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ABSTRACT 

 The purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of 

distributed leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context 

of social networks and work experience outcomes. In examining both distributed leadership and 

social networks, this study’s purpose was to better understand how distributed leadership is 

operationalized through social networks. An additional purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’ work experience outcomes. Through 

quantitative data analysis of distributed leadership constructs, social network centrality measures, 

and work experience outcomes, this study aimed to better understand the relationships between 

these variables.  Significant findings for research surfaced for four demographic variables: 

gender, years in the building, years experience and time on leadership tasks.  Both inferential 

statistics and social network analysis illuminated the relationship between demographic variables 

on both distributed leadership as well as work experience outcomes. Results of this study suggest 

a significant relationship between gender and administrative trust (t=3.731, p<.001) as well as 

job satisfaction (t=1.754, p<.05). There is also a statistically significant relationship between 

teacher’s time spent on leadership tasks and their perceived trust in administration (F (3, 177) = 

3.111, p=.028). Social network analysis confirmed these findings as well.  Distributed leadership 

is positively correlated to all three work experience variables of administrative trust (r=.30, 

p<.001), work engagement (r=.50, p<.001) and job satisfaction (r=.59, p<.001).  Distributed 

leadership is also positively correlated with the social network measures of outdegree (r=.27, 

p<.001) and sum (in and outdegree) (r=.22, p<.01). Because this study indicates strong 

relationships between distributed leadership, social networks and work experience outcomes it is 

important for leaders and educators alike to consider the implications for practice, policy, and 

theory to build effective building climates, leadership structures and supports to benefit teachers.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Current school reform efforts center on improving teaching and learning, yet there is a 

plethora of approaches to school reform. Federal and state accountability mandates have 

increased pressure for school improvement. Leadership, and the quality and type of leadership, 

matters in education as it directly influences student learning (Leithwood et al., 2004). School 

culture, and in particular school leadership, is key to changing instruction and improving 

academics (Spillane et al., 2004). While leadership is essential for effective school reforms, 

administration alone cannot lead reform and improvement efforts. The work is too vast and the 

responsibilities too great (Margolis & Huggins, 2012; Wilhelm, 2010). It is unreasonable to think 

that one person alone can possess the necessary knowledge and skills as well as carry out the 

many necessary tasks associated with school reform (Wilhelm, 2010). For these reasons, it is 

uncommon in schools today for all of the leadership responsibilities to be invested in one 

individual (Penuel et al., 2010; Wilhelm, 2010). 

 In the most recent decade, school leadership has shifted to be more supportive of shared 

and diverse leadership responsibilities, quickly accelerating the decentralization of power and 

authority (Shava & Tiou, 2018). This led to spreading out leadership opportunities among 

various individuals beyond administration. It is commonly accepted that in order for school 

reforms to be successful, there is a need for increased teacher leadership (Margolis & Huggins, 

2012). School leadership today has extended to many individuals and relies heavily on the 

interactions and relationships within a school (Penuel et al., 2010). Increased teacher leadership 

can take on a variety of forms. With increasing pressure to reform, it is essential for school 

leadership to adapt and improve leadership structures to achieve school improvement goals. 
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Providing many additional benefits, distributed leadership may just be the answer to the 

impracticalities of an administrator only approach to school reform. 

Increased demands in leading schools and increased pressures for school improvement 

have led to expanded teacher leadership roles (Shava & Tiou, 2018). The practical needs of 

increased leadership align with the proverbial concepts of “many hands make light work” and 

two heads are better than one.” This is not a new phenomenon in general but is certainly 

expanding in education. There is no doubt that distributed leadership evolved from need to some 

extent. Distributed leadership results in increased opportunities for teacher leadership. The 

benefits for a principal may seem evident in a distributed leadership model with many people to 

share the work and responsibilities. With these increased opportunities for leadership in schools 

under a distributed leadership model are there positive outcomes for teachers? It is not simply 

enough to accept distributed leadership out of practicality, but one must ask if distributed 

leadership results in better work experience outcomes in schools that embrace this model? The 

greater question is, “Do the ends not only justify the means but benefit all stakeholders?” 

Problem Statement 

As the responsibilities continue to grow for administrators, many leaders look to the 

expertise and support of teachers, expanding teacher leadership in a distributed teacher 

leadership model. While this phenomenon spread out the burden of leadership amongst a wider 

base, it was important to also examine how the distributed leadership model affected teachers 

and school culture. There is a need for more research that examines and analyzes the relationship 

between the distributed leadership framework through social network analysis and teacher 

experience outcomes. 
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Background 

There are increasing trends in education toward decentralization of educational systems, 

and distributed leadership is one of the most prominent (Shava & Tiou, 2018). According to 

Robinson (2008), distributed leadership allows for greater expertise by teachers who have 

firsthand experience and practice at solving many educational problems, more so even than 

administrators. Unlike some teacher leadership models that may not provide support along with 

increased opportunities for leadership, distributed leadership focuses on the successful and 

supported distribution of leadership efforts. 

The adoption of a distributed approach to leadership places decision making in the hands 

of those who hold the expertise. It builds increased ownership and shared leadership 

responsibilities with more stakeholders (Hargreaves & Pont, 2008). Distributed leadership 

creates a healthier environment where the stress, responsibility and decision making is not left to 

only a few who must carry this burden by themselves. Through the implementation of a 

distributed leadership framework, leadership opportunities can be expanded and shared. 

Expertise can be maximized in a way that benefits teacher self-efficacy and student learning 

outcomes (Hargreaves & Pont, 2008).  

Spillane and Sherer (2004) described distributed leadership as a way to increase the 

number of leaders in a school with the focus on the added benefits and improved outcomes. 

Distributed leadership does not simply focus on who is leading but more importantly how they 

are leading collectively (Spillane & Sherer, 2004). The concept of sharing leadership 

responsibilities, whilst also increasing capacity, is what separates the distributed leadership 

model from a more traditional model (Angelle, 2010). A more traditional model tends to rely on 
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a single person or administrator who is solely responsible for reforming or transforming a school 

or organization (Angelle, 2010). 

As a school leadership model, distributed leadership has recently enjoyed heightened 

popularity in the United States, as well as internationally (Hartley, 2007). Hartley claimed that 

while endorsements for distributed leadership are strong, the research evidence connecting 

distributed leadership to increased student achievement is quite weak. There is not a great deal of 

evidence yet to support the effects of distributed leadership. To better understand the role 

leadership plays in positively impacting school outcomes, it would be valuable to explore how 

leadership influences teacher experience. 

There are many important questions in regard to teacher leadership that are yet to be 

thoroughly explored in research. With increased distributed leadership comes increased teacher 

leadership, but what are the associated outcomes for teachers? Do teachers associate positive 

outcomes to distributed leadership? Through the use of social network analysis, does distributed 

leadership show positive outcomes as a result of the social networks in place within a school? In 

exploring distributed leadership, it is important to examine the effects on teachers both inside 

and outside of the classroom. How does a distributed leadership model impact teachers' job 

experiences overall? Finally, what is the relationship between distributed leadership, social 

networks, and work experiences? This study sought to answer that question. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework selected for this study was grounded in the theory of 

distributed leadership developed by Spillane (2006) and organizational learning theory 

(Caldwell, 2012).  As well as the theory of Social Network Analysis grounded in the work of 

Borgatti (2002) and social capital theory (Coleman, 1988). These theories became instrumental 
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to my research as well as an outcome to study. These frameworks were chosen for this study 

based on their prominence in the respective subject areas and literature.  I discuss the conceptual 

framework with more detail in Chapter 2. 

Figure1: Proposed Model of Study : 

 

 
Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of 

distributed leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context 

of social networks and work experience outcomes. A primary purpose was to utilize social 

network analysis to more deeply understand the effects of distributed leadership on both 

individuals and leadership structures within a school. An additional purpose of this study was to 

examine the relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’ work experience 

outcomes. In examining both distributed leadership and social networks, this study’s purpose 
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was to better understand how distributed leadership is operationalized through social networks. 

Understanding distributed leadership through the lens of social networks also allowed for a 

deeper analysis of how the individual constructs of distributed leadership (inclusive leadership, 

influence, climate, experience, interactions, and trust) facilitates teacher job experience outcomes 

such as administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Through quantitative data 

analysis of distributed leadership constructs, social network centrality measures, and work 

experience outcomes, this study aimed to better understand the relationships of these variables.  

Research Questions 

The following questions guided this research study: 

1. What is the nature of faculty work related experiences; distributed leadership; and social 

networks? 

How do these experiences, leadership, and networks differ by demographics? 

2. How do demographics and distributed leadership predict faculty work related experiences?   

3. What is the relationship between distributed leadership, teachers' social networks, and work-

related experiences? 

Delimitations 

The collection of qualitative data measuring distributed leadership, social networks, and 

work experience outcomes took place in winter 2020-2021. Teacher demographic data were 

collected at the same time. The location of the study was two schools, from two different districts 

in Indiana. The two schools were chosen because both were large comprehensive high schools 

that had varied leadership structures in place including multiple administrators and a variety of 

teacher leadership roles, thus demonstrating distributed leadership models within both sites.  This 
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study will focus not on determining if there is distributed leadership, but instead measuring to 

what extent the leadership is distributed. 

Assumptions 

Assumptions included that the sample studied was representative of the total school 

populations. A primary assumption  is that because both sites included schools with large 

administration teams, as well as formal and informal teacher leadership roles both sites have a 

distributed leadership model.     It was also assumed that responses from teachers accurately 

reflected their perceptions and evaluation of both their relationships within the network as well 

as their teacher work experiences. Finally, it is assumed that participants in this study answered 

all of the interview questions openly and honestly. 

Definition of Terms 

The following key terms were defined within the context of the research study: 

Betweenness is a social network measure that calculates the frequency of interactions that allow 

one actor to connect other pairs of actors who would otherwise not be connected within a 

network. Having a higher calculation of betweenness in a network indicates an actor’s ability to 

connect with others, therefore acting as a controller of the flow of information in a network 

(Hawe et al., 2004). 

Centrality is a social network measure utilized to identify prominent actors in a network and is 

calculated by measuring the number of other actors in a network that are connected to one actor 

(e.g., Ego). Centrality measures can be used to calculate the popularity, the power of a player in a 

network, or even the efficiency of a network (Hawe et al., 2004). 

Distributed leadership. Heck and Hallinger (2009) described distributed leadership as a 

decision-making process in schools where the participation and cooperation among teachers, 
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students, families, and administrators are added to the overall leadership structure of the 

organization. The specific focus on the decision-making process rather than simply the tasks or 

responsibilities of the leader are an important distinction for distributed leadership. Spillane et al. 

(2001) defined distributed leadership as the “collective properties of the group leaders working 

together to enact a particular task, leading to the evolution of a leadership practice that is 

potentially more than the sum of each individual’s practice” (p. 25). 

Job Satisfaction is defined by a positive attitude resulting from an employee’s perspective or 

assessment of work experiences or the extent to which an employee likes components of their 

job, including how one feels about their job (Irving & Montes, 2009; Milkovich & Bordeau, 

1997; Spector, 1997). 

Social Network is a group of nodes (individuals or groups) who are connected to one another 

through different relationships and ties (Daly, 2012). 

Work Engagement is characterized as a “persistent, positive and satisfying work-related mental 

state, characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption during work activities” (Schaufeli et al., 

2002).  

Summary and Organization of the Study 

This chapter introduced the concepts of distributed leadership, social network analysis, 

and work experience outcomes and identified a significant need for further research that 

examines and analyzes the relationships and outcomes between distributed leadership, social 

networks, and work experiences. Increased demands placed on school leadership have led to 

greater distribution of the leadership responsibilities, especially among teachers; therefore, 

further research is needed to better understand the impact this has had on teacher experiences and 

school culture/relationships. A conceptual framework that combined the theoretical frameworks 
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of Spillane’s distributed leadership, grounded in organizational learning and Borgatti’s social 

network analysis, grounded in social capital theory were used as a lens for this study. The 

purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of distributed 

leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context of social 

networks and work experiences. 

The remainder of this study is organized into four chapters, a reference section, and 

appendixes. Chapter Two presents a review of the related literature on distributed leadership and 

social networks historically as well as literature related to the selected work experience outcomes 

of administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Chapter Three outlines the 

research design and methods for this study. It overviews the research instruments, samples, 

quantitative measures, and procedures. Chapter Four details the analysis of data and findings. 

The summary, conclusions, and recommendations are presented in the concluding Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter serves as an overview and brief introduction to the topic followed by a 

description of topic progressions, research, and exploration. This chapter further details the 

theoretical framework, briefly introduced in the previous chapter, and more thoroughly discusses 

the theories of distributed leadership and social networks and how those theories guided this 

study. Next, this chapter overviews the literature associated with distributed leadership , social 

networks and work experience outcomes. The literature review of work experiences is 

subdivided into literature on the topics of work engagement, job satisfaction, and trust. The 

chapter concludes with identifying the gap in research and previewing the next chapter. 

There are increasing trends in education toward decentralization of educational systems, 

and distributed leadership is one of the most prominent models (Shava & Tiou, 2018). According 

to Robinson (2008), distributed leadership allows for greater expertise by teachers who have 

firsthand experience and practice at solving many educational problems, more so even than 

administrators. The adoption of a distributed approach to leadership places decision making in 

the hands of those who hold the expertise, it builds increased ownership and shared leadership 

responsibilities with more stakeholders, and it creates a healthier environment the stress, 

responsibility, and decision making is not left to only a few who must carry this burden by 

themselves (Hargreaves & Pont, 2008). Through the implementation of a distributed leadership 

framework, leadership opportunities can be expanded, responsibilities shared, and expertise 

maximized, all in a way that benefits teacher self-efficacy and student learning outcomes. 

Spillane and Sherer (2004) described distributed leadership as a way that not only increases the 

number of leaders in a school, but also focuses on the added benefits and improved outcomes. 
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Distributed leadership does not simply focus on who is leading, but more importantly on how 

they are leading collectively. The concept of sharing leadership responsibilities whilst also 

increasing capacity is what distinguishes the distributed leadership model from a more traditional 

model where a single person or administrator is solely responsible for reforming or transforming 

a school or organization (Angelle, 2010). 

In the past decade, distributed leadership reached heightened popularity in the United 

States as well as internationally; yet Hartley (2007) claimed that while endorsements for 

distributed leadership were strong, the research evidence connecting distributed leadership to 

increased student achievement was actually quite weak, and there was not a great deal of 

evidence to demonstrate the impact of distributed leadership. Therefore, additional research is 

needed that examines and analyzes the relationships between the distributed leadership 

framework, social networks, and work experience outcomes. 

Topic Progression, Research, and Exploration 

Through my initial searches into research on teacher leadership I came across many 

foundational pieces, as there is much work in this field. As I began to narrow my search 

specifically to distributed leadership, the researchers cited most prominently in articles, journals, 

and other scholarly works were Spillane, Elmore, Leithwood, and Harris. My initial searches 

began in the Web of Science database as well as EBSCOHOST. I began searching not only for 

distributed leadership but added the key terms of teacher efficacy and student learning. These 

specific searches led me to the work of Bolden, Gronn, and Mayrowetz. Later my research 

broadened from teacher efficacy to teacher work experiences. In exploring the connections 

between distributed leadership and work experiences, I discovered that social networks impact 

distributed leadership as well as play a role in understanding work experiences. Through digging 
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deeper into social network research, I began to wonder how these three key concepts (distributed 

leadership, social networks, and work experiences) interacted with each other. While using these 

very specific keyword combinations in my searches did not turn up a large quantity of results, 

these works became instrumental in my subsequent research. My search for research that 

explored all three of these concepts concurrently turned up no results, but in each area of 

individual research, ideas and themes intersected, and all were found to be deeply connected to 

teacher leadership. I began searching the articles cited in these works, and from there the articles 

cited in those works using a snowballing technique. I also did a reverse look up to see what 

research was citing these works and how that research had evolved. To narrow my framework, I 

searched to learn more about the historical background of distributed leadership and to find 

foundational literature I searched articles about social networks, and although I found research 

connecting social networks and collective efficacy, there was little work connecting social 

networks to individual teacher experiences and few articles exploring the connections between 

distributed leadership and social networks. I also researched teacher experiences (work 

engagement, job satisfaction, climate, and culture) independent of distributed leadership to learn 

more about the foundational work on those associated topics. I found that much of this work is 

still not open-sourced or easily accessible, and I had to make many library requests for articles. 

With each new source, the content and associated references lead me to more and more research. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this study utilized the theories of distributed leadership 

and social network analysis as a lens for better understanding teacher experiences. The concept 

of distributed leadership was first conceived as a theoretical framework by Spillane, who 

specifically emphasized how leadership was structured in schools (Shava & Tiou, 2018). 
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Spillane's (2006) framework proposed that leadership should not reside solely with the 

administrator but instead among multiple leaders throughout the school. These leaders take on 

both formal and informal roles and share responsibility for leadership activities for the 

betterment of the school (Spillane, 2006). Spillane asserted that what is paramount in the 

distributed framework is the collective and collaborative interactions between leaders, followers, 

and their situation. Within this framework, the greatest value and importance is placed not on 

whether leadership is distributed but how leadership is distributed (Spillane, 2006). 

