating of 3 suggesting that they have the highest influence out of all the connected staff members for this 
question. Lastly, the average Degree of Influence rating for all teachers who received a connection was 
2.69. This indicates that most teachers who have been given a connection for this question have an 
average to high degree of influence over teachers’ practice.   
 

 

 
 
 
 



   

         
          

 

Overview of Connections  
 

 
Table 9: Overview of the top 20 most connected people in School B. 

 

Teacher 
# Total Connections 

Strength of 
Connection 

# Q1 Q2 Q3 Q7 Q8 Total Average Overall 
12 10 6 15 0 9 40 8 2.38 

61 7 5 1 21 5 39 7.8 2.41 

34 8 0 4 20 5 37 7.4 2.35 

53 11 7 7 4 4 33 6.6 2.15 

37 5 2 2 16 3 28 5.6 2.42 

30 6 2 1 18 1 28 5.6 2.28 

24 7 3 3 10 3 26 5.2 2.42 

41 1 2 1 22 0 26 5.2 2.53 

28 9 4 5 1 4 23 4.6 2.56 

52 3 0 0 19 0 22 4.4 2.27 

51 8 0 6 1 4 19 3.8 2.57 

19 1 0 0 18 0 19 3.8 2.42 

33 5 2 3 1 7 18 3.6 2.61 

32 5 3 4 0 5 17 3.4 3.11 

29 4 1 3 4 3 15 3 3 

7 4 2 4 0 4 14 2.8 2.42 

46 4 2 6 1 1 14 2.8 2.14 

43 3 2 2 4 2 13 2.6 2.38 

63 5 3 3 0 2 13 2.6 2.23 

60 1 2 5 0 5 13 2.6 2.62 
 
 
 

       
 



   

         
          

Overview of Connections 
 
Table 9 presents the overall Number of Connections and Strength of Connection for the top 20 most connected teachers in the school. For the 
final analysis only questions 1,2,3,7 and 8 have been included in the discussion. There are two key reasons for this. Firstly, Question 5 & 6 refers to 
the administration of the school. As was shown in the analysis of these two questions the Principal Class team clearly had the highest number of 
connections and were the key people involved with this role in the school. This is a positive indicator as a key role of Principal Class members in 
most schools is in administration. As the research is focussed on how leadership is distributed in schools, excluding these questions focussed on 
the work of the principal class allows analysis of how teachers are involved in the leadership of the school. Secondly, question 4 has also been 
omitted from the final analysis. Question 4 is designed to identify the key staff who communicate information relating to curriculum to others 
irrespective of whether people have asked for the information or not and is excluded because it is not related to the leadership distribution in the 
school, it is only concerned with the passing on of information. Questions 1, 2, 3 & 7 are all structured to see who staff consciously seek out for 
advice, ideas or information relating to general teaching, non-teaching, curriculum and pastoral care in the school and have therefore been 
included in the discussion. Question 8 is structured to find out who has significant input into the teaching of others and has also been included in 
the discussion.  
 
Table 9 shows that overall there are a number of key people who have significant input into the school. The first three ranked staff members 12, 
61 and 34 are all leading teachers (12 deals with teaching and learning while 61 and 34 are both year level co-ordinators) and had either 8 or close 
to 8 connections across all questions. Interestingly, all three are in the English/Humanities KLA.  The strength of connection rating for these three 
people was 2.38, 2.41 and 2.35 respectively and indicates that staff are speaking to them fortnightly to monthly about key issues in the school. 
Furthermore, of significance is that person 12 did not received any connections for question 7, yet still was the highest ranked member of staff for 
connections overall. This signifies that this person is highly influential in the areas they have received connections for as they have received a high 
amount of connections for those questions.  
 