 Social Network Analysis allows for the visualization of the distribution of leadership 

through the social networks present within the organization. In Spillane’s distributed framework, 

the administrator is not always the authority figure or the most important leader. Within 

Spillane's framework, the significance of the school administrator is recognized, but the key 

premise is that the importance of the leader does not come from the role but rather from the 

expertise, leadership contributions, and value added by the leader within the organization. The 

other leaders within the building can lead by forming and reforming culture and capacity from 

within rather than from the external (Spillane, 2006). Spillane's distributed leadership framework 

“offers an alternative way of thinking about leadership in schools by foregoing leadership 

practice and by suggesting that leadership practice is constructed in the interactions between 

leaders, followers, and their situations” (p. 25). Social network analysis is the key to studying 

and understanding both these interactions and the effectiveness of the leadership structures 

(Penuel et al., 2010). Both distributed leadership and social networks are strongly connected to 

teacher work experiences. 

 This theoretical framework is focused on understanding the organization through the 

lens of the organization structures (distributed leadership), the organizational relationships 
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(social networks), and the organizational climate/culture (work experiences). This conceptual 

framework is also grounded in organizational learning and social capital theory as both are 

closely linked to distributed leadership and social network analysis. According to Argyris and 

Schon (1996), organizational learning is the process by which institutions improve, through a 

series of cycles of problem identification and resolution, resulting in organizational growth and 

efficiency. Organizational learning theory is grounded in the belief that all organizational 

learning takes place through the opportunities and constraints to information flow that allow for 

knowledge transfer through experiences (Ahuja, 2010; Daly, 2010; Finnigan & Daly, 2012; Tsai 

& Ghoshal, 1998). The structures and strengths of the relationships among participants in an 

organization will directly impact the speed, effectiveness, and direction of learning and change 

(Finnigan & Daly, 2012; Moolenaar, 2010). Also embedded in the study of these relationships 

impacting organizational learning is how these relationships influence organizational climate or 

culture. This climate and culture is understood through social capital theory (Coleman, 1988). 

Change, innovation, and improvements are developed and sustained through social interactions. 

It is a social process, and the effectiveness is linked to the strength of the supportive climate and 

culture within the organization (Moolenaar & Sleegers, 2010). Social networks are the 

foundation of social capital (Dubos, 2017). Social capital is the sum total of the actual and the 

potential resources within an organization (Coleman, 1988;Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). The 

social capital comes from both the network itself and the assets within, available through and 

derived from the relationships of the network (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Social capital can be 

seen or conceptualized through the organizational patterns and relationships exhibited in the 

social networks. 
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 Relational dimensions, which are best measured by social networks, are one of the 

most studied aspects of social capital; and, one of the most common relational elements or values 

studied is trust (Daly, 2012). Trust and social interactions are often interrelated elements (Daly, 

2012, p. 101). Other teacher related work experience outcomes associated with social networks 

include work engagement and job satisfaction.  I hypothesized that the distributed nature of 

leadership is not just visualized through social network analysis, but that social networks also 

influence the quality and effectiveness of the leadership being distributed. Likewise, I 

hypothesized that teacher job experiences are also multi-directional in that distributed leadership, 

measured through social networks, positively affects teacher work experiences; and, teacher 

work experiences impact distributed leadership and social networks. 

Figure 2: Conceptual Framework 
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Review of the Literature: Distributed Leadership 

Heck and Hallinger (2009) described distributed leadership as a process for school 

decision making that adds participation and cooperation among teachers, students, families, and 

administrators to the overall leadership structure of the organization. The specific focus on the 

decision-making process rather than simply the tasks or responsibilities of the leader are an 

important distinction for distributed leadership. Spillane et. al (2001) defined distributed 

leadership as the “collective properties of the group leaders working together to enact a particular 

task, leading to the evolution of a leadership practice that is potentially more than the sum of 

each individual’s practice” (p. 25). While the term distributed leadership is held in high esteem 

in educational theory, there is evidence of substantial misuse and confusion with other 

educational leadership concepts, such as “shared,” “collaborative,” “democratic,” and 

“participative” (Leithwood et al., 2004). According to Bolden (2011), distributed leadership 

dates back as early as 1250 B.C.; however, Gronn (2000) dated the origins of distributed 

leadership to the 1950s with increasing value placed on the group quality and cooperation, and 

Harris (2012) traced its origins to the rise of organizational theory in the 1960s. Distributed 

leadership is also grounded in the psychological theories of activity theory and distributed 

cognition (Bolden, 2011). Regardless of the date of origin, the concept of distributed leadership 

has risen in popularity in the twenty-first century. Distributed leadership has emerged as one of 

the most influential concepts in educational leadership (Shava &Tiou, 2018). As the popularity 

of distributed leadership grew, it began to influence not only leadership but also educational 

reform and policy makers. 
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According to Harris (2012), distributed leadership is centered on maximizing expertise 

and skills at all levels in the organization in order to create more opportunities for improvement 

and to build capacity. This mobilization of expertise allows for more individuals to build and 

refine their leadership skills as well as to increase opportunities for the culture to be impacted 

positively through increased appreciation and interdependence (Shava & Tiou, 2018). It is 

important to note that distributed leadership is not simply “generating more formal roles within 

an organization. It is not about creating quantity but rather quality in leadership practices” 

(Shava & Tiou, 2018, p. 281). The value of distributed leadership comes from actions and 

practices, when leadership is shared across levels and there are collective contributions from 

many. Distributed leadership is not implemented in an organization that focuses on individual 

characteristics or on the strengths of one or a few (Spillane et al., 2001). Most high performing 

schools intentionally distribute leadership, and do so expansively to increase effectiveness 

(Shava & Tiou, 2018). 

Because many of the leadership functions are shared and performed by individuals at 

every level in the organization, distributed leadership maximizes impact (Gronn, 2002; 

Leithwood et al., 2004; Spillane, in press). While distributed leadership may have begun as a 

pragmatic approach to the ever increasing need to support overloaded leaders, it has expanded 

beyond shared workloads to become a viable system for building leadership capacity and school 

improvement (Shava & Tiou, 2018). One single person can no longer acquire all the expertise to 

perform the complex tasks necessary to run a school; this requires the expertise and contributions 

of many. 

Due to the rise in popularity and prevalence of the distributed leadership model, previous 

trends of managerial leadership and “heroic” leadership (Hartley, 2007, p. 211) have been 
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replaced. The increased need for improvement forced many leaders to look beyond managerial 

leadership. The ultimate value of distributed leadership does not reside in the system or the 

design, but rather in the “nature and interactions between individuals” (Shava & Tiou, 2018, p. 

283). As leadership is shared collectively, distributed leadership creates a true learning culture by 

providing opportunities for individuals to continually learn from each other (Shava & Tiou, 

2018). Heck and Hallinger (2010) argued that distributed leadership is only distributed 

leadership if the focus is on organizational improvement and improved teaching and learning. 

With this definition in mind, many organizations and systems that label themselves as having a 

distributed leadership structure would be disqualified. 

One of the suggested appeals of distributed leadership is that schools are increasingly 

building cultures that rely “on solidarity, respect, or mutual trust,” and these cultures are “poorly 

served by bureaucratic structures that create authority differences” (Hartley, 2007, p. 208). 

Therefore, these cultures lend themselves much more to distributed leadership models. Another 

appeal to distributed leadership in American education is the close association of distributed 

leadership to a more democratic, rather than autocratic, approach (Hartley, 2007).  Leithwood et 

al. (2009) cautioned that distributed leadership does not necessarily result in the flattening of 

hierarchical structures within schools. The power of distributed leadership resides not in the 

flattening of an organization; the power derives from the fact that the sum of the many leaders’ 

work in a distributed model exceeds that of even the highest performing individual leader (Shava 

& Tiou, 2018). Distributed leadership requires a leader to share not only leadership responsibility 

but also to facilitate and grow the leadership abilities of others (Harris, 2013).  

Spillane (2006) suggested that another appeal of distributed leadership is its universal 

application; “it can become all things to all people” (p. 102). This universality of distributed 
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leadership, however, has been criticized as really being a lack of clear definition and 

understanding (Hartley, 2007; Harris, 2013). Harris (2013) argued that distributed leadership has 

commonly been misused to describe a variety of leadership structures that have a shared or 

collaborative aspect. This issue of distributed leadership has even been found in empirical 

literature which has caused further confusion regarding distributed leadership (Harris, 2013; 

Hartley, 2007: Mayrowetz, 2008). Mayrowetz (2008) argued that this is further evidence for the 

need to provide clarification to the distributed leadership framework as well as to effectively 

disaggregate the empirical evidence tied to distributed leadership in literature that may not be a 

proper association and could be impacting the reported results. 

Despite some claims that distributed leadership is not well-defined, Harris (2014) 

explained that distributed leadership has several key features that define and delineate it: (a) all 

actions within the model are focused on improved student learning, (b) there is interdependence 

amongst individuals resulting in a shared sense of community, (c) all members are supported, 

trusted and valued, (d) there is agreement that leadership is not the sole responsibility of the 

principal but rather that each person contributes informal or formal leadership capabilities to the 

organization, and (e) the total of the leadership work exceeds the sum of the individual parts. 

Harris (2013) clarified that a distributed leadership model does not mean that all members of an 

organization are leaders but that leadership is defined by actions and contributions, not by 

position or title alone. 

Spillane et al. (2004) found direct links between distributed leadership and improvements 

in teacher capacity and student learning outcomes. More recent research has also suggested a 

positive relationship between distributed leadership, school improvement, and student 

achievement (Shava & Tiou, 2018). Spillane and Coldren (2011) reported that under the proper 
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conditions and when implemented with fidelity, distributed leadership can effectively improve 

the organization or school as a whole as well as positively impact learning outcomes. Harris and 

Muijs (2004) found that distributed leadership practices increase teacher participation in decision 

making and teacher self-efficacy. Multiple studies have shown positive relationships between 

distributed leadership and teacher satisfaction and organizational commitment (Elmore, 2000; 

Harris, 2013; Leithwood et al., 2004; Shava & Tiou, 2018; Spillane et al., 2004). Distributed 

leadership within organizations has been positively correlated with climate and culture 

conditions including staff morale (Shava & Tiou, 2018). 

The role that teachers play in a distributed leadership model can make or break the 

success of the organization. Distributed leadership is not achieved by diversifying and sharing 

leadership responsibilities alone, but rather by engaging a variety of stakeholders in the 

fundamental leadership of the organization. In a distributed leadership model, teachers should be 

introduced to and included in the shared work of visioning (Spillane, 2004) and then engrossed 

in the collaborative work of creating a shared mission and measurable goals (Hallinger, 2003; 

Harrison, 2005). An organization can truly embody a distributed leadership model only when 

teachers have been included from the foundational groundwork and decision-making levels 

through the operations and carrying out of the mission. This work needs to be carefully 

orchestrated and planned. For teachers to experience the positive impacts of distributed 

leadership, Firestone and Martinez (2007) argued that distributed leadership requires shared 

ownership as well as shared practices. To be effective and impactful, distributed leadership must 

be managed, protected, results driven, and continually supported and monitored (Firestone & 

Martinez, 2007; Tashi, 2015).  
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Critique of Distributed Leadership 

Just as there are champions of distributed leadership, there are also critics. The criticizers 

point out the ambiguity of distributed leadership and how that uncertainty can lead to different 

interpretations and therefore varying implementations (Hartley, 2007). Distributed leadership 

overlaps with other leadership concepts like shared leadership, collaborative leadership, and 

participative leadership (Shava & Tiou, 2018). The lack of an agreed-upon meaning combined 

with the overlap of terms has led critics to argue that the construct is too vague to effectively 

define and measure impact (Shava & Tiou, 2018). 

Harris et al. (2007) warned that distributed leadership has been used so loosely and 

applied to so many varying but related concepts that it has now become a catch all term, 

devaluing the true intent of the framework. Hartley referred to this ambiguity and associated 

confusion over distributed leadership as “elasticity” in the definition. It has been difficult for 

empirical researchers to demonstrate the benefits of distributed leadership due to the lack 

“conceptual clarity” and lack of clarity in the “operationalization” of the construct (Hartley, 

2007, p. 202). Additionally, the varying operationalizations and measurements have impacted the 

study of implementation such that the “capacity to compare studies is thereby limited” (Hartley, 

2007, p. 210).  

Another criticism is that while the popularity of distributed leadership has resulted in the 

term taking on positive connotations, it is necessary to ensure the quality of the leadership; if not, 

distributed leadership may result in the spread or distribution of incompetent leadership, with 

negative outcomes including inefficiency, disagreements, fragmented communication, lack of 

priorities, and a devaluing of formal leadership (Shava & Tiou, 2018). A similar concern is that 

the distribution of leadership can be misused to simply delegate responsibility or authority, 
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without building the structures and supports necessary to create an authentic distributed 

leadership that adheres to the design and intent of the framework (Harris, 2013; Spillane, 2006). 

Despite the volume of research on distributed leadership, few have been able to show direct 

impacts on student learning and/or achievement, and little of the research has found definitive 

results that support distributed leadership (Bell et al., 2003; Bennett et al., 2003; Gorard, 2005; 

Hallinger & Heck, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2004). Without more detailed study of the inner 

workings of distributed leadership and a clearly associated framework, empirical evidence 

showing strong correlations between distributed leadership and student learning outcomes is 

unlikely (Leithwood et al., 2009). Another criticism of distributed leadership is that while there 

is clear and compelling evidence that distributed leadership contributes significantly to teachers’ 

work-related motivations and efficacy, distributed leadership is not the only way to achieve this 

outcome (Leithwood et al., 2004).  

Another criticism often associated with distributed leadership is that while there is a 

formal system in place to create the context and roles for others to take on increased leadership 

capacity, there has often been a lack of infrastructure and support for building the necessary 

leadership capacities of teachers in particular (Leithwood et al., 2004).  Both in theory as well as 

in practice, distributed leadership has been criticized for relying on the distribution of work, 

responsibility, and ownership, yet not fully discussing or encouraging the distribution of 

economic resources or shared wealth among those participating in the varying leadership roles 

(Hartley, 2007; Storey, 2004).  Hartley (2007) believed that distributed leadership research 

overemphasizes the macro cultural impacts and underemphasizes the “micro-political” impacts 

(p. 2005).  Hartley (2007) further noted that not all participation in distributed leadership models 
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is as democratic or voluntary as it may appear and may result in inflation of perceived cultural 

benefits.      

Review of the Literature: Social Networks 

  While school improvement efforts are ever important, many fail to bring about change or 

impact student improvement. Sarason (1996) suggested that many of these reform efforts fail 

because they are not able to change the school culture. Much in the way that distributed 

leadership focuses on the sum of formal and informal leadership interactions, social network 

analysis focuses on studying the richness of the patterns of formal and informal interactions 

within and across an organization (Daly, 2012). Research suggests that successful organizational 

improvement is best studied by developing better understandings of the ties or relationships 

within and across an organization (Daly & Finnigan, 2010). Borgatti and Ofen found the history 

of social network analysis to date as far back as the ancient Greeks; however, the modern 

application of social networks in research dates to the 1930s and has been attributed to the work 

of Jacob Moreno and his field of sociometry (Daly, 2015). While there is evidence of decades of 

social network data used to support various theories, the use of social network analysis as an 

established field of study within the social sciences began in the 1980s (Daly, 2012). It is not 

enough to examine school improvement efforts in isolation; one must dig deeper into the climate 

and culture in which they are enacted. To effectively understand school reforms, it is necessary 

to examine the social networks in play to illuminate the structures of support as well as any 

factors constraining change efforts (Daly & Finnigan, 2010).   

The concept of social capital is at the heart of social network theory. According to Lin 

(2001), social capital theorists like Bourdieu, Burt, and Coleman agree that organizational 

resources (social capital) are meaningless without the social structures (social networks) that 
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allow for a return on investment in any of the relationships. The social capital cannot be 

“accessed, borrowed, or leveraged” without having social networks in place (Daly & Finnigan, 

2011, p. 45). Social capital finds its value only in the relationships among the people that can 

facilitate action or change (Coleman, 1988). Social capital can be challenging to quantify, as it is 

embedded within these relationships and influenced by less tangible factors such as trust, 

connectivity, and communication (Coleman, 1988). Social capital, like social network theory, 

focuses on the relationships between individuals, rather than on the individuals themselves (Daly 

& Finnigan, 2011).   

Social network analysis signifies a shift in organizational improvement research, a shift 

away from studying a school as one organizational entity, toward understanding that schools 

must be studied as the complex web of participants, relationships, and interactions (Daly, 

2015). It is the ties present within and across relationships that most closely relate to 

organizational improvement (Daly & Finnigan, 2010). Even if small successes take root, if a 

“connected social network does not exist in the school, then it will be difficult to transmit that 

success to others” (Berebitsky & Salloum, 2017, p. 2). Structures within social networks are at 

the heart of communication and learning; these structures include information sharing and the 

development and transference of knowledge (Ahuja, 2000; Daly & Finnigan, 2010; Tsai & 

Ghoshal, 1998).            

Social network research is grounded in social capital theory, particularly in the work of 

Bourdieu (Lin, 2000). Social networks are the infrastructure in schools that connect people, 

resources, and knowledge, and this web is all based on the relationships between individuals that 

allow for this transference (Berebitsky & Salloum, 2017). Social network theory is the study of 

these relationships (Moolenaar, 2012). Social network theory uses visual representations to show 
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the relationships and reliance on individuals within the group (Borgatti et al., 2013). Through the 

work of social network theory, we can better understand the roles of individuals, the role of 

group cohesion, and the influence this network has on communication, decision making, and 

support structures (Moolenaar, 2012). Social network analysis can be used to identify the key 

players within a school who can be influential in implementing complex interventions or reforms 

(Littlecott et al., 2019).  Moolenaar (2012) used social networking to understand who teachers 

seek advice from, how they work collaboratively with each other, and who and how they 

influence each other. 