The Principal (53) was the fourth highest ranked person with an average of 6.6 connections. Their strength of connection rating was 2.15 
indicating that they are consulted just under monthly on all issues within the school. The next four highest ranked staff members 37, 30, 24 and 
41 all averaged just over 5 connections for all questions. Their strength of connections were between 2.28 – 2.53 indicating they are spoken to 
fortnightly to monthly on a range of issues within the school. Interestingly, 37, 30 are Leading teachers (year level co-ordinator) and 41 is a 
leading teacher (pastoral care) and all are either from the humanities or English KLA. Person 24 is an assistant principal. Significantly, as Table 9 
shows, the top 10 most connected staff members in the school are either a leading teacher or principal class member. Additionally, in looking 
more closely at the top 20 most connected people, there is only one staff member (32) who is a generalist teacher without a leadership role. This 
further demonstrates the pattern of distribution in the school which is linked with the formal leadership structure of the school.  



   

         
          

Key Findings 
 
The results of the questionnaires outline some key patterns within the wider school context. The results show that there are a few well-connected 
people who have high influence in a range of areas within the school and that the leadership distribution is linked with the formal leadership 
structure of the school, however, the results indicate that there are a few people who are very well connected across a number of areas in the 
school. 
 
Key findings in the report include: 
 

7. Leading teacher’s 12, 61, 34 and the principal (53) are very well connected in the school and are consulted on a range of issues on a 
frequent to highly frequent basis. 
 

8. Principal Class Members 53 & 24 are the two most connected principal class members overall and are consulted on a frequent basis by 
staff on a range of topics. 

 

9. The results indicate that there are certain teachers in this school that staff go to when asking for advice or to discuss something in relation 
to specific matters within the school. For curriculum, general teaching and non-teaching matters  leading teacher 12 and the principal (53) 
are well connected, for administration all three principal members 24, 53, and 43 are sought extensively and for pastoral care staff speak 
to leading teachers 41,61,34,52,19,30 and 37 frequently.  

 

10. The results suggest that teachers with expertise for some related areas are being appropriately consulted by staff. 
 

11. The leadership distribution is done so on the basis of the leadership structure of the school but is also linked quite strongly to the role of 
key individuals. The results suggest some staff members with responsibility for certain areas are the people that staff go to for advice. 
Also, there were no staff outside of the designated formal leadership roles that had significant connections with other staff, suggesting an 
absence of informal leadership. 
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Foreword  

 

Leadership distribution 

Distributed leadership has been studied formally for more than a decade and it is a popular way to describe typical arrangements for the structure of school 

leadership. School and systems are increasingly interested in the concept as evidence mounts that effective distributed leadership may help in school success 

(Harris 2009, Day et al., 2009). There are, however, many different concepts about how leadership can be distributed and few studies that have explored what it 

might look like in schools. 

 

This Report   

This interim report presents the results of the School Relationships survey undertaken by the staff at school C. It provides insight into the leadership connections 

that are present within the school. The key aims of this report are to: 

 

7. Identify individuals that play central roles in the school irrespective of role or title 

8. Raise awareness of the formal and informal networks within the school 

9. Provide reference points for further discussion about the type and level of leadership distribution 

 
 

Social Network Analysis  

This report has been administered using Social Network Analysis which is an effective tool at identifying relationships within organisations and factors that 

contribute to or impede these relationships and networks. Through the collection of data, both formal and informal relationships in organisations can be 

analysed to enable clearer understandings of the structure of those relationships and to help improve organisation (Serrat 2009).  

 

“the social network position of an individual in a social network of interpersonal relationships may support or constrain the distribution of resources 

and information in a social network” (Moolenaar 2010, p. 631) 

 



   

                   

Reading this Report 

This report is comprised of 8 questions that were used on the School Relationships survey that staff at School C completed late in 2012. Each question focuses on 

a specific aspect of the schools leadership network and the answers provided are a reflection of those networks. Each question has been analysed using the 

computer software package UCINET 6, which enables Social Network maps to be constructed from survey data. A social network map has been constructed for 

each question. Refer to Figure A for an example. In each question the key people mentioned in discussion have been highlighted. Refer to figure A. In reading the 

map for each question, Table A should be referenced to help explain the analysis for each question:  

  Table A: Question Indicators                Figure A: Social Network Map   

   