Social network analysis allows for the quantification and visualization of the informal 

and formal structures and ties within a network (Daly & Finnigan, 2010). Strong ties within a 

network can be visualized and can be shown to support learning and growth through knowledge 

transfer and collaboration (Daly, 2012). Specific software programs like UCINET can be used to 

provide statistical analysis of social network data but also can portray the visual representation of 

social networks (Daly, 2012).     

Social networks are created by nodes representing the actors or groups within the 

organization, and the ties, or type of relationships and interactions, that connect the nodes (Daly, 

2012). Social networks can be measured in terms of density and centrality (Berebitsky & 

Salloum, 2017). “More cohesive, or dense networks can facilitate quick and efficient movement 

of resources and knowledge as compared to sparsely connected networks” (Berebitsky & 

Salloum, 2017, p. 3). Networks with less ties, or less dense networks, are less likely to diffuse 

information or positively impact change efforts (Daly, 2012). Density can be measured by 

dividing the number of connections between individuals by the number of total connections 

possible (Berebitsky & Salloum, 2017). Social network analysis does not study the individual 
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ties but rather the patterns and paths among the ties, for it is these paths that allow the nodes to 

affect each other (Daly, 2019). The centrality of the network measures if the network is centered 

around one person, a few, or if it is dispersed among many. “Like density, centralization 

influences the flow of knowledge and resources throughout a system, with research indicating 

that highly centralized networks can sometimes become over reliant on one individual” 

(Berebitsky & Salloum, 2017, p. 4).  

Density and centrality help to illustrate both peripheral individuals, those associated with 

limited ties, and isolated individuals, those with very few or no ties or interactions (Daly, 

2012). Social network analysis can be a powerful tool for leaders to better understand the 

relationships and patterns of communication and knowledge transfer that are happening within 

their organization and influencing improvement efforts (Ahuja, 2000; Daly & Finnigan, 2010; 

Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Because social network analysis focuses on the relationships and 

interactions more than the players themselves, social network analysis is inherently focused on 

the environment of the organization (Daly, 2012). Understanding the social networks within a 

school and the intricate dynamics of that network provide valuable insight into the ways in which 

we can both positively and negatively impact teacher experiences (Littlecott et al., 2019).  

Review of the Literature: Work Experiences 

Teacher burnout and teacher retention have been identified as worldwide problems in 

education (Salmela-Aro et al., 2019). Teachers’ experiences and work environment, including 

their perceived school culture, impact outcomes such as teacher burnout, emotional exhaustion, 

job satisfaction, and commitment (Salmela et al., 2019; Yao et al., 2015). Burnout often results 

from an employee's exposure to chronic stress, exhaustion, or negative work attitudes, including 

but not limited to disinterest or inadequacy (Maslach et al., 2001). Much of teacher burnout 
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research has focused on the demands and stressors of the job as well as high attrition (Leiter & 

Maslach, 2016).  Identifying factors contributing to teacher burnout and proactively seeking to 

understand the cultural elements that decrease burnout through positive work environments are 

critical areas of research and investment in teacher well-being (Salmela et al., 2019). Research 

shows that stronger social networks within an organization result in higher teacher retention and 

a greater sense of teacher efficacy (Daly, 2012).   

Work Engagement 

Work engagement is a term used to describe a positive and fulfilling mindset 

characterized by dedication, stamina, and engrossment in one's work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). A 

central aspect of work engagement is finding one's work meaningful or significant (Bakker, 

2011; Steger et al., 2012; Van Wingerden & Poell, 2019). Meaningful work and work 

engagement have been shown to have higher positive outcomes than do extrinsic factors like job 

security, promotions, and income, as well as other working conditions like hours and space 

(Cascio, 2003; Van Wingerden & Poell, 2019). Work engagement is illustrated through high 

levels of energy at the workplace, motivation to invest in one's job or workplace, and a 

dedication or strong involvement in the organization which can be exhibited through enthusiasm, 

pride, or willingness to overcome challenges (Shaufeli & Bakker, 2003). The most widely used 

instrument for measuring work engagement is the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), 

which was designed to measure workplace engagement for any occupational group (Tomas et al., 

2018). Research has connected positive outcomes such as job satisfaction, performance, and 

attitude to employees with higher work engagement (Salanova et al., 2005; Weiss et al., 

1999). Employees with higher work engagement have more positive experiences and a greater 

loyalty or attachment to their organization (Sonnentag et al., 2008). Employees with high work 
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engagement will proactively work toward personal goals as well as organizational goals, making 

for stronger employees and stronger organizations (Zeng & Xu, 2019). Strengthening employees' 

work engagement positively contributes to longer term retention rates and improved performance 

for both the individual and the organization (Mache et al., 2014). Work engagement is inherently 

tied to job satisfaction (Mache et al., 2014; Sonnetag et al., 2008; Weiss et al., 1999).            

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is typically defined as the extent to which an employee likes components 

of their job or whose work results in a positive reaction to the workplace, i.e., how one feels 

about their job (Irving & Montes, 2009; Milkovich & Bordeau, 1997; Spector, 1997). Job 

satisfaction for teachers specifically has been associated with positive work outcomes including 

higher levels of job commitment, enthusiasm, and organizational performance (Aldridge & 

Fraser, 2015, 2016; Pepe et al., 2017). Teacher job satisfaction also reduces burnout, 

occupational stress, and risk of leaving the profession (Aldridge & Fraser, 2015, 2016; Pepe et 

al., 2017; Sonnetag et al., 2008; Spector, 1997). Like work engagement, job satisfaction has been 

more closely linked to intrinsic rewards like relationships than to extrinsic rewards such as pay 

(Pepe et al., 2017; Sylvia & Hutchinson, 1985). According to Duyar, Gumus and Bellibas 

(2013), the largest organizational influences on teacher job satisfaction come from leadership 

and school climate. Aldridge and Fraser (2015, 2016) agreed that leadership, as evidenced by 

support and relationships, and positive school climate positively and directly influenced teacher 

job satisfaction. The strongest climate-based predictor of teacher job satisfaction was teachers’ 

collaboration (Duyar et al., 2013). Another aspect of climate, known as affiliation (relationships 

with peers that aid in obtaining assistance, advice, encouragement, acceptance, etc.), 
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significantly influenced teacher job satisfaction (Aldridge & Fraser, 2015, 2016; Leithwood et 

al., 1998). Another contributor to a positive climate was trust. 

Trust 

Trust increases productivity, morale, and individual, team, and organizational 

performance (Tekingunduz et al., 2017). An employee’s trust in the organization they work for is 

essential in establishing effective relationships as well as organizational health (Zeng & Xu, 

2019). Leadership strongly influences employee trust: not just with the leader, but also in an 

employee’s evaluation of organizational trust (Wong et al., 2003). Organizational trust refers to 

the employee’s positive expectations for the organization, which closely connect to work 

engagement, or their involvement in their work; this combination of organizational trust and 

work engagement is often attributed to an employee’s willingness to work hard (Chughatai & 

Buckley, 2008; Gulbahar, 2017; Lin, 2010). Trust has been positively associated with 

organizational commitment, work engagement, and job satisfaction (Tekingunduz et al., 2017).   

Gaps in the Research, Looking Ahead 

While there is a growing field of study centered on the structures required to define and 

support a distributed leadership model and there is abundant research focused on the benefits to 

an organization practicing distributed leadership, some stakeholders have not been equitably 

represented in the empirical research and literature surrounding distributed leadership. There is a 

need to explore further the influence of distributed leadership on teachers, and to examine how 

participation in a distributed leadership model relates to positivity of teacher work experiences. 

In addition, there is a need to further explore the connections between distributed leadership and 

social networks.  At its core, distributed leadership centers around the interactions within an 

organization, and much of the distributed leadership research has been focused on studying and 
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measuring these interactions. Despite the fact that social network analysis shares the same core 

tenet of studying interactions, there has not been much research maximizing social network 

analysis as an instrument for studying distributed leadership (Daly, 2012). A standing gap in the 

research remains surrounding the potential connections between social networks and teacher 

work experiences; further, there is a specific void in research tying these concepts explicitly to 

distributed leadership. While social network analysis is a growing field of study with increased 

agreement towards its importance in research, there is still a gap in understanding how these 

networks are formed and how they can change over time (Daly, 2012). Understanding these 

aspects could allow us to proactively utilize social network analysis to facilitate positive school 

climates, teacher work experiences, and ultimately school improvement efforts. Beyond the 

indirect benefits to students, there is need for further research and exploration of the direct 

teacher benefits from schools participating in a distributed leadership model. Research is needed 

that identifies the intersectionality between distributed leadership, social networks, and teacher 

work experiences. Both social networks and trust have been identified as important elements of 

social capital theory; however, few studies have analyzed the interrelationship between social 

network analysis and elements of teacher experience, like trust (Daly, 2012). My exploration of 

the relationship of distributed leadership to social networks and teacher experience outcomes will 

bring us one step closer to filling this identified gap.  I discuss the methods used in this study in 

the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

In this chapter, I describe the quantitative methods used in this study, including a review 

of the purpose of study and the associated research questions. The description of the research 

design includes a rationale for the selected methods. The research participants and sample are 

detailed. Each component and sub-construct of the research instrument is described and data 

analysis procedures are reported. The chapter concludes with limitations of the study and a 

summary of the chapter. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of 

distributed leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context 

of social networks and work experience outcomes. A primary purpose was to utilize social 

network analysis to more deeply understand the effects of distributed leadership on both 

individuals and leadership structures within a school. An additional purpose of this study was to 

examine the relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’ work experience 

outcomes. In examining both distributed leadership and social networks, this study’s purpose 

was to better understand how distributed leadership is operationalized through social networks. 

Understanding distributed leadership through the lens of social networks also allowed for a 

deeper analysis of how the individual constructs of distributed leadership (inclusive leadership, 

influence, climate, experience, interactions, and trust) facilitates teacher job experience outcomes 

such as administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Through quantitative data 

analysis of distributed leadership constructs, social network centrality measures, and work 

experience outcomes, this study aimed to better understand the relationships of these variables.  
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The independent variables in this study included: gender, race, age, years of experience, 

number of years in a building, as well as the distributed leadership constructs of inclusive 

leadership, influence, climate, experience, interactions, and trust. I explored several models to 

test predictions of the relationships between distributed leadership, social networks, and work 

experience outcomes. 

Research Questions 

The following questions guided this research study: 

1. What is the nature of faculty work related experiences; distributed leadership; and social 

networks? 

How do these experiences, leadership and networks differ by demographics? 

2. How do demographics and distributed leadership predict faculty work related 

experiences? 

3. What is the relationship between distributed leadership, teachers' social networks, and 

work-related experiences? 

Research Design 

This study used a quantitative research design focused on data collection through a 

survey instrument which captured teachers’ networks. The intention of a quantitative study is to 

gather statistical data on a sample to evaluate research questions of a theory (Creswell, 2009). 

Creswell (2009) also described how the use of quantitative survey instruments can gather 

empirical data and represent the data with mathematical expressions that can analyze 

relationships between variables using statistical procedures. The reliance on a survey for data 

collection provided inherent advantages and disadvantages. Regarding advantages of a survey, 

Gay et al. (2014) noted the ease and familiarity for participants as well as how a survey 
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facilitates dissemination and data collection on the part of the researcher. The desirability of a 

survey is not simply convenience; surveys also provide objectivity and the ability to collect large 

amounts of data efficiently (Gay et al., 2014). Disadvantages associated with surveys include 

variation in response rates, participant cooperation, survey fatigue, and the potential disconnect 

between the researcher and the electronic delivery of the data collection instrument (Fowler, 

2014). According to Creswell and Creswell (2017), quantitative research is best utilized if the 

area of study includes a problem focused on the “identification of factors that influence 

outcomes” (p. 20) or if the desired outcome of the study is to understand the predictors of 

outcomes. The purpose of this study was to understand the factors and influences of distributed 

leadership and how those factors predicted outcomes associated with social networks and teacher 

job experiences; thus, the study aligned well with a quantitative design. 

Description of the Sample 

Pseudonyms for schools were utilized throughout this study. Individual participants were 

assigned a numerical representation associated with their data that ensured confidentiality. The 

sample consisted of two high schools from two different Northern Indiana school districts 

totaling two unique social network analysis data sets associated with the two high school 

samples. All administrators, teachers, and additional certified staff in both schools were included 

in this quantitative study.   

Settings/Participants 

The setting was two Northern Indiana high schools with School A’s (Excalibur) student 

enrollment at approximately 2,480 students, with the percentage of Free and Reduced lunch at 

approximately 16%, less than 1% English Learners, 8% students with disabilities, and 21% 

minority student ethnicity. Enrollment for School B (Frontier) was at approximately 3,800 
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students, the percentage of Free and Reduced lunch at approximately 21%, 2% English Learners, 

10% students with disabilities, and 28% minority student ethnicity. Frontier had a staff of 140 

teachers, 96% of which were White/Caucasian. Excalibur had a staff of 193 teachers, 95% of 

which were White/Caucasian. The survey was distributed to all administrators, teachers, and 

certified staff within the two high schools, totaling 341 teachers. The survey was distributed via 

email, after a brief introduction to the purpose and design of the study. 

Table 1  Research Sites 

Sites Setting Staff 
Demographics 

Achievement 
Results 

Leadership 
Structures 

School 
Environment 

Frontier Suburban 
Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
$8,481.23 
Operating 
Budget of 
$20.5 million 
annually 

96% White 
4% Black 
29% 0-10 years 
experience 
32% 11-20 years 
experience 
39% 20+ years 
experience 
37% rated 
effective 
63% rated 
highly effective 

State Letter 
Grade: A 
Federal Rating: 
Exceeds 
Expectations 
94.5% 
graduation 
rate, 53% 
honors 
diplomas 
83% College 
and Career 
Readiness 

1 Principal 
7 Assistant 
Principals 
1 Dean of 
Students 
2 Athletic 
Directors 

3.7% in 
school 
suspensions 
4.9% out of 
school 
suspensions 
.2% expulsion 
335 safety and 
disciplinary 
incidents 

Excalibur Suburban 
Per Pupil 
Expenditure 
$8,232.73 
Operating 
Budget of 
$30.8 million 
annually  

95% White 
3% Black 
2% Asian, 
Hispanic, 
Multiracial, 
Native 
American  
37% 0-10 years 
experience 
27% 11-20 years 
experience 
36% 20+ years 
experience 

State Letter 
Grade: A 
Federal Rating: 
Meets 
Expectations 
96.6% 
graduation 
rate, 50% 
honors 
diplomas 
77% College 
and Career 
Readiness 

1 Principal  
1 Associate 
Principal** 
3 Assistant 
Principals 
3 Athletic 
Directors 
8 Academy 
Leaders*** 

0% in school 
suspension 
4.2% out of 
school 
suspensions 
0% expulsions 
271 safety and 
disciplinary 
incidents 
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100% rated 
highly effective 

* Data provided by Indiana Department of Education, INview: inview.doe.in.gov 

** This building includes an administrative position that is a second in command to the principal, 
above the role of assistant principal. 

*** This building has teacher leaders who are responsible for leading smaller learning 
communities, or schools within schools.   

Instrumentation 

The data were collected through a survey that was used to analyze attitudes, perceptions, 

and structures from a sample population (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Fowler, 2014). The study 

was divided into four subsections to (1) collect demographic data; and to measure teachers’ 

perceptions of (2) distributed leadership, (3) social networks, and  (4) teacher job experiences. 

Survey 

The survey included questions pertaining to each construct that asked participants to 

respond to statements relevant to the construct using traditional Likert scale responses. The 

constructs of inclusive leadership, teacher influence, professional climate, teacher experience, 

trust, and job satisfaction all utilized a five-point Likert scale from (1) strongly disagree to (5) 

strongly agree. The construct of teacher interactions used a five-point frequency Likert scale 

from (1) never to (5) almost daily. The construct of work engagement used a five-point 

frequency Likert scale of (1) never to (5) very often. 

Social Network questions asked participants to name the top 10 people they go to for 

instructional advice/support and social/emotional support. Participants were also asked to rate the 

frequency of these interactions on a five-point Likert scale from (1) as infrequent as 1-2 times a 

year to (5) daily. 
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Table 2  Survey Overview 

Constructs Sub-
constructs/Factors 

# of 
items 

Adapted Survey 
Instrument 

Reliability 

Distributed 
Leadership 

Inclusive 
Leadership  

3 
items 

BASRC Teacher Survey 
2005 

.87-.89 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

The principal in this school is strongly committed to shared decision making. 

Distributed 
Leadership 

Teacher Influence 4 
items 

CTP: Teacher Survey 
2001 

.87 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

Teachers are involved in making important decisions in this school. 

Distributed 
Leadership 

Teacher Experience 6 
items 

CTP: Teacher Survey 
2001 

.90 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

Teachers in this school share ideas and teaching practices. 

Distributed 
Leadership 

Teacher Interactions 12 
items 

BASRC Teacher Survey 
2005& 

CTP: Teacher Survey 
2001 

.88-.90 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate the frequency with which you do the following practice. 
1-Never 

2-A Few Times a Year 
3-Once or Twice a Month 
4-Once or Twice a Week 

5-Almost Daily 
Analyze student work with other teachers. 

Distributed 
Leadership 

Professional 
Climate 

12 
items 

CTP: Teacher Survey 
2001 

.90 
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And 
Teacher 

Experience 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

The faculty has an effective process for making group decisions and solving 
problems. 

Distributed 
Leadership 

And 
Teacher 

Experience 

Trust 10 
items 

The Omnibus T-Scale Trust in Principal 
and Trust in 

Colleagues: .90-
.98. 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

Even in difficult sit 

Teacher 
Experience 

Work Engagement 10 
items 

Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale 

.789-.884 

Sample 
Question 

Please respond to the statement below with the following frequency scale. 
1-Never 

2-Rarely (A few times a year or less) 
3-Sometimes (Once to three times a month) 

4-Often (Once or Twice a Week) 
5-Very Often (Almost daily) 

I find the work that I do meaningful and purposeful. 