Category Indicator Example  Value  

Size Size of the shape  NA The amount of connections a 
person has received  

Lines Blue lines  One way connection  

Red lines   Reciprocal Connections 

Shape Colour Purple   Principal 

Red  Assistant Principal  

Aqua   Leading Teacher  

Yellow  Teacher with responsibility 

Green   Teacher  

Shape KLA Shape  KLA 

 HPE & Sport   Maths / Science 

 English & Humanities  Technology  

 KLA not Specified   IT 

 LOTE / ESL / SOSE  Music / Art / Drama / Media  
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Definitions 
 
 

There are three key indicators that have been used to conduct the analyses in this report: 
 

Number of Connections: 
 In each question the Number of Connections refers to the number of times a member of staff has been selected for each question. Each time a person is 

selected by another staff member they are given a connection. Please refer to Table 1 and Table 8 for an example. 
 
 

Strength of Connection:           Table 1:  Degree of Influence:     Table 8: 
 In questions 1 to 7 Strength of 

Connection is used to measure the 
amount of times that staff interact 
with other people.  
 

 The higher the Strength of 
Connection a staff member receives, 
the more often they are consulted 
by other people in the school.  

 

 For this report anyone who receives 
7 or more connections for a question 
is seen to be well connected for that 
question. 
 

 Please refer to Table 1 for an 
Example.  

 

 

Question 1  
Number of Connections & 
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person Connections Strength 

79 15 2.6 

44 14 3.14 

4 13 2.53 

22 12 2.08 

9 11 2.36 

37 11 2.81 

2 10 2.1 

20 10 2.8 

49 10 2.7 

29 8 2.12 

61 8 2.75 

68 8 2.62 

74 8 2.62 

8 7 2.85 

16 7 2.85 

 In question 8 Degree of influence is 
used in place of Strength of 
Connection as this question refers to 
the direct influence that people have 
on other staff within the school.   
 

 The higher the Degree of Influence a 
person receives, the greater the 
influence that staff member has 
over the professional practice of 
specific staff within the school.  

 

 Please Refer to Table 8 for an 
example. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Question 8  
Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence  
15 Top Ranked Staff.  

Person   Connections Influence 

44 12 2.66 

79 10 2.5 

13 6 2.66 

22 6 2.33 

61 6 2.33 

8 5 2.8 

36 5 2.6 

57 5 3 

74 5 3 

82 5 3.2 

1 4 3 

2 4 2.75 

11 4 2.25 

20 4 3 

32 4 2.5 



 

 
 

QUESTION 1 
 
“Identify the people in this school that you go to for support or advice about teaching related matters” 

 
  Figure 1: Connections for Teaching related matters 

 



   

 

QUESTION 1 DISCUSSION 
 
 
Number of Connections: 

 
In Question 1 the overall spread of people chosen for connections is substantial. 49 people received 
connections (the equal highest of all questions) and there were a total of 154 connections given by 
respondents (the highest for any question). Significantly, there are 7 people with 7 connections or more. 
These 7 people consist of the principal (6), the two assistant principals (11 and 45); 3 leading teachers 
(27, 57, 31) and 1 teacher (28) who is the literacy coach. Looking more closely at the KLA of the 3 leading 
teachers and 1 teacher, 2 of them are from the English/Humanities KLA area (31, 28) and 2 are from the 
Maths/Science KLA area (27, 57). The results indicate that teachers have a number of different people 
they go to for support or advice on general teaching related matters. 
 
 
 
 

    Table 1: Question 1 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

11 16 2 

6 14 2.28 

27 8 2.25 

28 8 2 

45 8 2 

57 8 2.37 

31 7 2.42 

36 6 2.66 

23 5 2.4 

58 5 1.8 

60 5 1.8 

49 4 1.5 

52 4 2.5 

59 4 2 

4 3 2.33 

Strength of Connections:  
 
Table 1 demonstrates that most of the strength of the connections in the people with the highest 
amount of connections (7 or more) ranges from 2 – 2.42. This signifies that these people are being asked 
by other staff for advice or support every 3 to 4 weeks.  