Teacher 
Experience 

Job Satisfaction 10 
items 

JSS, Job Satisfaction 
Survey 

Contingent 
Rewards: .76 

Nature of Work: 
.78 

Coworkers: .60 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following 
statement. 1-Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree-5 

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job. 

Social 
Networks 

Instructional Advice 1 item Social Network Analysis- 
Advice Relationship 

Studies (Borgatti et al., 
2002, 2005). 

NA 
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Sample 
Question 

Please indicate the top ten colleagues in your school that you most often go to 
for instructional advice/support and the frequency with which you go to that 

colleague for support. 

Social 
Networks 

Feedback/Critique 1 item Social Network Analysis- 
Advice Relationship 

Studies (Borgatti et al., 
2002, 2005). 

NA 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate the top ten colleagues in your school that you most often go to 
for feedback/critique and the frequency with which you go to that colleague 

for support. 

Social 
Networks 

Social/Emotional 1 item Social Network Analysis- 
Advice Relationship 

Studies (Borgatti et al., 
2002, 2005). 

NA 

Sample 
Question 

Please indicate the top ten colleagues in your school that you most often go to 
for social/emotional support and the frequency with which you go to that 

colleague for support. 
 
 

The structural elements of distributed leadership (relationship ties, reciprocity, centrality) 

in this study were examined through systematic exploration of social network analysis. The 

relational aspects of distributed leadership were examined through analysis of indicators of trust, 

opportunities for teacher involvement/influence, professional climate, and teacher interactions. 

Teacher experience was also explored through analyses of trust, work engagement, and job 

satisfaction. The elements of the survey designed to measure the relational aspects of trust were 

selected from the work of Daly and Finnigan (2012) and grounded in the instrumentation of Hoy 

and Tschannenen-Moran’s (2003) Omnibus T-Scale generated from their “trust in colleagues” 

survey. Daly and Finnigan’s adapted survey items produced factor loadings between .52 and .90 

and reliabilities for each subscale ranged from .70 to .91 (Daly & Finnigan, 2012). The Hoy and 

Tschannenen-Moran (2003) items used in this study were specific to faculty trust in the principal 

and faculty trust in colleagues and had an alpha reliability of .90 to .98.  
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Sub-constructs of distributed leadership were adapted for this instrument from Spillane’s 

(2001) Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy (CTP) distributed leadership project and 

Instructional Interactions Survey. The adapted questions for distributed leadership subconstructs 

(inclusive leadership, teacher influence, professional climate, teacher experience, and teacher 

interaction) were all selected from the CTP Teacher Survey (2001). Though also present in the 

CTP Teacher Survey, the specific survey questions for the sub-constructs of inclusive leadership 

and teacher interaction were also associated with the BASRC Teacher Survey (2005). The 

associated alpha reliabilities for each of the sub-constructs were as follows: inclusive leadership 

.87-89, teacher influence .87, professional climate .90, teacher experience .90, and teacher 

interaction .88-.90 (CTP Teacher Survey Scale, 2001). 

Constructs and questions measuring work experience outcomes were adapted from the 

Teacher Satisfaction survey and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. The Job Satisfaction 

Survey (JSS) was first developed by Spector and was a 36-item, nine facet scale that assessed 

employee attitudes about various aspects of their job (Spector, 1985). For this study, three related 

constructs were selected from the JSS survey: Contingent Rewards, Coworkers, and Nature of 

Work, along with Total Satisfaction rating. The questions associated with Contingent Rewards 

had an alpha reliability of .76; the Nature of Work questions had an alpha reliability of .78, and 

the Coworker questions had an alpha reliability of .60 (Spector, 1985). Work Engagement 

questions were adapted from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli et al., 

2002b) Journal of Happiness Studies.  The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale showed a test-retest 

reliability of .64 -.71 (Schaufeli, 2007).  
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Data Collection 

The data collection process began with recruitment letters (See Appendix A) that 

introduced the study and requested building level participation in the study. Upon agreement to 

participate, an introductory letter and survey were shared digitally via email with participants in 

each of the two buildings. The survey was administered using Qualtrics. The survey was subject 

to acceptable protocols and obtained proper permissions from the Institutional Review 

Board. The survey included collection of demographic data (age, gender, years of experience, 

and assigned role) as well as rating scales for response categories associated with distributed 

leadership, social networks, and teacher job experiences. The quantitative data were analyzed 

using SPSS and UNICET.  

Data Analysis 

The quantitative measures included descriptive statistics of the demographic data 

collected and inferential statistics that measured the leadership structures and teacher job 

experience indicators. Analysis included the descriptive statistics of mean, median, and 

frequencies as well as bivariate analysis, which included correlation, t-test, and ANOVA. Factor 

analysis was utilized to create singular constructs from multiple items. 

Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis was used to summarize relationships and to categorize 

variables into a manageable number of factors to facilitate data analysis. Confirmatory factor 

analysis was then used to evaluate construct validity in each of the associated survey questions.  

For each of the constructs, variables were consolidated into a set of factor scores that could be 

used in subsequent analyses (e.g., analysis of variance, regression, or descriptive analysis). 
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Descriptives 

Data analysis began with the analysis of descriptives and frequencies from the factors 

generated from the factor analysis. Descriptive statistics were used to explore and analyze the 

newly created factors. Descriptive analysis included frequencies, measures of central tendency, 

and dispersion. The descriptive statistics allowed for visualization and representation of the data. 

Inferential Statistics 

Data analysis for the original constructs as well as for the factors included bivariate 

analysis through correlations, t-tests, and ANOVA. Correlation was used to examine 

relationships among variables. T-tests were used to compare the two school samples, while 

ANOVA was used to analyze subgroups within the two sample groups, including demographic 

subgroups as well as subgroups within formal and informal leadership structures. 

Social Network Analysis 

Social Network Analysis included the analysis of ego data on centrality and resulted in 

the creation of sociograms. Social Network structures were depicted using UCINET software 

and data was dichotomized to include the most frequent ties between participants. In addition, 

based on the social network analysis work of Borgatti (2002), data were represented graphically 

to provide a visual representation of the structural patterns between participants. Centrality 

measures were calculated by analyzing both outdegree relationship ties, referring to relationship 

ties initiated by the participant, and indegree relationship ties, which referred to those a 

participant received (Daly & Finnigan, 2012). 

Reciprocity was also analyzed from the association of participants' reciprocation of 

outdegrees toward each other (Daly & Finnigan, 2012). Reciprocity was measured using a 0-1 
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scale, where 0 indicated that no reciprocal relationships existed, and with1 representing where all 

ties were reciprocated (Daly & Finnigan, 2012).     

Regression 

Data analysis concluded with the analysis of a regression model, including the measures 

from all three constructs of distributed leadership, social networks, and teacher work 

experiences. Regression analysis was used to examine the relationships between multiple 

independent variables on the dependent variables. Regression was the primary tool that analyzed 

and responded to the second and third research questions. Regression models were used to 

determine that it was fair to assume a linear relationship; and multivariate analysis was used to 

expand upon the bivariate analysis and test various models with more than one predictor variable 

or more than one outcome variable. 

Table 3 Data Analysis Plan   

Research Questions Constructs Sub-constructs/factors Statistical Analysis 

RQ1: What is the nature of 
faculty work related 

experiences; distributed 
leadership; and social 

networks?  How do these 
experiences, leadership and 

networks differ by 
demographics? 

  

 
Distributed 
Leadership 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Work 
Experiences  

• Inclusive 
Leadership 

• Teacher 
Influence 

• Teacher 
Experience 

• Teacher 
Interaction 

• Professional 
Climate 

• Trust 
 
 
 

• Work 
Engagement 

• Job Satisfaction 
• Administrative 

Trust  

• Descriptive 
& Inferential 

Analysis 
• Factor 

Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Descriptive 
& Inferential 

Analysis 
• Factor 

Analysis  
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Social 

Networks 

• Instructional 
Advice/Support  

• Sociogram  

 

 

RQ2: How do demographics 
and distributed leadership 

predict faculty work related 
experiences?  

Distributed 
Leadership 

• Inclusive 
Leadership 

• Teacher 
Influence 

• Teacher 
Experience 

• Teacher 
Interaction 

• Professional 
Climate 

• Trust 

• Regression 

 

Work 
Experience 

• Work 
Engagement 

• Job Satisfaction 
• Administrative 

Trust 

• Regression  

 

 

 

RQ3: What is the 
relationship between 

distributed leadership, 
teachers' social networks and 

work-related experiences?  

Distributed 
Leadership 

Social 
Networks 

Work 
Experience 

 
• Descriptive 

Frequencies 
• Correlation 
• Regression 
• Sociograms 

 

 
 

Research Ethics and Human Subject Protection 

Participants provided voluntary consent to participate in the research project. They were 

advised of how the data would be collected and were informed of how privacy and 

confidentiality would be maintained as well as their right to withdraw from participation at any 

time.  
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Positionality 

I acknowledge that my position as Assistant Superintendent and my work in developing 

teacher leadership may impact the way I am viewed by teachers. As the researcher, I recognize 

that my position may indirectly influence the participants, which is why I chose to study schools 

outside of my district.  

Limitations 

One limitation of this study stemmed from the fact that not all selected individuals in the 

population chose to participate; thus, the sample size was limited to those who voluntarily 

participated in the survey. The success of the project depended on the participants’ willingness to 

complete the survey as well as to give their full participation to accurately analyze the social 

networks within their building. Another limitation related to the generalizability of findings. The 

survey results of the two high schools selected may not be representative of schools with 

different locales, population demographics, grade levels or building sizes. 

Summary 

This chapter restated that the intended purpose of this study was to examine closely the 

relationship between distributed leadership, social networks, and work experiences. The 

quantitative methodology of this research was selected because it allowed for both descriptive 

and inferential statistical analysis of distributed leadership, social networks, and work 

experiences. The survey collected both demographic data and participants’ ratings of distributed 

leadership, social networks, and work experience indicators. The remaining chapters provide the 

results and findings of this study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter reports the results of analyses that highlight the relationships between 

distributed leadership, social networks, and teacher experience outcomes. Data analyses included 

descriptive and inferential statistics as well as social network analysis. This chapter begins by 

reviewing the purpose of the study, the associated research questions, and the data collection 

processes. The descriptive section includes demographic characteristics of participants. The 

chapter then proceeds through progression of the inferential statistics data analysis completed, 

and associated analysis of data related to each research question. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of 

distributed leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context 

of social networks and work experience outcomes. A primary purpose was to utilize social 

network analysis to more deeply understand the effects of distributed leadership on both 

individuals and leadership structures within a school. An additional purpose of this study was to 

examine the relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’ work experience 

outcomes. In examining both distributed leadership and social networks, this study’s purpose 

was to better understand how distributed leadership is operationalized through social networks. 

Understanding distributed leadership through the lens of social networks also allowed for a 

deeper analysis of how the individual constructs of distributed leadership (inclusive leadership, 

influence, climate, experience, interactions, and trust) facilitates teacher job experience outcomes 

such as administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Through quantitative data 
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analysis of distributed leadership constructs, social network centrality measures, and work 

experience outcomes, this study aimed to better understand the relationships of these variables.  

The following questions guided this research study: 

1. What is the nature of faculty work related experiences, distributed leadership, and social 

networks?  

How do these experiences, experience with distributed leadership, and social networks 

differ by demographics? 

2. How do demographics and distributed leadership predict faculty work related 

experiences?   

3. What is the relationship between distributed leadership, teachers' social networks, and 

work-related experiences? 

Overview of Data Collection 

 An introduction, with an overview of the study and an invitation to participate, was 

shared with the staff at two large, comprehensive Indiana high schools in the winter of 2020-

2021. In total, 362 educators, teachers, administrators, and guidance counselors were invited to 

participate, including 158 staff from Frontier (pseudonym Frontier) in northeastern Indiana, and 

204 staff at Excalibur (pseudonym Excalibur) in northern Indiana. After the initial introduction 

and overview of the proposed research, the survey was distributed electronically to all staff. At 

Frontier, the response rate was 66%, with 105 participants completing the survey. At Excalibur, 

the response rate was 44%, with 90 participants completing the survey. COVID, and the 

associated challenges placed on schools and school staff, significantly affected my access to staff 

in both buildings as well as the staff willingness to take on one more thing; thus, response rates 

were negatively impacted.  According to Hamilton and Ercikan (2022), as a mitigation strategy 
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during COVID 19, many American schools closed their doors to visitors and restricted access to 

buildings. In addition, many principals reported that maintaining staff wellness and protecting 

staff from additional tasks to avoid their being overwhelmed was a priority during the pandemic.  

Sample Demographics 

In this section, I describe the sample. Given that there were two schools in the sample, I 

describe the overall demographics and reveal statistically significant differences when they exist. 

Table 4 displays descriptives of continuous demographic variables for the sample. The mean age 

for the sample was 44.64 years (SD = 10.67). The mean age of participants at Frontier was 46.17 

years (SD = 9.75), and the mean age at Excalibur was 42.68 (SD = 11.34). The difference in age 

between sites was statistically significant (t (176.85) = 2.287, p < .05). The mean years of 

experience at Frontier was 19.8 (SD = 8.79), and the mean years of experience at Excalibur was 

16.87 (SD = 10.32). The difference in years of experience between sites was also statistically 

significant (t (191) = 2.129, p < .05).  

Table 4 
Descriptives for Continuous Variables 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Age N 105 90 195 

Mean 46.17** 42.68 44.64 

Standard Deviation 9.75 11.34 10.67 

Range 50 41 51 

Years Experience N 103 90 193 

Mean 19.8* 16.87 18.52 

Standard Deviation 8.79 10.32 9.67 
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Range 40 40 40 

Years in Building N 103 90 193 

Mean 11.33 11.76 11.65 

Standard Deviation 8.42 9.73 9.16 

Range 33 37 37 

 
Note. ~ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Table 5 displays descriptives of discrete demographic variables for the sample. There 

were no significant differences by site for gender, ethnicity, role, nor time on leadership tasks. 

Females comprised 59% of the total sample. The sample breakdown for race resulted in 96.4% 

recorded as white, 3.1% black, and 0.5% other. Within the sample, 1% reported their role as 

principal, 5.6% as administrators, 9.2 as formally designated teacher leaders, 38.3% as teachers 

with informal leadership roles, 41.8% as teachers with no leadership responsibilities, and 4.1% 

reported their role as other. Of the total sample, 69.9% reported spending less than 25% of their 

time on leadership tasks. Another 18.9% of the total sample reported spending 25-50% of their 

time on leadership tasks, and 6.1% of the total population reported spending 50-75% on 

leadership tasks. And 5.1% of the sample, the smallest percentage, reported spending more than 

75% of their time on leadership tasks. 

 

 

 

 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

58 

Table 5 

Frequencies for Discrete Variables 

   
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Gender Male N 41 39 80 

 
Percent 39% 43.3% 41% 

Female N 64 51 115 

 
Percent 61% 51% 59% 

Race      

 
White N 100 88 188 

 
Percent 95.2% 97.8% 96.4% 

Black/African American N 5 1 6 

 
Percent 4.8% 1.1% 3.1% 

 
Other N 0 1 1 

  
Percent 0% 1.1% 0.5% 

Role      

 
Principal N 1 1 2 

 
Percent 1% 1.1% 1% 

Administrator N 4 7 11 

 
Percent 3.8% 7.7% 5.6% 

 
Formally designated N 9 9 18 
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Percent 8.6% 9.9% 9.2% 

 
Teacher with Informal 

Leadership 
N 40 35 75 

  
Percent 38.1% 38.5% 38.3% 

 
Teacher N 49 33 82 

  
Percent 46.7% 36.3% 41.8% 

 
Other N 2 6 8 

  
Percent 1.9% 6.6% 4.1% 

Percent 
Time 

     

 
Less than 25% N 79 58 137 

  
Percent 75.2% 63.7% 69.9% 

 
25-50% N 17 20 37 

  
Percent 16.2% 22.0% 18.9% 

 
50-75% N 6 6 12 

  
Percent 5.7% 6.6% 6.1% 

 
Greater than 75% N 3 7 10 

  
Percent 2.9% 7.7% 5.1% 
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RQ 1: What is the nature of faculty work related experiences, distributed leadership, and 

social networks? How do these experiences, experience with distributed leadership, and 

networks differ by demographics? 

In order to facilitate analyses, principal component confirmatory factor analysis was run 

for each of the independent variables. Confirmatory factor analysis resulted in the creation of the 

following factors: inclusive leadership, teacher influence, professional climate, teacher 

experience, teacher interactions, collegial trust, administration trust, work engagement, and job 

satisfaction. In addition, the factor of distributed leadership was created by combining all 

individual items from the following factors: inclusive leadership, teacher influence, professional 

climate, teacher experience, and teacher interactions. For ease of interpretation, I also created 

mean scores for each construct; to ensure mean scores and factor scores were interchangeable, I 

correlated all factor and mean scores. All factor scores and mean scores were correlated at 0.9 or 

higher. As displayed by Table 6, all factors displayed strong alpha reliabilities (more than 0.7). 

See Appendix B for individual factor descriptives by site and see Appendix C for individual item 

loadings for each factor. 