 
 

 
 
 

 



   

 

QUESTION 2 
 

“Identify the people in this school you go to for support or advice about non-teaching or personal matters”  

 
    Figure 2: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters 

 



   

 

QUESTION 2 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
Both question 1 and 2 had 49 teachers receive connections, but question 2 only had a total of 101 
connections compared to question 1 which had a total of 154 questions. This indicates that while the 
same amount of people are being asked for advice or input into both teaching and non-teaching matters 
within the school there is a much greater percentage of conversations regarding teaching issues than 
non-teaching issues. For this question only the principal (6) received 7 or more connections. While 
question 2 had a lower number of connections overall than Question 1, it had a higher number of people 
with only 1, 2 or 3 connections compared to question 1. This indicates that the spread of people being 
asked for advice on non-teaching related matters is greater than the spread of people being asked for 
advice on teaching related matters. 
 
 
 

    Table 2: Question 2 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

6 8 1.87 

11 6 2.16 

45 5 2 

57 5 2 

18 4 2.5 

27 4 2.25 

58 4 2 

59 4 2 

4 3 2.33 

32 3 4 

55 3 2 

62 3 3 

5 2 3.5 

9 2 2 

12 2 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The principal (6) who received the most connections (8) only received a strength rating of 1.87 
suggesting that people only consult the principal approximately every 4 - 6 weeks. The Second, third and 
fourth most connected people 11 and 45 (both assistant principals) and 57 (leading teacher) had strength 
of connections ranging from 2 to 2.16 meaning that they are consulted on monthly basis on non-teaching 
matters. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 



   

 

QUESTION 3 
 
“Whom would you discuss an idea, innovation or issue relating to curriculum with?” 

 
Figure 3: Connections for Non-Teaching related matters 

 



   

 

QUESTION 3 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

Question 3 had a total of 110 connections with 43 people receiving connections. 4 people received 7 
connections or more. Person 11 (Assistant principal) received 11 connections, the principal (6) and 
Leading teacher 57 (Teaching and learning: Science and innovation) received 10 connections each; whilst 
person 27 (Leading teacher – Teaching and learning: numeracy and maths) received 9 connections. The 
number of connections that the top four have received indicates that they are significant people involved 
in curriculum discussions and correlates positively with their roles in the school. 

    Table 3: Question 3 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

11 11 2.18 

6 10 2.2 

57 10 2.3 

27 9 2.22 

28 5 2 

31 5 2.4 

5 4 2.5 

20 4 2.25 

36 4 2.5 

7 3 2 

61 3 2.33 

8 2 2.5 

10 2 3 

17 2 2.5 

18 2 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
Table 3 shows that the strength of connections for the top 4 most connected people in question 3 is very 
similar, ranging from 2.18 to 2.3. This would indicate that they are being consulted fortnightly to monthly 
on curriculum issues by a number of people. This is significant as both person 57 and 27 are both leading 
teachers in charge of teaching and learning in their respective KLA areas (Science and Numeracy). 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 4 
 
“Whom do you receive information from regarding curriculum?  

 

Figure 4: Description of Connections for Receiving information regarding Curriculum 

 



   

 

QUESTION 4 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
Question 4 refers to staff receiving information relating to curriculum and it had the third lowest number 
of connections out of all the questions with a total of 91. Furthermore, only 29 people received 
connections (the forth lowest for all questions).  For this question 4 people received 7 connections or 
more. Person 11 (assistant principal) clearly had the most connections with 21 whilst person 27 (Leading 
teacher – Teaching and learning: numeracy and maths) and 57 (leading teacher - Teaching and learning: 
Science and innovation) both received 9 connections. Person 31 (Leading teacher - teaching and learning: 
English and literacy) also received 7 connections. Table 3 and table 4 also show that there is a strong 
correlation between those people being consulted regarding curriculum and those people passing on 
information regarding curriculum with only 2 different people in the top ten most connected people for 
both questions. Furthermore the top eight people listed in table 4 are either principal class (11, 6), 
leading teacher in charge of teaching learning for KLA (27,57,31,20,36) or Head of KLA (59) which 
indicates that most KLA’s are involved in the passing on of information regarding curriculum. It also 
suggests that those people who should be aware of information regarding curriculum are, enabling a 
consistent spread of information amongst KLA’s in the school.  
 