Table 6  
Means and Reliability for Factor Analysis 

Factor Mean Alpha Reliability 

Inclusive Leadership 2.54 .75 

Teacher Influence 3.02 .87 

Professional Climate 3.77 .73 

Teacher Experience 4.06 .79 
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Teacher Interactions 2.91 .79 

Collegial Trust 3.97 .91 

Administration trust 3.61 .93 

Work Engagement 4.19 .90 

Distributed Leadership 3.45 .90 

 
Inferential Data Analysis 

Inferential statistical analysis was utilized to understand if work experience outcomes and 

distributed leadership factors differed by demographic information. These analyses included 

testing relationships with the demographic variables of Age, Years of Experience, and Years in 

the Building. Independent T tests were used to analyze inferential statistics for Building Site and 

Gender, while ANOVA was utilized to analyze the variables of Race, Role, and Percent Time.  

Faculty Work Related Experiences by Demographics 

Correlations by demographic variables of Age and Years of Experience produced no 

significant relationships with any of the work-related experience factors of administrative trust, 

work engagement, or job satisfaction. A small, statistically significant negative relationship was 

found between teachers’ years in the building and their trust of the administration trust (r = -.184, 

p = .013). As teachers spent more time in the building, they were less trusting of their 

administration.   
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Table 7 
Work Related Experiences Outcomes by Demographic 

  
Age Yrs Experience Yrs in Building 

Administrative Trust Pearson Correlation -.025 .012 -.184* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .737 .871 .013 

N 181 179 180 

Work Engagement Pearson Correlation .116 .118 .056 

Sig. (2-tailed) .117 .116 .451 

N 182 180 181 

Job Satisfaction Pearson Correlation .063 .093 -.045 

Sig. (2-tailed) .399 .215 .549 

N 182 180 181 

• Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

Independent T tests were used to test differences between building site and gender against 

work engagement and job satisfaction. Building site did not produce any significant 

relationships, except for job satisfaction (t = 2.125, p < .05). Excalibur showed lower job 

satisfaction (M = 3.91) in comparison to Frontier (M = 4.13). Gender had a statistically 

significant relationship with administrative trust (t = 3.731, p < .001) and job satisfaction (t = 

1.754, p < .05). Females showed lower mean scores for all three work experience variables, with 

the most notable of these being the mean for females on a 5-point Likert scale for administrative 

trust was 3.40, compared to males with a mean of 3.91. Males showed statistically significant 

higher trust in administration.  
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ANOVA results produced no significant relationships for the demographic variables of 

Race and Role to work related experience outcomes. However, a statistically significant 

relationship was found between teacher’s time spent on leadership tasks and their perceived trust 

in administration (F(3, 177) = 3.111, p = .028). For example, when teachers reported spending 

75% or more of their time on leadership related tasks, they reported higher trust in their 

administration (M = 4.63). Trust scores went down as time spent on leadership tasks decreased; 

the mean for teachers who spent 50-75% on leadership tasks was (M = 3.73), 25-50% of time on 

leadership tasks (M = 3.70), and less than 25% of time on leadership tasks (M = 3.53). Similarly, 

principals and administrators reported the highest administrative trust while teachers with 

informal leadership reported the lowest administrative trust.   

Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics for Work Experience Outcomes 

  
N Mean Std Deviation 

Administrative Trust Less than 25% 128 3.53 .96 

25-50% 35 3.70 .83 

50-75% 12 3.73 .57 

Greater than 75% 6 4.63 .57 

 
Total 181 3.61 .92 

Work Engagement Less than 25% 129 4.13 .73 

25-50% 35 4.36 .50 

50-75% 12 4.29 .60 

Greater than 75% 6 4.42 .35 
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Total 182 4.19 .67 

Job Satisfaction Less than 25% 129 3.95 .62 

 

25-50% 35 4.13 .54 

50-75% 12 4.07 .45 

Greater than 75% 6 4.39 .47 

Total 182 4.01 .60 

 

Distributed Leadership by Demographics 

Analyses of relationships between distributed leadership sub-constructs and demographic 

variables were also completed. No significant correlations were found between the demographic 

variables of age, years of experience, and years in the building and any of the distributed 

leadership sub-constructs of inclusive leadership, teacher influence, professional climate, teacher 

interactions, collegial trust, or to the overall factor of distributed leadership. However, a positive 

correlation was found between the demographic variable years of experience and teacher 

experience. As years of experience increased, staff reported higher feelings of influence over 

student performance and being supported by peers and administrators (r = -.148, p = .044).     

Table 9 
Distributed Leadership by Demographics 

  Age Yrs 
Experience 

Yrs in 
Building 

Inclusive Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

-.026 .055 -.109 

Sig. (2-tailed) .718 .452 .136 

N 190 188 188 
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Teacher Influence Pearson 
Correlation 

-.005 .068 -.065 

Sig. (2-tailed) .941 .353 .373 

N 190 188 188 

Professional Climate Pearson 
Correlation 

.014 .077 -.071 

Sig. (2-tailed) .853 .292 .333 

N 189 187 188 

Teacher Experience Pearson 
Correlation 

.081 .148* .049 

Sig. (2-tailed) .270 .044 .507 

N 188 186 187 

Teacher Interactions Pearson 
Correlation 

-.093 .025 -.107 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .207 .738 .148 

 N 185 183 184 

Collegial Trust Pearson 
Correlation 

-.026 .004 -.098 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .732 .955 .188 

 N 182 180 181 

Distributed Leadership Pearson 
Correlation 

-.016 .085 -.072 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .831 .258 .338 

 N 182 180 181 

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
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  Independent T tests were also used to analyze the relationships between distributed 

leadership, building site, and gender. In analyzing distributed leadership sub-constructs by 

research site, only professional climate (p = .008) produced a statistically significant difference.  

Frontier had a mean of 3.88, compared to Excalibur with a mean of 3.62 (t = 2.714, p < .01). 

Two distributed leadership factors, inclusive leadership and teacher influence, were significantly 

related to gender. There was a statistically significant relationship between gender and teachers’ 

perceptions of inclusive leadership (t = 3.534, p < .001). The mean for females’ perception of 

inclusive leadership was 3.38, compared to their male counterparts' mean of 3.56. Males, 

however, showed a stronger perception that leadership and decision making was shared within 

the network. Differences in mean scores for teacher influence by gender produced statistically 

significant results (t = 3.975, p < .001). Females had a mean teacher influence score of 2.81 

compared to males with a mean of 3.33, with males expressing stronger beliefs in teacher 

influence.  

Utilizing ANOVA, the demographic variable of time on leadership tasks produced a 

significant relationship with inclusive leadership. Mean scores for inclusive leadership increased 

with time spent on leadership tasks, with those spending greater than 75% of their time on 

leadership tasks reporting the highest inclusive leadership scores (M = 3.95). There was a 

statistically significant relationship between teacher’s time spent on leadership tasks and their 

perceived interactions and collaboration with colleagues representing their teacher influence 

scores (F(3, 181) = 5.813, p = .001). For example, when teachers reported spending 75% or more 

of their time on leadership related tasks, they reported more frequent collaboration and 

interactions with their peers (M=3.92), compared to means of teachers who spent 50-75% of 

their time on leadership tasks (M=3.04), 25-50% of their time (M=3.08), and less than 25% of 
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time on leadership tasks (M=2.81). Not surprising, the percent time variable had a statistically 

significant correlation with role (X2 (15, N = 177) = 78.1, p < .001). Those who identified their 

role as principal reported the highest scores in inclusive leadership and reported the highest rates 

of shared leadership and decision making, with those identifying as administrators showing the 

second highest scores.  

There were also notable differences in teacher influence scores by reported time on 

leadership tasks. A statistically significant relationship was found between teachers' time spent 

on leadership tasks and their perceived influence over their colleagues (F(3, 187) = 4.289, p = 

.006). For example, when teachers reported spending 75% or more of their time on leadership 

related tasks, they believed their influence over teachers to be stronger (M = 3.9) as compared to 

teachers who spent 50-75% of their time (M = 3.52), 25-50% of their time (M = 3.11), and less 

than 25% of their time on leadership tasks (M = 2.9).  

The mean scores for teacher influence increased with time spent on leadership tasks, with 

those spending greater than 75% of their time on leadership tasks demonstrating the highest 

teacher influence scores (M= 3.89). The same teacher influence scores were also influenced by 

role. Those who identified their role as principal reported the highest scores in teacher influence 

(M = 4.28), with those identifying as administrators showing the second highest scores (M = 

3.68), with teachers (regardless of informal leadership responsibilities) showing the lowest 

scores for teacher influence.   

A statistically significant relationship was found between gender and teachers’ perception 

of their influence in the building (t = 3.975, p < .001). The mean score for females’ perception of 

influence in their building was 2.8, compared to their male counterparts’ mean score of 3.33. 
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Mean scores by gender indicated statistically stronger perceptions by men regarding 

opportunities for influence, decision making, and feeling comfortable voicing concerns.  

Social Networks by Demographics 

Social network analysis was utilized to represent differences among both networks.  

Variables can be represented visually through color, shape, and size. Sociograms show the ties or 

connections between people, or nodes, within a network, and facilitate visualization of how 

nodes interact within their networks. Nodes near the center of the network show many more ties 

to others in the network, with those most loosely connected in the network lying along the 

periphery.   

In the visuals below, demographic variables were represented with node size reflecting 

the percent of time spent on leadership tasks. The smallest nodes reflected spending less than 

25% time on leadership tasks, and the largest nodes reported spending 75% or more time on 

leadership tasks. Gender was reflected by node color, with black representing males, gray 

representing females, and white representing nodes that did not report a gender. In analyzing 

networks displaying gender and percent time, Figure 3 showed a dispersion of both males and 

females across the networks. However, while both networks showed patterns of same gender 

density networks, Frontier’s network showed a higher volume of females being densely 

networked to other females. Both networks also showed dispersion throughout the networks for 

the percent of time spent on leadership tasks. But those spending the most time on leadership 

tasks, 75% or higher, were more centrally located; and the smallest nodes, those spending less 

than 25% of time on leadership tasks, lied on the periphery of the networks. There was one 

noticeable difference in that Frontier had some larger nodes, representing those who spent 50%-
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75% of their time on leadership tasks, on the outside of the network, indicating less dense 

connections to their peers. 

 
Figure 3  
Sociograms illustrating Gender and Percent Time 
 

 Frontier        Excalibur  

 
*Node size reflects time on leadership task (larger nodes spending more time); color reflects 
gender (black = Male, gray = Female) 
 
 Similar network analysis resulted in sociograms that demonstrated the relationship 

between gender and the work experience outcome of administrative trust. Node size reflected 

administrative trust scores on a Likert scale of 1-5. Gender was reflected by node color, with 

black representing males, gray representing females, and white representing nodes that did not 

record a gender. Both networks showed that the majority of the largest nodes, expressing the 

most administrative trust, were male (coded in black). One noticeable difference amongst 

networks showed that while the females with the largest administrative trust tended to be 

centrally located in both networks, Frontier’s network displayed some females with sizable 

administrative trust on the periphery of the network. 
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Figure 4   
Sociogram illustrating Gender and Administrative Trust 
 

Frontier        Excalibur  

 
 
 
*Node size reflects administrative trust (larger nodes = higher trust scores); color reflects gender 
(black = male, gray = female) 
 

Sociograms were also utilized to display statistically significant relationships between the 

distributed leadership constructs of inclusive leadership and teacher influence with gender and 

percent time spent on leadership tasks. Figure 5 used node size to represent the percent of time 

the participant spent on leadership tasks. The larger the node size, the more time spent on 

leadership tasks. The largest nodes reporting spending 75% or more of their time on leadership 

tasks. Gender was reflected with node color, with males appearing in black, females in light 

gray, and non-respondents in white. To reflect shape, inclusive leadership scores below the mean 

of 2.54 were recoded to 0 and were reflected in a node shape of a circle; scores at or above the 

mean were coded as 1 and were reflected in a node shape of a square; and nodes representing 

non-survey respondents, thus resulting in no score, were reflected in a node shape of a triangle. 

Figure 5 showed the nodes largest in size, representing those who spent more than 75% of their 

time on leadership tasks, were also primarily denoted in the shape of squares, representing those 

with at or above average mean scores for inclusive leadership. Those same larger square nodes 

were also predominantly male, denoted by the color black. Also of note, Frontier participants 

were found to show less variance in node size, representing less variance in time spent on 

leadership tasks. Both networks showed higher rates of non-participants in the survey among the 
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periphery of the network (represented by triangles). In both networks, more females were 

displayed as periphery participants in the network, with males predominantly represented more 

centrally in the network. The sociograms visually showed that males had higher perceptions of 

inclusive leadership, spent higher rates of time on leadership tasks, and were more centrally 

located in the network compared to females.   

Figure 5 

Sociograms Illustrating Inclusive Leadership  

 
Frontier       Excalibur 

 
 

*Node size reflected time on leadership task (larger nodes spending more time); color reflected 
gender (black = male, gray = female); and shape reflected inclusive leadership score (circle = 
above the mean, square = below the mean) 
 

Figure 6 used social network analysis to represent these differences among both 

networks. Figure 6 used node size to represent the percent of time the participant spent on 

leadership tasks. The larger the node size, the more time spent on leadership tasks, with the 

largest nodes reporting 75% or more time spent on leadership tasks. Gender was reflected with 

node color, with males appearing in black, females in light gray, and non-respondents in white. 

To reflect shape, teacher influence scores below the mean of 3.02 were recoded to 0 and were 

reflected in a node shape of a circle; scores at or above the mean were coded as 1 and were 

reflected in a node shape of a square; and nodes representing non-survey respondents, thus 
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resulting in no score, were reflected in a node shape of a triangle. Figure 6 also showed that those 

spending more time on leadership tasks were more centrally located and most likely to be male 

(with less dispersion of scores for Frontier). In comparison to females, males were more 

frequently represented by squares in the network, showing higher rates of reported teacher 

influence. Notably, more squares were centrally located within the network, representing more 

ties to other nodes; this further demonstrated that those reporting higher teacher influence scores 

were more strongly connected to others within the network. These visuals showed that those with 

the highest teacher influence scores tended to be centrally located within the network, were more 

likely to be male, and reported higher percentages of time spent on leadership tasks. 

Figure 6 
Sociograms Illustrating Teacher Influence 
 

Frontier       Excalibur 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
*Node size reflected time on leadership task (larger nodes spending more time); color reflected 
gender (black = male, gray = female), and shape reflected teacher influence score (circle = above 
the mean, square = below the mean) 
 
RQ2: How do demographics and distributed leadership predict faculty work related 

experiences?    

To explore the relationships between the demographic variables and distributed 

leadership, these same three work experience variables were analyzed with regression models. 

To analyze the correlations between distributed leadership and the work experience outcomes of 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

73 

administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction, multiple regression tests were used. 

First, linear regression models were run utilizing the demographic variables as predictors of 

distributed leadership as well as each specific work experience outcome. Then linear regression 

models were run with the demographic variables that had been found to have a relationship with 

the outcome. Finally, the distributed leadership variable was added to analyze the relationships 

with each individual work experience outcome.   

In the model for distributed leadership, females reported experiencing a lower level of 

distributed leadership compared to their male colleagues (B = -.360, p < .1). Additionally, for 

every year spent in the building, the distributed leadership scores decreased by -.001. Teachers 

reported a -.004 distributed leadership score compared to administrators. Respondents who spent 

more than 50% of their time on leadership tasks reported higher distributed leader scores, .808 

(p<.01).  The variables of years in the building and role were not significant in this model. 

Percent time had the largest Beta standardized coefficient (𝛽 = .236, p < .01).   

The model for administrative trust found that females reported lower trust scores than 

their male counterparts (B = -.462, p < .001). Those not in a formal or informal leadership 

position reported an average administrative trust response that was -.146 Likert points lower. 

Respondents who spent less than 25% of their time on leadership tasks reported an average 

response that was -.249 Likert points lower (See Table 10). The model for administrative trust 

was rerun, recoding role to either administrative or teacher and adding years in the building and 

distributed leadership. Years in the building and role were not significant in this model. 

Distributed leadership had the largest Beta standardized coefficient (𝛽=.732, <.001). 

For the model on work engagement, females reported an average score that was -.145 

lower (p < .05) than males. For every year in the building teachers reported an increase of .007 
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Likert scale points about their work engagement. The model for work engagement was rerun, 

recoding role to just administrative or teacher and adding years in the building and distributed 

leadership. Participants who were not in a formal or informal leadership position reported an 

average response that was .234 points higher, showing more engagement (p < .05). Distributed 

leadership had the largest Beta standardized coefficient (𝛽 = .483, p < .001; See Table 10). 

The model summary for job satisfaction once again showed that females reported lower 

job satisfaction scores (B = -.138, p < .05). For every year in the building teachers reported a 

decrease of -.002 Likert scale points regarding their job satisfaction. Respondents who were not 

in a formal or informal leadership position reported an average response that was .095 higher. 

Participants who spent less than 25% of their time on leadership tasks reported an average 

response that was -.139 Likert points lower. (See Table 10). The model for job satisfaction was 

rerun, recoding role to just administrative or teacher and adding years in the building and 

distributed leadership. In this model, gender and years in the building were not significant. 

Distributed leadership had the largest Beta standardized coefficient explaining the most variance 

in this model of work engagement (𝛽 = .579, p < .001). 
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Table 10  

Regression Analysis for Work Experience Outcomes 

Outcome Admin Trust Work Engagement Job Satisfaction 

Constant 
 

.076* .109* .098 

Distributed Leadership .050*** .072*** .064* 

Gender .099** .144* .127* 

% Time .170 .240* .209 

Observations (N) 181 182 182 

R2 .603 .251 .351 
Note: ~ p < .10, *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
 
 
 
RQ 3: What is the relationship between distributed leadership, teachers' social networks, 

and work-related experiences? 