    Table 4: Question 4 

 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

11 21 2.23 

27 9 2.11 

57 9 2.22 

31 7 2 

6 5 2.4 

20 5 2.2 

36 5 3 

59 4 2 

4 2 2.5 

7 2 2 

26 2 2 

45 2 2.5 

61 2 2.5 

1 1 1 

10 1 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The top 4 people who received 7 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.11 
to 2.23 which is quite even and shows that no staff member rated significantly higher than any other 
person (refer table 4). This implies that information regarding curriculum is being communicated to staff 
on a fortnightly to monthly basis by a number of people.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 5 
 

 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters related to the school’s administration?” 
 
Figure 5: Connections for Discussion about Administration matters. 

 



   

 

QUESTION 5 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
In question 5 there were 85 connections in total (the second lowest for all questions) and only 12 people 
received connections (the lowest for all questions). While only 3 people received over 7 connections (6, 
45 and 11) the concentration of connections for people in this question was very high (refer to table 5), 
with the top three most connected people receiving over 19 connections each. The top 3 most 
connected people consisted of 6 (principal) and 45 and 11 (both assistant principals). The pattern of 
distribution confirms that key people involved in the school’s administration are well connected with the 
staff and are being consulted on administration matters. 
 

    Table 5: Question 5 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

6 23 2.08 

45 20 2.1 

11 19 2.21 

58 6 2.16 

23 5 2.6 

47 3 2 

71 3 1.66 

15 2 1.5 

33 1 2 

44 1 2 

48 1 2 

61 1 2 

- - - 

- -  - 

- -  - 

Strength of Connections:  
 
The top 3 people who received 7 connections or more have a Strength of Connection ranging from 2.08 
to 2.21 (refer to table 5) which means they are consulted mainly on a monthly basis.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 6 
 

“From which staff would you expect to find out important decisions about the school?”  

 
Figure 6: Connections for Receiving Information regarding Administration matters. 

 



   

 

QUESTION 6 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

Question 5 and 6 both refer to connections related to administration. While question five had a total of 
85 connections and only 12 people received connections, question 6 had a total of 92 connections but 
only 13 people received connections (only 1 one more than question 5) indicating the concentration of 
connections for selected people in this question is quite high. This is clearly shown in figure 6 which 
shows that the three Principal class members (6, 11 and 45) received the most connections and were the 
only staff to receive more than 7 connections. This pattern also confirms the leadership structure of the 
school as it indicates that these three are key individuals in passing on information regarding 
administration in the school. 
 
 
 
 

    Table 6: Question 6 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

6 33 2.45 

11 22 2.5 

45 21 2.42 

57 5 2.8 

23 2 2 

58 2 2.5 

17 1 3 

26 1 3 

27 1 3 

31 1 2 

33 1 2 

44 1 2 

51 1 2 

- - - 

- - -  

Strength of Connections:  
 
For this question the strength of connection rating for the three most connected people was between 
2.42 and 2.5 indicating that all three staff members are involved in communicating information regarding 
the administration of the school on a fortnightly basis.   
 
 

 

 
 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 7 
 
 “Whom do you go to for advice on matters relating to the pastoral care/discipline of students?”  

 
Figure 7: Connections for Discussing Pastoral Care or Discipline of Students. 

 



   

 

QUESTION 7 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 
In question 7 the total amount of connections was 135 (which was the second highest out of all 
questions) and 19 people received connections. There were 8 people who received 7 connections or 
more (also the highest for all questions). The concentration of connections for this question was also 
quite high. All top 8 ranked people received 8 or more connections (refer Table 7).  Furthermore, the top 
12 connected people (refer to table 7) in this question all have a role directly related to the pastoral care 
of students.  11, 6 and 45 are all principal class members; 51 (the second most connected person) is a 
leading teacher (student services); 43, 18, 50, 19, 55 and 12 are all year level co-ordinators. 23 is the 
program manager for Year 7-9 students, while person 58 is the program manager for year 10-12 
students. These results are significant as question 7 is directly related to the pastoral care of students 
and suggests that staff most suited for discussions about pastoral care are being consulted. 
 