Analysis for research question three began with social network analysis, focusing on the 

centrality measures produced by both the Frontier and Excalibur networks. Centrality measures 

included out degree, the number of ties or relationships from the node out to others; in degree, 

the number of others who named the node within their network of instructional advice/support; 

and betweenness, which measured the overall flow of influence a node had in a network by 

computing a ratio of in degrees to out degrees. I also computed a new variable of Sum, which 

added the number of in degrees and out degrees for a node to create a total sum of network 

activity. Frontier’s network produced statistically significant higher mean scores for out degrees, 

in degrees, betweenness, and Sum of in degrees and out degrees.   
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Table 11 
Centrality Descriptives 

  Frontier 
Network 

Excalibur 
Network 

Out Degrees N 156 180 

Mean 11.05** 7.27** 

Standard Deviation 12.97 11.33 

In Degrees N 156 180 

Mean 10.76*** 7.52*** 

Standard Deviation 9.11 9.10 

Between N 156 180 

Mean 212.83*** 101.78*** 

Standard Deviation 355.74 269.12 

Sum (In & Out Degrees) 
 

N 156 180 

 Mean 21.81*** 14.79*** 

 Standard Deviation 18.55 15.96 

Note. ~ p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 

I utilized bivariate correlations to analyze the relationships between centrality measures, 

distributed leadership, and the three work experience outcomes of administrative trust, work 

engagement, and job satisfaction. Table 12 below shows the correlations within the social 

network variables, distributed leadership, and work experience variables. As expected, among 

social network variables, in degrees correlated to out degrees (r = .32, p < .001), betweenness (r 

= .50, p < .001) and Sum (r = .75, p < .001). Among work experience variables, administrative 
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trust correlated to work engagement (r = .18, p < .05) and job satisfaction (r = .25, p < .001). Job 

satisfaction and work engagement were also correlated (r = 80, p < .001). Distributed leadership 

was positively correlated to all three work experience variables of administrative trust (r = .30, p 

< .001), work engagement (r = .50, p < .001) and job satisfaction (r = .59, p < .001). Distributed 

leadership was positively correlated to out degrees (r = .27, p < .001) and sum (in and out 

degrees) (r = .22, p < .01). Nodes with more outgoing relationships in a network, as well as 

higher overall network activity, correlated with a stronger belief that the leadership was 

distributed throughout the network. Administrative trust and job satisfaction did not correlate to 

social network variables, but work engagement had a positive correlation to betweenness (r = 

.22, p < .01). Having a higher overall flow of influence in a network, measured by betweenness, 

resulted in an increased feeling of engagement in one’s work.   

Table 12: Correlations-Centrality Measures, Distributed Leadership and Work Experience 
Outcomes 

 Out 
Degree 

Betw
een 

Sum 
Degrees 

Admin 
Trust 

Work 
Engage 

Job Satis Dist 
Leader 

InDegree .320** .504
** 

.750** .012 .069 .039 .090 

OutDegree  .670
** 

.867** .110 .134 .139 .266* 

Between   .733** .025 .223** .132 .103 
SumDegrees    .079 .127 .113 .223** 
Administrati

ve Trust 
    .176* .254** .302** 

Work 
Engagement 

     .799** .498* 

Job 
Satisfaction 

      .585** 

Note. ~ p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 

Linear regression models were built to analyze the relationships between distributed 

leadership, work experience outcomes, and social network measures. In order to build my final 

models, I considered independent variables that had demonstrated a relationship with distributed 

leadership and those that had a relationship with each of the work experience outcome variables.  
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These models were built to intentionally test the hypothesized relationships between distributed 

leadership and work experience outcomes, as well as the significant findings of demographic 

variables of gender and percent time in research questions one and two.  The model for 

predicting distributed leadership utilized the dependent variables of out degree, administrative 

trust, job satisfaction, and work engagement. For each one-unit increase for distributed 

leadership, the Out Degree would increase (B = .014, p < .01), Administrative Trust would 

increase (B = .175, p < .05), and work engagement would increase (B =.136, p< .05). The 

strongest correlation was found between distributed leadership and job satisfaction (B = .744, p < 

.001).  The overall model showed that out degrees and the three work experience variables 

predicted 40% of the distributed leadership variable. When the significant demographic variables 

of gender and percent time on leadership were added to the model, the model predicted 67% of 

the distributed leadership variable. Gender was not significant in this model, but percent time 

showed a statistically significant correlation (B = .432, p < .01). The strongest Beta in this model 

was administrative trust (𝛽 = .629, p < .001). 

A linear regression model was also built to analyze work engagement, utilizing the 

independent variables of betweenness, distributed leadership, job satisfaction, and administrative 

trust. Only the job satisfaction variable had a statistically significant correlation (B = .858, p < 

.001) with the overall model, with job satisfaction explaining 65% of the variance in work 

engagement. When the significant demographic variables of gender and percent time on 

leadership were added to the model, the model predicted 71% of the work engagement variable. 

Neither gender nor percent time produced statistically significant correlations in this model. Job 

satisfaction remained the strongest Beta (B = .830, p < .001) but distributed leadership (B = .134, 

p < .1) and administrative trust (B = -.119, p < .1) were also significant in this model.  
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Social network analysis was also performed to analyze the relationships between 

distributed leadership, social networks, and work-related experiences. Gender and percent time 

on leadership tasks, the demographic variables consistently found to be the most influential, were 

utilized in social network analysis of each work experience outcome (administrative trust, work 

engagement, job satisfaction) as well as distributed leadership.   

The sociograms for administrative trust, work engagement, job satisfaction, and 

distributed leadership all used a scale of 1 to 10 for node size related to the outcome variable. 

The other two variables represented in these networks were gender and percent time spent on 

leadership. Nodes in black represented males, nodes in light gray represented females, and white 

was used for unknown gender. The percent time variable was recoded to 0 for those reporting 

spending less than 50% of their time on leadership tasks and was reflected in a node shape of a 

circle; nodes reporting spending 50% or more of their time on leadership tasks were recoded as 

1, reflected in a node shape of a square; and nodes representing non-survey respondents, thus 

resulting in no score, were reflected in a node shape of a triangle. 

In Figure 7, females appeared densely connected to other females in both networks, but 

more so in the Frontier network. Both networks also displayed higher administrative trust scores 

for nodes more centralized in the network. Those reporting that they spent more than 50% or 

more of their time on leadership also tended to be more centrally located within the network; but 

this was not true of all such nodes because two square nodes appeared to be loosely networked in 

the Excalibur network. Other than non-respondents, represented by triangles, females in non-

leadership roles (light gray circles) appeared to have the smallest administrative trust nodes and 

tend to be located mostly in the periphery of the Excalibur network. However, throughout the 

Frontier network, females in non-leadership roles (light gray circles) were more dispersed, and 
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even those on the periphery had larger nodes, indicating greater administrative trust, than those 

in the Excalibur network. 

Figure 7  
Sociograms Illustrating Administrative Trust, Gender, and Percent Time 
 
Frontier       Excalibur 

 
*Node size reflected Administrative Trust (scale 1-10); color reflected gender (black = male, 
gray = female); node shape reflected time on leadership tasks (less than 50% = circle, greater 
than 50% = square)  
 

Unlike administrative trust, work engagement and job satisfaction showed greater 

dispersion throughout the network, with some nodes on the periphery of the network still 

showing higher work engagement or job satisfaction by displaying larger node sizes. The 

networks for work engagement and job satisfaction looked very similar, with very few notable 

differences (See Appendix D). Those presenting larger work engagement scores, also presented 

larger job satisfaction scores. This same pattern appeared in the work engagement and job 

satisfaction outcomes across both networks and by gender as well. Females had smaller work 

engagement and job satisfaction nodes compared to their male counterparts in both networks.  

The sociograms for distributed leadership showed that those more centrally located 

tended to have both a higher distributed leadership score (node size) as well as a greater 

likelihood of spending 50% or more of their time on leadership tasks (squares). The largest nodes 

(distributed leadership) in the network were predominantly males (black nodes). Once again, 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

81 

there were more females (light gray) on the periphery of both the Frontier and Excalibur 

networks. 

Figure 8  
Sociograms Illustrating Distributed Leadership, Gender, and Percent Time 
 

Frontier     Excalibur 

 
 
 
*Node size reflected distributed leadership (scale 1-10); color reflected gender (black = male, 
gray = female); node shape reflected time on leadership tasks (less than 50% = circle, greater 
than 50% = square)  
 

In the sociograms that visualized how distributed leadership, administrative trust, and job 

satisfaction all interact node size is a scale of 1-10 for distributed leadership, administrative trust 

was coded with black nodes representing those below the mean of 3.61 and light gray nodes 

denoted those at or above the mean for administrative trust. Job satisfaction was coded with 

circles representing those below the mean of 3.63; square shapes represented those at or above 

the mean; and triangles were used to indicate non-respondents, representing no score.  The 

largest nodes (distributed leadership) in the Frontier sociogram were displayed below the mean 

scores for administrative trust (black) but above the mean scores for job satisfaction (squares) but 

were centrally located within the network. The largest nodes (distributed leadership) in the 

Excalibur sociogram, however, were above the mean for administrative trust (light gray), and 

above the mean for job satisfaction, yet were not as centrally located. From these sociograms, it 

was evident that distributed leadership (represented by node size) related more to job satisfaction 

(represented by node shape) than to administrative trust (represented by node color) or to where 
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a node lay within the network. The largest nodes in both networks were predominantly squares, 

representing scores above the mean for job satisfaction; yet the largest nodes were distributed 

between black nodes (representing administrative trust scores below the mean) and light gray 

nodes (representing administrative trust scores above the mean). The sociogram patterns visibly 

demonstrated that higher perceptions of distributed leadership were related to higher job 

satisfaction.    

Figure 9  
Sociograms Illustrating Distributed Leadership, Administrative Trust, and Job 
Satisfaction 
 

Frontier      Excalibur 
 

*Node size reflected distributed leadership (scale 1-10); color reflected administrative trust 
(black = below the mean, gray = at or above the mean); node shape reflected job satisfaction 
(below the mean = circle, at or above the mean = square)  

 
 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter I presented the sample demographics and the results of several kinds of 

analyses: inferential, multivariate, and social network. Throughout the analyses, it was clear that 

three variables (one’s gender, distributed leadership, and time spent on leadership tasks/roles) 

contributed to one’s trust in administration, work engagement, and overall job satisfaction. There 

were also notable differences by site in professional climate, work experience outcomes, and 

social network centrality measures. The next chapter details the implications of these findings 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

83 

and discusses how the findings from this study connect with literature, policy, practice, and 

theory.   
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CHAPTER 5  

DISCUSSION 

This chapter offers a review of the purpose of the study, the research questions, and the 

methods for this study. This chapter also illustrates how my research confirms previous findings 

and expands the dialogue connecting distributed leadership, social network analysis, and teacher 

experience outcomes. This chapter describes the implications of these findings and situates them 

in the extant literature on leadership and climate and culture within school buildings. Finally, 

recommendations for future study are provided. 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to move beyond understanding the theoretical definition of 

distributed leadership and to discern the relationship of distributed leadership within the context 

of social networks and work experience outcomes. A primary purpose was to utilize social 

network analysis to more deeply understand the effects of distributed leadership on both 

individuals and leadership structures within a school. An additional purpose of this study was to 

examine the relationship between distributed leadership and teachers’ work experience 

outcomes. In examining both distributed leadership and social networks, this study’s purpose 

was to better understand how distributed leadership is operationalized through social networks. 

Understanding distributed leadership through the lens of social networks also allowed for a 

deeper analysis of how the individual constructs of distributed leadership (inclusive leadership, 

influence, climate, experience, interactions, and trust) facilitates teacher job experience outcomes 

such as administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Through quantitative data 

analysis of distributed leadership constructs, social network centrality measures, and work 

experience outcomes, this study aimed to better understand the relationships of these variables.  
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Research Questions 

The following questions guided this research study: 

1. What is the nature of faculty work related experiences, distributed leadership, and social 

networks? How do these work-related experiences, perceptions of distributed leadership, and 

social networks differ by demographics? 

2. How do demographics and distributed leadership predict faculty work related experiences?   

3. What is the relationship between distributed leadership, teachers' social networks, and work-

related experiences? 

Review of Methods 

 This study took a quantitative approach and used a Qualtrics survey that was divided into 

four subsections to collect (1) demographic data; and to measure teachers’ perceptions of (2) 

distributed leadership; (3) social networks; and (4) teacher job experiences. The survey data 

allowed for quantitative numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by 

studying a sample of that population (Creswell, 2013). The survey was constructed to gather 

measures of distributed leadership using questions adapted from the BASRC Teacher Survey 

(2005) and the CTP Teacher Survey (2001); measures of work experience outcomes from the 

Omnibus T-Scale and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale and the JSS Job Satisfaction Survey; 

and explored social networks using Social Network Analysis-Advice Relationship Studies 

instrumentation (Borgatti et al., 2002, 2005). These survey constructs gathered Likert-scale 

responses on perceptions of distributed leadership, climate/culture and work experiences, as well 

as asked participants to identify those closest to them in their social network, those they go to for 

instructional advice/support, and how frequently they sought support. The target population for 

this study was administrators and teachers at two Northern Indiana Suburban High Schools.  
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Data analysis included descriptive statistics of demographic data and inferential statistics 

measuring leadership structures and work experiences. Factor analysis, social network analysis, 

and regression were also utilized. 

Major Findings 

 This study examined the relationships between demographics, distributed leadership, 

work experience outcomes, and social network analysis. While some of these topics have a wide 

body of previous research, there has been little research connecting these three topics. There was 

a body of evidence supporting the ideas that leadership matters and that leadership directly 

impacted work experience outcomes like trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction (Devos, 

Tuytens, & Hulpia, 2014). There was a smaller body of research that had explored distributed 

leadership through social network analysis (Harris, 2013; Spillane, 2006). This study, however, 

took a broader approach to look at the relationships between all three constructs of leadership, 

work experiences, and social networks to add value to the field of educational leadership and to 

provide practical applications for school leaders and school systems alike. The theoretical 

framework for this study focused on understanding the organization through the lens of the 

organization structures (distributed leadership), the organizational relationships (social 

networks), and the organizational climate/culture (work experiences). The conceptual framework 

for this study was built from the theory of distributed leadership developed by Spillane (2006) 

and organizational learning theory (Caldwell, 2012)..  As well as the theory of social network 

analysis grounded in the work of Borgatti (2002) and social capital theory (Coleman, 1988). 

These foundational theories guided this research and showed strong connections to the findings 

of this study. 
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The first research question (RQ1) considered how the demographic variables related to 

both distributed leadership and social networks, and examined how work experiences and 

distributed leadership differed by demographics. Significant findings surfaced for four 

demographic variables: gender, years in the building, years of experience, and time spent on 

leadership tasks. Both inferential statistics and social network analysis illuminated the 

relationships between the demographic variables and distributed leadership and work experience 

outcomes. 

Gender had powerful relationships with both distributed leadership and work experience 

outcomes. Two specific aspects of distributed leadership were found to have statistically 

significant relationships with gender: inclusive leadership (t = 3.534, p < .001) and teacher 

influence (t = 3.975, p < .001). Compared to males, females held weaker perceptions of the 

inclusivity of leadership within their buildings; females had a mean inclusive leadership score of 

3.38 compared to their male counterparts' mean of 3.56. Females' perception of their own 

influence in the building was also lower with a mean of 2.8, compared to their male counterparts' 

mean of 3.33.  

Social network analysis produced similar results for the relationship between gender and 

distributed leadership. Both school networks displayed more female participants located around 

the periphery in the network, with males more predominantly represented centrally in the 

network. Males were represented in the middle of the network and held more ties to other nodes, 

showing the relationship connections between those reporting higher teacher influence scores 

within the network. Sociograms showed that those with the highest teacher influence scores 

tended to be centrally located within the network and were more likely to be male. 
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Gender also produced significant findings for work experience outcomes. Gender had a 

statistically significant relationship with administrative trust (t = 3.731, p < .001) and job 

satisfaction (t = 1.754, p < .05). Social network analysis supported these findings as well. 

Sociograms for both school networks showed that the majority of the largest nodes, which 

indicated the most administrative trust, were male. One noticeable difference amongst networks 

showed that while the females with the largest administrative trust tended to be centrally located 

in both networks, Frontier’s network displayed some females on the periphery of the network 

with sizable administrative trust. 

 The variable which quantified how much time a participant spent on leadership tasks was 

significantly related to both distributed leadership measures as well as work experience 

outcomes. Like gender, time spent on leadership tasks produced a significant relationship with 

the distributed leadership constructs of inclusive leadership and teacher influence. There was a 

statistically significant relationship between teachers’ time spent on leadership tasks and their 

perceived interactions and collaboration with colleagues, which represented their teacher 

influence scores (F (3, 181) = 5.813, p = .001). There was a statistically significant relationship 

between teachers' time spent on leadership tasks and their perceived influence over their 

colleagues (F (3, 187) = 4.289, p = .006). Social network analysis confirmed these findings as 

well. Sociograms showed that those with the highest teacher influence scores tended to be 

centrally located within the network and reported higher percentages of time spent on leadership 

tasks. Both school networks showed dispersion throughout the networks for the percent of time 

spent on leadership tasks, but those spending the most time on leadership tasks, 75% or higher, 

were more centrally located; and, the smallest nodes representing those who spent less than 25% 

of their time on leadership tasks were typically located on the periphery of the networks. Those 
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who spent more than 75% of their time on leadership tasks were primarily located centrally 

within the networks; they also scored at or above the average mean for inclusive leadership.    

There was a statistically significant relationship between teachers’ time spent on 

leadership tasks and their perceived trust in administration (F (3, 177) = 3.111, p = .028). More 

time spent on leadership tasks resulted in higher trust. Conversely, there was a small, statistically 

significant negative relationship between teachers’ years in the building and their trust of the 

administration (r = -.184, p = .013). As teachers spent more time in the building, they were less 

trusting of their administration.   

Research question two (RQ2) investigated how the demographic variables predicted 

perceptions of distributed leadership as well as faculty work related experiences. First linear 

regression models were run utilizing demographic variables as predictors of distributed 

leadership as well as each specific work experience outcome. Then linear regression models 

were run with the demographic variables that had been found to be related to the work-related 

outcomes. Finally, the distributed leadership variable was input to analyze its relationship to each 

individual work experience outcome. Similar to the findings of RQ1, gender and percent time 

spent on leadership tasks were the demographic variables most significantly related to both 

distributed leadership and work experiences outcomes. 

Females reported experiencing a lower perceptions of distributed leadership compared to 

their male colleagues (B = -.360, p < .1). Those who spent more than 50% of their time on 

leadership tasks reported higher distributed leadership scores, 0.808 (p < .01). Another 

demographic variable, years in the building, was also significantly related to distributed 

leadership. These demographic variables, combined with distributed leadership, were used to 

explore the relationships with each of the three work experience outcomes: administrative trust, 
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work engagement, and job satisfaction. The two largest predictors for administrative trust were 

gender (B = -.462, p < .001) and distributed leadership (B = .732, p <. 001). While gender also 

showed a strong relationship with work engagement (B = -.145, p < .05) and job satisfaction (B 

= -.138, p < .05), distributed leadership had the largest Beta standardized coefficient for work 

engagement (𝛽 = .483, p <. 001) and job satisfaction (𝛽 = .579, p < .001). The findings 

demonstrated strong relationships between distributed leadership as predictors of all three work 

experience outcomes: administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. 

Research question three (RQ3) analyzed the relationships between distributed leadership, 

teachers’ social networks, and work-related experiences. Social network analysis resulted in the 

creation of the following centrality measures: in degree, out degree, betweenness, and sum (in 

degree and out degree). These variables were used to explore relationships between social 

network analysis, distributed leadership, and work experience outcomes. Distributed leadership 

was positively correlated to all three work experience variables of administrative trust (r = .30, p 

< .001), work engagement (r = 50, p < .001), and job satisfaction (r = .59, p < .001). Distributed 

leadership was also positively correlated with the social network measures of out degrees (r = 

.27, p < .001) and sum (in and out degrees) (r = .22, p < .01). Nodes with more outgoing 

relationships in a network and with higher overall network activity correlated to a stronger belief 

that the leadership was distributed throughout the network. Work engagement was the only work 

experience variable found to be related to social network measures; it positively correlated to 

betweenness (r = .22, p < .01). Having a higher overall flow of influence in a network, measured 

by betweenness, correlated to stronger feelings of engagement in one’s work. 

Linear regression models were also utilized to explore these relationships. Combining the 

statistically significant demographic variables of gender and percent time with the significant 
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social network measure of out degree and the three work experience outcomes of administrative 

trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction resulted in a strong model, predicting 67% of the 

distributed leadership variable. The strongest Beta coefficient for predicting distributed 

leadership in this model was administrative trust (𝛽 = .629, p < .001). 

A similar model was built to explore relationships to work engagement. The social 

network variable of betweenness combined with distributed leadership, job satisfaction, and 

administrative trust predicted 71% of the variance in work engagement. Job satisfaction 

remained the strongest Beta (𝛽 = .830, p < .001) but distributed leadership (𝛽 = .134, p < .1) and 

administrative trust (𝛽 = -.119, p < .1) were also significant in this model.  

Once again, social network analysis supported the results of inferential statistical 

analysis. Both networks displayed higher distributed leadership, administrative trust, work 

engagement, and job satisfaction scores for nodes more centralized to the network. From the 

sociograms it is evident that distributed leadership relates more to job satisfaction and less to 

administrative trust and where a node lay within the network. The largest nodes representing 

high distributed leadership scores in both networks were predominantly those with above the 

mean scores for job satisfaction. This was especially true of those most centrally located within 

the networks. These patterns made visible the connections between those most centrally located 

within the social network and higher job satisfaction scores and greater perceptions of distributed 

leadership.  

For each research question, the most significant demographic predictors were gender and 

percent time. There were also some notable differences between sites. Excalibur produced 

statistically significant lower job satisfaction results (M = 3.91) in comparison to Frontier (M = 

4.13) (t = 2.125, p < .05). There was a statistically significant relationship between sites and 
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teachers’ perception of the professional climate in the building (t = 2.714, p < .01). Frontier had a 

mean for professional climate of 3.88, compared to Excalibur’s mean of 3.62. Social network 

analysis also produced some notable differences between sites. Excalibur displayed more 

females on the periphery of the network, indicative of being less densely connected to peers. 

Frontier showed less variance in node size, representing less variance in time on leadership tasks 

among participants. Finally, for all centrality measures, Frontier had significantly higher scores 

than Excalibur. 

Connection to Literature 

While the existing literature supports the importance of leadership, social network 

analysis, and the importance of school culture on teacher outcomes, there has been little research 

that tied all three of these aspects together. This study adds to the existing body of literature, 

suggesting that there are relationships between distributed leadership, work experience 

outcomes, and social networks. Current literature corroborated many of the findings from this 

study as well as confirmed the need for further research.  

Distributed Leadership 

There is increased demand for schools to implement reforms that improve teaching and 

learning, and leaders are too often left to face this alone (Daly, 2009). Distributed leadership 

changes the view of leadership away from an individualistic approach to instead seeing 

leadership as a social process (Thorpe et al., 2011). The very nature of distributed leadership as a 

social process makes it appropriate for examination and study through social network analysis. 

Distributed leadership is concerned with how influence is exerted, not if it is exerted; and social 

network analysis is a useful tool to study these influences (Thorpe et al., 2011).  
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Distributed leadership views leadership as an organizational quality that can be measured 

rather than as a personal quality of an individual (Spillane, 2006). This approach emphasizes that 

leadership is spread throughout a network among many individuals holding both formal and 

informal leadership roles (Spillane, 2006). “The emphasis shifts from the person of the leader to 

the concept of ‘leadership practice’, that is to say, the reciprocal interactions between leaders, 

followers and the situation in the ‘lived organization’” (Spillane et al., 2004). This is well 

illustrated in this study where distributed leadership is measured by 6 factors, including measures 

of trust, climate, experience, interactions, influence, and leadership, rather than the individual 

qualities of those holding leadership roles. 

According to Bolden (2011), leadership is inherently a social process, and distributed 

leadership is the measurement of the social nature of collective leadership amongst many. For 

this precise reason, distributed leadership is measured in this study by analyzing the relational 

nature of those connections through social network analysis, as well as studying work experience 

outcomes. Research and literature have suggested that distributed leadership has a positive 

relationship with outcomes (Gronn, 2002; Leithwood et al., 2009). This was confirmed by this 

study, as results showed that distributed leadership was positively correlated with all three work 

experience outcomes of administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. 

Much of the extant literature on distributed leadership has focused on defining or 

evaluating, rather than examining the greater context and application of the impact and outcomes 

of distributed leadership (Thorpe et al., 2011). This study moved beyond describing or evaluating 

distributed leadership, and instead looked to reinterpret the relationships as well as the 

implications of those relationships. Thorpe et al. (2011) asserted that distributed leadership 

focuses on the shared actions of a network not on role or position. This was confirmed by my 
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findings where the variable for role was seldom significant, and the percent time variable was 

one of two demographic variables that consistently produced significant correlations. The 

percent time spent on leadership tasks also proved significant in multiple regression models 

predicting distributed leadership and work experience outcomes. Unlike official title, position, or 

role, how much time people spent participating in leadership tasks within the shared network 

proved significant. 

Leadership and Positive Teacher Experience Outcomes 

Teacher retention is a critical issue, with teachers leaving the profession at staggering 

rates (Shibiti, 2020). Teacher wellbeing, commitment, performance, and loyalty all impact 

educational outcomes and school performance (Shibiti, 2020). Research in educational 

leadership contends that principal behavior and leadership are directly related to teachers’ 

attitudes and experiences at work (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood et al., 2009). Yet, the relationship 

between leadership and employee engagement does not have a large body of research (Zahed-

Babelan et al., 2019). This study was intended to help contribute to extant literature to support 

the connections between leadership and work experience outcomes, such as work engagement.  

To establish the positive environment that creates positive outcomes, leaders must have an in-

depth understanding of both the relationships and the systems in place that facilitate relationships 

that result in work engagement (Zahed-Babelan et al., 2019). 

Research by Devos et al. (2014) indicated that a principal’s leadership on teacher work 

experience outcomes, including organizational commitment, is mediated by the leadership of 

others in the network, including teachers, as well as by the participants' ability to participate in 

decision making. Leadership has a direct relationship with teachers’ work engagement through 

variables such as culture, teacher inclusion, and empowerment (Zahed-Babelan et al., 2019). 
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Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) also found that the social interactions between principals and 

teachers contributed to teachers' commitment to the school, including aspects of trust and job 

satisfaction. According to Zahed-Babelan et al. (2019), the psychological safety created by trust 

in a leader leads to increased work engagement. The findings of this study support this 

relationship; administrative trust and work engagement were positively correlated (r = .18, p < 

.05). 

Organizational literature espouses that employee trust in one’s leader promotes desired 

work behaviors and attitudes, including aspects of trust, satisfaction, and engagement leading to 

greater organizational commitment (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). There is strong association between 

school culture and educator job satisfaction (Massum et al., 2015; Nikodemus et al., 2020). 

Confirming the findings of this study, employees without strong relationships among co-workers 

and leadership typically express lower job satisfaction (Eisenberger et al., 2002). Two analyses 

in this dissertation examined relationships between culture, distributed leadership measures, and 

social network analysis. Both showed statistically significant associations with job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction is closely linked with participant  roles and success as transmitters of knowledge 

within a network (Nikodemus et al., 2020). The findings of this study confirmed that distributed 

leadership is positively correlated with job satisfaction (r = .59, p < .001); furthermore, positive 

relationships were found between distributed leadership and the social network variables of Out 

Degrees (r = .27, p < .001) and Sum (In and Out Degrees) (r = .22, p < .01). Both distributed 

leadership and the social network variable of Out Degrees demonstrated the ability to transmit 

knowledge and communication. Collaboration has also been correlated with both job satisfaction 

and enhanced networks, but it is unclear from the work of Nikodemus et al. (2020) if 

collaboration is a mediating or moderating variable.  
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Intentional measures supporting collaboration, opportunities for participation, and 

positive environment can also lead to increased work engagement (Shibiti et al., 2020). Much 

like trust and job satisfaction, work engagement has a strong linkage with employee retention 

(Coetzee et al., 2016). Supporting the findings of this study, Shibiti (2020) argued that work 

engagement cannot be predicted without considering retention factors focused on positive 

climate, leadership opportunities and positive work experiences. Social network analysis 

provides a tool to study how knowledge, power, and communication are exchanged through 

relationships within a network. 

Social Network Analysis 

 Despite a previously identified gap in the use of social network analysis, more recently 

there has been expansive growth in social network analysis research and literature, with 65% of 

the associated literature having been published in the last decade (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 

2015). This study was intended to add to that body of literature. Historically, social network 

analysis has been underutilized; however, it may prove to be a valuable asset to both research 

and practice in understanding the complex relationships that drive school organizations 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). 

There are four premises in social network analysis: actors in a network are not 

independent, but rather are interdependent; relationships provide the connections that serve as 

the conduit for exchange of resources (advice, communication, power, etc.); the structure of the 

network controls the flow of resources; and the patterns produced by the relational structures can 

both positively and negatively impact the flow of resources (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Daly et al., 

2014; Degonne & Forse, 1999). This study embodied these principles by looking at the social 

network variables that represented the whole network (centrality) rather than individual players 
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in the network; by analyzing how those relationships impacted the flow of resources 

(betweenness); and by utilizing sociograms to synthesize patterns presented among the networks. 

Social network analysis helps to identify the most important actors in a network 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). Those within the network who have the highest degree of 

centrality are often playing a crucial role in the network and serve as the connectors for 

relationships throughout the network (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This study confirmed that 

social network measures had a strong relationship with both distributed leadership as well as 

work experience outcomes. Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015) asserted that without social 

network analysis, essential understandings may be lost using other analysis methods that only 

focus on individual perceptions rather than visualizing and analyzing the larger relational social 

networks. In addition, traditional methods may only consider human attributes, whereas, social 

network analysis can move beyond that to explore relational perspectives to explain outcomes 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). The inclusion of social network analysis in this study allowed 

for the addition of this relational perspective to bolster the findings of the more traditional 

statistical analysis of distributed leadership and work experience outcomes. 

Social network analysis can also be used to explain and illustrate how knowledge moves 

throughout a network through relationships (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). Social network 

analysis allows principals to know who the powerful players are in their school network and to 

understand that losing someone who is more central placed or more densely connected can be 

detrimental to both the organization as well as to organizational outcomes (Hollenbeck & 

Jamieson, 2015). Actors who are more centrally located in a network have more access to 

relational resources and greater influence compared to those on the periphery of the network 

(Daly et al., 2014). This holds true for this study; those who were more centrally located had 
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higher distributed leadership scores, showed greater influence (r = .76, p < .001), and had more 

outdegrees (r = .27, p < .001). 

Organizations can utilize social network analysis to understand which persons within the 

network influence others through the brokerage of power and communication through 

relationships as well as to leverage these individuals to better connect with those disconnected in 

the network (Hansen et al., 2005). Leaders who understand who the influencers are in the 

network have more effective leadership through change (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). This 

study also found that those along the periphery were more loosely connected within the network 

and showed lower levels of administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Schools 

could apply this knowledge and address these issues by providing their influencers with greater 

opportunities for connectivity (Hansen et al., 2005; Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015).     

Social network analysis provides a tool and structure for looking at the “influence, 

direction, speed, and depth” of relationships as a way to understand how those relationships can 

both support and constrain organizational efforts for change and improvement (Daly et al., 2010, 

p. 115). There are also employee health and wellness benefits that can be reaped through the use 

of social network analysis, including opportunities for better employee experience outcomes 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). Moreover, social network analysis can be utilized to create 

more authentic mentoring relationships than that of the typical randomly assigned mentor 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). 

Important theoretical and practical insights have been garnered through social network 

analysis, and these insights can impact leadership and improve understanding of how or where 

someone is located within a network correlates to outcomes (Daly et al., 2014). Social network 

analysis is an effective analysis tool for assessing culture (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). 
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Teacher commitment and retention are strengthened through positive social interactions such as 

strong relationships and collaboration (Furata, 2015). 

The Role of Gender 

Extant literature also supports the findings from this study in regard to gender and the 

role gender plays in the relationships between distributed leadership, social networks, and 

experience outcomes like administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. 

Berkovich’s findings (2017) supported the idea that gender is important in educational leadership 

research by examining principal to teacher gender similarity, which was found to impact 

teachers’ work-related experiences and attitudes. Gender similarity positively increased teacher 

experiences and attitudes such as trust, commitment, and job satisfaction (Nikodemus et al., 

2020). While gender was found to be a moderating variable, leadership, collaboration, support, 

and professional development were all positively related to job satisfaction. As a result, 

implications for educational practice, policy, and theory were apparent and are explored further 

below. 

Implications for Practice/Policy 

Upon the completion of my research, I believe there are several implications for practice 

that can contribute to policy making and ultimately elevate educational leadership practices. 

Insights from this study can guide practice and policy at the school, district, and state level. 

School implications include both formal and informal leadership structures, school schedules, 

and climate measures for school improvement. District level implications include hiring 

practices, structures for teacher leadership, professional development, and Professional Learning 

Communities. Finally, at the state level, implications include using insights from this study to 
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address teacher shortages, job retention, and career ladders. Each of these ideas is elaborated 

below. 

The first implication for practice centers on educating principals to create work 

environments that positively impact school effectiveness by leveraging the power of distributed 

leadership, the importance of understanding relationships, and ultimately creating a culture that 

builds trust, engagement and job satisfaction. Kozuch (2009) argued that positive collaboration is 

essential to organizational functionality because much of that positive culture comes from 

members' needs for interaction, relationships, and mutual benefit. In addition to collaboration, 

social network analysis can help to support professional development and training; and 

professional learning communities have been proven more effective when participants have 

networks to provide support for application and practice of learning (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 

2015). A strong network of relationships and the ability for leaders to know who the influencers 

are in the network are crucial elements of successful training and acceptance of policies 

(Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). Social network analysis can provide the vehicle to both 

visualize and analyze these interactions and relationships. Knowing this need and the positive 

benefit to organizations, schools and leaders can create intentional opportunities for formal and 

informal interactions and collaborations that lead to job satisfaction and relationship building 

within the network (Nikodemus et al., 2020). 

Social network analysis facilitates better informed personnel decisions and human capital 

management as well as the ability for leaders to utilize knowledge from social networks to 

design efficient teams and work groups. Understanding social networks can provide 

organizations the powerful tool to help identify and intervene with employees who are socially 

isolated. Using social network analysis thus provides more effective human capital management 
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that can even be used to progress monitor the effectiveness of onboarding, knowledge 

acquisition, and communication (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). 

As another application for practice, building principals need to design schedules that 

create both intentional time and practice for collaboration. In examining the relationships 

between teacher experiences and distributed leadership, Devos et al. (2014) suggested that 

principals should work to build a culture and climate in their schools that ensures that many 

participants take part in school leadership and which focuses on creating and maintaining a 

collaborative culture.   Literature has also demonstrated the positive impact of a collaborative 

culture on job satisfaction (Nikodemus et al., 2020). According to Scarpello and Campbell 

(1983), providing opportunities for collaboration will increase unity within a school network, and 

this in turn improves job satisfaction outcomes (Nikodemus et al., 2020). 