    Table 7: Question 7 
 

Number of Connections &  
Strength of Connections  
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

11 21 2.28 

51 16 2.12 

23 15 2.33 

43 14 2.42 

58 12 2.33 

18 10 2.2 

45 9 2.33 

50 8 2.62 

19 6 2.83 

55 6 2.33 

12 5 2.4 

6 4 2 

15 3 1.66 

17 1 2 

24 1 2 

Strength of Connections:  
 
For this question the strength of connection rating for the eight most connected people was between 
2.12 and 2.62 indicating that all eight staff members are involved in discussions regarding the 
administration of the school on a fortnightly basis. Considering the high number of connections for these 
staff members and the strength of connection ratings, there are many discussions amongst staff relating 
to pastoral care.   
 
.   
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 



   

 

QUESTION 8 
 

“Please list below the people in this school whom have direct input into or influence on your teaching?”  

 
Figure 8: Connections Outlining Influence of Staff.

 



   

 

QUESTION 8 DISCUSSION 
 
 

Number of Connections: 
 

The total number of connections for question 8 was 64 (the lowest of all questions) with 36 people 
receiving connections. This question had the lowest concentration of connections out of all questions 
which indicates it had the largest spread of connections and this is reflected in only one teacher receiving 
7 connections or more. Person 6 (principal) received 7 connections. Everyone else received 4 connections 
or less. These results suggest that, other than the principal, no teacher is a significant figure in influencing 
teaching in the school.  
 
  

    Table 8: Question 8 
 

Number of Connections &  
Degree of Influence   
15 Top Ranked Teachers.  
Person Connections Strength 

6 7 2.14 

11 4 2 

28 4 2.5 

31 4 2.5 

57 4 1.5 

27 3 2.33 

36 3 2.33 

9 2 1.5 

17 2 1.5 

20 2 2 

45 2 2 

49 2 2 

54 2 3 

7 1 1 

8 1 1 

Degree of Influence:  
 

The Degree of Influence for this question is interesting. While more teachers received less connections 
overall, there is also a fairly large spread of Degree of influence ranging from 1 to 4. The top ranked 
person, (6 - principal), had a Degree of influence rating of 2.14 which suggests that they have an average 
to high influence on the staff that has selected them. Lastly, the average Degree of Influence rating for all 
teachers who received a connection was 2.22. This indicates that most teachers who have been given a 
connection for this question have an average degree of influence over certain teachers’ practice.   
 
  

 

 

 
 
 
 



   

 

Overview of Connections  
 

Table 9: Overview of the top 20 most connected people in School C. 
 

Teacher 
# Total Connections 

Strength of 
Connection 

# Q1 Q2 Q3 Q7 Q8 Total Average Overall 

11 16 6 11 21 4 58 11.6 2.15 

6 14 8 10 4 7 43 8.6 2.13 

57 8 5 10 1 4 28 5.6 2.14 

45 8 5 2 9 2 26 5.2 2.26 

23 5 2 2 15 1 25 5 2.36 

27 8 4 9 0 3 24 4.8 2.25 

51 3 1 0 16 1 21 4.2 2.09 

58 5 4 0 12 0 21 4.2 2.14 

18 3 4 2 10 1 20 4 2.25 

28 8 2 5 0 4 19 3.8 2.21 

43 2 2 0 14 1 19 3.8 2.31 

31 7 1 5 0 4 17 3.4 2.41 

36 6 2 4 0 3 15 3 2.4 

55 2 3 0 6 0 11 2.2 2.18 

50 0 1 1 8 0 10 2 2.4 

59 4 4 1 0 1 10 2 1.9 

12 1 2 0 5 1 9 1.8 2.22 

19 0 1 1 6 1 9 1.8 2.55 

20 3 0 4 0 2 9 1.8 2.33 

49 4 1 2 0 2 9 1.8 1.77 

 



   

 

Overview of Connections 
 
Table 9 presents the overall Number of Connections and Strength of Connection for the top 20 most connected people in the school. For the final 
analysis only questions 1,2,3,7 and 8 have been included in the discussion. There are two key reasons for this. Firstly, Question 5 & 6 refers to the 
administration of the school. As was shown in the analysis of these two questions the Principal Class team clearly had the highest number of 
connections and were the key people involved with this role in the school. This is a positive indicator as a key role of Principal Class members in 
most schools is in administration. As the research is focussed on how leadership is distributed in schools, excluding these questions focussed on 
the work of the principal class allows analysis of how teachers are involved in the leadership of the school. Secondly, question 4 has also been 
omitted from the final analysis. Question 4 is designed to identify the key staff who communicate information relating to curriculum to others 
irrespective of whether people have asked for the information or not and is excluded because it is not related to the leadership distribution in the 
school, it is only concerned with the passing on of information. Questions 1, 2, 3 & 7 are all structured to see who staff consciously seek out for 
advice, ideas or information relating to general teaching, non-teaching, curriculum and pastoral care in the school and have therefore been 
included in the discussion. Question 8 is structured to find out who has significant input into the teaching of others and has also been included in 
the discussion.  
 
Table 9 shows that overall there are a few key people that have significant input into the school. The first ranked staff member (11) who averaged 
11.6 connections across the 5 key questions is an assistant principal, while the second staff member is the principal (6) averaging 8.6 connections. 
The third ranked staff member is 57 who is a leading teacher (teaching and learning – Science) and they received an average of 5.6 connections 
while the fourth ranked person (45) is also an assistant principal and they averaged 5.2 connections on the 5 key questions. The Fifth ranked 
person who averaged 5 connections across the key questions was 23 who is a leading teacher (Year 7 – 9 program manager). The strength of 
connection rating for these five people was 2.15, 2.13, 2.14, 2.26 and 2.36 respectively and indicates that staff are speaking to them fortnightly to 
monthly about key issues in the school.  
 
Significantly, as Table 9 shows, the top 8 most connected staff members in the school are either a leading teacher or principal class member. 
Additionally, in looking more closely at the top 20 most connected people, there are only two staff members (49 & 28) who are teachers without 
responsibility, (although 28 does have a role as the literacy coach in the school). This further demonstrates the pattern of distribution in the 
school which is linked with the formal leadership structure of the school. 
  
 
 
 
 



   

 

Key Findings 
 
The results of the questionnaires outline some key patterns within the wider school context. The results show that there are a few well-connected 
people who have high influence in a range of areas within the school and that the leadership distribution is linked with the formal leadership 
structure of the school, however, the results indicate that there are a few people who are very well connected across a number of areas in the 
school. 
 
Key findings in the report include: 
 

12. Leading teacher’s 27 and 57 and principal class members 6 (Principal), 11 and 45 are very well connected in the school and are consulted 
on a range of issues on a frequent to highly frequent basis. 

 
13. Principal Class Members 6 (Principal) and 11 are the two most connected principal class members overall. 

 

14. The results indicate that there are certain teachers in this school that staff go to when asking for advice or to discuss something in relation 
to specific matters within the school. For curriculum, general teaching and non-teaching matters the principal (6), Assistant principal (11), 
and leading teachers 27 and 57 are well connected, for administration all three principal class members 6, 11 and 45 are sought 
extensively and for pastoral care staff speak to 11 and 45 (assistant principals), 51, 23 and 58 (leading teachers) and 43, 18 and 50 
(teachers with responsibility) frequently.  

 

15. The results suggest that teachers with expertise for some related areas are being appropriately consulted by staff. 
 

16. The leadership distribution is done so on the basis of the leadership structure of the school but is also linked quite strongly to the role of 
key individuals. The results suggest some staff members with responsibility for certain areas are the people that staff go to for advice. 
Also, there were no staff outside of the designated formal leadership roles that had significant connections with other staff, suggesting an 
absence of informal leadership. 
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