These insights also apply to practice and policy decisions at the district and state levels. 

Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015) suggested that social network analysis allows districts to 

improve hiring practices and human capital management by providing opportunities to better 

understand human resource needs within the network. Through the use of social network 

analysis, organizations can better understand which influential people within the network have 

built strong trusting relationships. This use of social network analysis strengthens understandings 

of the individual, the collective, and how their relationships tie them together to provide a 

competitive advantage for schools (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). 

Social network analysis can be utilized to create more authentic mentoring relationships 

than the typically randomly assigned mentor. Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015) argued that there 

were barriers for women and minorities in both access to mentors as well as in their ability to 

form meaningful mentoring relationships. Social network analysis could help identify and align 
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mentors for women and minorities in networks where they do not see similar peers. Insights from 

this study could also be used to educate, guide, and mentor new principals, especially males in a 

female-dominated profession. According to Ingersoll et al. (2018), the teaching profession, while 

always traditionally female, has become even more female-dominated in the most recent decade, 

with 77% of all public school teachers in America being female (90% elementary, 73% middle 

school, and 59% high school). In contrast, only 54% of public school principals in America are 

female (68% elementary, 46% middle school, and 33% high school). Male administrators have a 

tendency to unknowingly create environments that enhance masculine aspects; this can be off 

putting to females and can lead to decreased trust of administration and participation in 

relationships (Berkovich, 2017). Nikodemus et al. (2020) recommended that educational 

institutions and leaders could increase their effectiveness by intentionally putting in place 

intervention strategies to address findings that females express lower job satisfaction. Suggested 

intervention strategies to improve job satisfaction among females include more opportunities for 

collaboration, improved environment, more leadership opportunities or roles, and more flexible 

job structures (Nikodemus et al., 2020). To create systemic change within an organization, this 

level of education, reflection, and change in practice needs to derive from the district level. 

Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015) suggested that social network analysis can be used to improve 

decision making and understanding of the application of both policies and practices. 

Districts and states also need to focus on teacher retention. According to Shibiti (2020), it 

is essential to put teacher retention measures in place and to implement strategies to improve 

work engagement, culture, and relationships. A lack of intentional retention strategies can 

increase teacher turnover (Shibiti, 2020). Many states are pursuing programs to benefit teacher 

recruitment, retention, and opportunities for career growth. These efforts at the state level need to 
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keep the implications of this study in the forefront by focusing on the importance of distributed 

leadership, the relational benefits of social networks, and the connections which increased trust, 

engagement, and job satisfaction. These work experience outcomes directly impact recruitment 

and retention. State programs focused on career growth or career ladders could strongly benefit 

from understanding the value to teachers and schools alike when teachers have opportunities for 

career growth through the practice of distributed leadership while still remaining in the 

classroom. The associated findings of the variable for Percent Time on leadership tasks speak to 

the power of teacher participation in leadership. The percent time spent on leadership tasks was 

positively related to the distributed leadership variables of teacher influence (F (3, 187) = 4.289, 

p = .006) and inclusive leadership (F (3, 181) = 5.813, p=.001).  

In summary, it is my hope that this study prompts school administrators to be more 

intentional in the creation of climate and leadership structures. In addition, district administration 

should support principal learning to address work experiences outcomes, hiring practices to 

overcome gender inequities, and systems to support professional development and professional 

learning communities that bolster collaborative culture. Most importantly, implications for policy 

and practice highlight the need to provide support for teachers at the school, district, and state 

levels.   

Implications for Theory 

Organizational Learning Theory 

 While others have linked distributed leadership to activity theory and social learning 

theory, Leithwood et al. (2009) drew theoretical parallels between distributed leadership and 

organizational learning theory (Bolden, 2010). According to Bolden (2010), the emphasis of 

distributed leadership analysis should not be on if the leadership is distributed but rather on how 
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the leadership is distributed. Organizational knowledge, expectations, and norms are more often 

shared and transferred through relationships than through explicit practices or onboarding 

(Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). If leadership fails to support integration of staff, staff can fail to 

learn the organizational culture, thereby leading to further social isolation and negatively 

impacting work experience outcomes (Hollenbeck & Jamieson, 2015). This application of 

organizational learning supports the research on how distributed leadership positively impacts 

work experience outcomes.   

Distributed leadership is centered on learning, learning through dispersed and shared 

leadership experience. Similarly, organizational learning sees the necessity of prioritizing the 

leadership of many to become a true learning organization (Caldwell, 2012). Organizational 

learning is facilitated through leadership, and this in turn impacts organizational outcomes 

(Noruzy et al., 2013). Organizational learning theory sees learning as a collective and shared 

process, much the way distributed leadership sees leadership as a collective process and shared 

experiences (Caldwell, 2012). The theory of distributed leadership views the feedback process of 

leadership as a way to transmit norms and create shared meaning, just like the double loop 

learning of organizational learning theory (Caldwell, 2012).   

Social Capital Theory 

There is a promising future for research that combines the structures of social network 

analysis with the content of social capital theory. Despite this promise, there is currently a gap in 

research connecting social capital theory and social network analysis. “Only 4.5% of abstracts 

for articles on social networks mention social capital, and just about 2% of those on social capital 

explicitly mention social networks” (Moody & Paxton, 2009, p. 1491). Coleman (1988) 

conceptualized social capital as a combination of norms, networks, and trust, much like this 
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study uses social network analysis to measure the leadership norms within the network 

(influence, climate, inclusive leadership, etc.) and outcomes like trust. 

Moody and Paxton (2009) asserted that social networks, studied absent of social capital, 

can never reveal the true patterns of connections required to create the social meaning of a 

network. They also asserted that social capital without social networks creates a similarly 

incomplete understanding because it explores structure without social content (Moody & Paxton, 

2009). There is strong evidence that combining social capital theory with social network analysis 

produces stronger predictions in research and application of theory (Baker & Faulkner, 2009; 

Moody & Paxton, 2009). Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015) argued that social network analysis is 

an important tool for understanding essential elements of social capital such as power, 

communications, and relationships. 

Many see social network analysis as simply a way to visualize relationships but 

combining social network analysis with social capital theory can provide richer context to further 

understandings of relationships and power (Moody & Faulkner, 2009). The field of social capital 

theory benefits social network analysis by enhancing the clarity and distinctions among 

relationship ties, by contextualizing the shape and importance of relationships, and most 

importantly by working as a confirmatory data collection tool. When predicting outcomes from 

social networks, model creation is strengthened by integrating the insights of social capital 

theory with the analysis of social networks. In fact, Moody and Faulkner (2009) go one step 

further cautioning researchers from divorcing the intersectionality of social capital theory from 

social network analysis, suggesting that this risks the ability to generalize findings in social 

network analysis. 
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The field of social network analysis provides strong benefits to the field of social capital 

research, including providing more precise measurements of social capital, the conceptual 

development of theory, and by providing new insights into existing problems in social capital 

literature (Moody & Faulkner, 2009). Therefore, literature supports the value of connecting 

social capital theory to this study through social network analysis (Daly, 2012) and other areas of 

leadership and culture (Ahuja, 2000; Borgatti et al., 2009; Daly, 2012). Social capital theory 

further supports the application of this study’s findings and the importance of leaders applying 

social network theory to their practice. Utilizing social capital theory as a theoretical framework 

for this study benefitted both the research design as well as the interpretation of results. 

Understanding how norms, networks, and trust were represented in both distributed leadership 

and social networks provided a lens to understand their relationships with work experience 

outcomes and helped in the structuring and interpretation of regression models and findings. 

Implications for Future Research 

To expand the investigation of this topic, several areas should be considered to better 

understand the relationships between distributed leadership, social networks, and work 

experience outcomes.  

The areas worth investigation include additional research considering gender as a 

moderating, and even potentially mediating, factor of work experience outcomes. Also, more 

research should address how to improve applicability of the findings regarding the relationship 

between distributed leadership and social network analysis. The sample in this study was fairly 

homogenous with regards to demographics; both sites were in fairly affluent suburban 

communities, and both sites were secondary settings, with male principals. It is not clear to what 

extent my findings can be generalized. My study focused solely on large secondary schools due 
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to the presence of multiple administrators and teacher leadership roles. Further study should 

consider differences between primary and secondary schools and the role that plays in distributed 

leadership, work experiences, and social networks. A larger, more diverse sample size may 

produce different results. Expanding to a more diverse study sample may also confirm the 

findings of this study for greater generalizability.  This expansion of the study to take place 

outside of a global pandemic would also help to explore the role that COVID had on the results 

of this study. 

 Future work may benefit from taking into account additional variables as well. Future 

research should also consider connecting these findings to the impact on students and 

specifically student achievement.  As discussed in Chapter two, research indicates there is a 

relationship between leadership and student outcomes.  There is opportunity for significantly 

more depth and breadth into the connection between leadership, social networks and work 

experience outcomes as they relate to the impact on student achievement, something this study 

did not measure.  Longitudinal studies may be recommended to determine the precise influence 

of leadership on positive work experiences and social networks alike. Different methodologies, 

such as qualitative or mixed-methods studies, should also be considered to better understand 

these relationships. Reconstructing this study to follow a qualitative or mixed-methods design 

may provide insights into the school culture factors not able to be measured through a 

quantitative survey and could explore the impact of each school’s unique culture on the 

generalizability of these findings. From this study we do not know about additional structures 

and supports within the buildings, such as the effectiveness of professional learning 

communities, mentoring programs, or instructional coaching. This study resulted in significant 

differences between sites but was unable to determine the environmental causes for those 
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differences. Further investigation would be necessary to better understand the conditions leading 

to these differences. Finally, it is unclear how staff perceptions and responses, which were 

collected during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, may have been impacted. 

Despite the breadth of research on gender and leadership, there remains a gap in research 

exploring the role and effects of gender on principal-teacher relationships (Berkovich, 2017). 

There is little research that has explored the effect of gender on principal attitudes and teacher 

behaviors toward the organization, principals, and peers. This leaves this area of educational 

research underexplored, yet it is highly relevant to better understand how leadership shapes 

school culture and teachers’ work experiences. Findings from this study showed the moderating 

relationship of gender on distributed leadership as well as on the work experience outcomes of 

administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Teachers in the United States are 

predominantly female; in contrast, females are the minority gender in administrative roles. 

Gender dissimilarity results in female teachers reporting weaker perceptions of trust in their 

principal as well as associated uncertainty of their social status within the network. Berkovich’s 

(2017) research found that when both the principal and the teacher are the same gender, trust in 

the principal increases. Gender similarity and trust in one’s principal both have a moderating 

effect on teachers' experiences and continued commitment to the school. 

Across most fields, studies have shown that women are more satisfied with their work 

than are males, but these results have been inconsistent in educational settings (Nikodemus et al., 

2020). Studies on the moderating effect of gender on job satisfaction have shown that women 

show lower rates of job satisfaction on extrinsic dimensions of job satisfaction but greater rates 

of job satisfaction on intrinsic dimensions, such as applying their ideas, feeling valued, or taking 

part in decision making. For these reasons it would be beneficial to further explore other work 
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experience outcomes, like work engagement and administrative trust, to determine if similar 

disparities exist that could be explained with more dichotomous research regarding internal and 

external factors. The hope for this research was to fill a gap in the literature regarding the 

relationships between distributed leadership, social networks, and work experience outcomes. 

This section discussed recommendations for future research that could further the conversation 

and research surrounding these important areas of educational leadership.  

Concluding Thoughts 
 
 The purpose of this study was to understand the relationships between distributed 

leadership, social networks, and the work experience outcomes of administrative trust, work 

engagement, and job satisfaction. This study confirmed much of the research conducted in 

previous studies but also added some new findings that could be useful in elevating the policies 

and practices that benefit teachers and schools. The statistically significant results of this study 

indicated that the demographic variables of gender and percent of time spent on leadership tasks 

had strong predictive relationships with both distributed leadership and work experience 

outcomes. In addition, distributed leadership had a statistically significant relationship with all 

three work experience outcomes. Finally, social network variables also produced statistically 

significant relationships with distributed leadership and work experience outcomes. Statistically 

significant findings suggested a need for further research on the moderating effects of gender as 

well as on expansion of this study to more heterogeneous populations to assess generalizability. 

Overall, this study developed links between distributed leadership, work experience 

outcomes, and social network analysis. The findings suggested that the demographic variables of 

gender and percent time on leadership tasks are strong predictors of distributed leadership. Also, 

distributed leadership combined with social network variables are strong predictors of the work 
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experience outcomes of administrative trust, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Educational 

institutions and leaders are encouraged to strengthen both their distributed leadership aspects and 

their social network relationships within schools to improve administrative trust, work 

engagement, and job satisfaction for educators. 
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Appendix A 
Recruitment Letter 

 
Dear X School staff, 
My name is Sarah Hickle. I am a Doctoral student at Ball State University. I know how 
absolutely precious your time is, now more than ever, and I greatly appreciate you sharing your 
time with me. 
My research closely examines the teacher experience, by examining two factors,  

1. Distributed leadership - which looks at how leadership is shared 
And 
2. Social Networks - which looks at the relationships, supports, and interactions within the 

building 
My research also studies teacher experiences and identifies positive teacher outcomes such as 
trust, work engagement, job satisfaction, and climate. The title of my research study is: The 
Relationship of Distributed Leadership, Social Networks and Teacher Experiences 1675141-1. 
 
I am asking for your participation by completing the associated survey that can be accessed 
here. Your responses are completely confidential. The survey will remain open for one month 
and can be completed when convenient for you. The survey has four sections: 
The survey collects demographic data. Please know that your demographic data is converted to a 
randomly assigned identification number and all presentation of the data will only use 
pseudonyms and never be associated with your name or any identifying information. The three 
remaining sections ask questions pertaining to distributed leadership, social network analysis, 
and teacher job experiences.   
Once again I want to thank you for your time and for so generously completing the survey. You 
have my heartfelt gratitude. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the research study please feel free to reach out to 
me. 
Thank you and have a great day! 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah J. Hickle, 
Doctoral Candidate                            
Department of Educational Leadership                       
Ball State University                                                   
Muncie, IN 47306                                                     
Email: sjhickle@bsu.edu 
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Appendix B 

Individual Factor Descriptives by Site 

 
 

Inclusive Leadership 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Strongly committed to shared decision 
making 

N 104 85 189 

Mean 2.86 3.19 3.01 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.127 1.086  1.118 

Works to create a sense of community N 105 85 190 

Mean 3.70 3.51 3.62 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.126 1.151 1.138 

Promotes parental & community 
involvement 

N 104 85 190 

Mean 4.13 3.93 4.04 

Standard 
Deviation 

.764 .884 .824 
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Teacher Influence 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Teachers are involved in making important 
decisions 

N 105 85 190 

Mean 2.63 2.95 2.77 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.021 1.057  1.047 

Teachers have a lot of informal opportunities 
to influence 

N 105 85 190 

Mean 3.11 3.09 3.11 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.086 1.087 1.084 

I feel comfortable voicing my concerns N 105 85 190 

Mean 3.14 3.28 3.21 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.267 1.119 1.202 

Teachers are active in decision making 
committees 

N 105 85 190 

Mean 2.91 3.15 3.02 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.011 .994 1.008 
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Professional Climate 
  

Frontier Excalibur Total 

Assessment of student performance leads to 
changes in our school curriculum 

N 104 84 188 

Mean 3.59 3.43 3.52 

Standard 
Deviation 

.843 1.090  .962 

Administration sets high standards for teaching N 104 84 188 

Mean 4.53 3.94 4.27 

Standard 
Deviation 

.607 1.022 .867 

Principal is a strong leader in school reform N 104 84 188 

Mean 4.20 3.51 3.89 

Standard 
Deviation 

.817 .963 .947 

Faculty has an effective process for making 
group decisions and solving problems 

N 104 84 188 

Mean 3.03 3.07 3.05 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.083 1.027 1.056 

I feel supported by colleagues to try out new 
ideas 

N 104 84 188 

Mean 4.07 4.17 4.11 

Standard 
Deviation 

.938 .876 .909 
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Teacher Experience 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Assessment of student performance leads to 
changes in our school curriculum 

N 104 83 187 

Mean 4.15 4.02 4.10 

Standard 
Deviation 

.635 .749  .689 

Administration sets high standards for teaching N 104 83 187 

Mean 3.61 3.75 3.67 

Standard 
Deviation 

.875 .824 .853 

Principal is a strong leader in school reform N 104 83 187 

Mean 4.02 3.81 3.93 

Standard 
Deviation 

.824 .862 .845 

Faculty has an effective process for making 
group decisions and solving problems 

N 104 82 186 

Mean 4.30 4.29 4.30 

Standard 
Deviation 

.736 .638 .693 

I feel supported by colleagues to try out new 
ideas 

N 104 83 187 

Mean 4.35 4.22 4.29 

Standard 
Deviation 

.734 .797 .763 
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Teacher Interactions 
 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

Share ideas on teaching and learning with other 
teachers 

N 102 82 184 

Mean 3.63 3.50 3.57 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.024 1.057  1.038 

Observe another teacher teaching, or be 
observed by another teacher 

N 102 82 184 

Mean 1.97 2.17 2.06 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.009 .953 .987 

Discuss common challenges in the classroom 
and/or problem solve 

N 102 82 184 

Mean 3.66 3.50 3.59 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.085 1.091 1.088 

Work together to develop teaching materials or 
activities 

N 102 81 183 

Mean 3.17 3.12 3.15 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.178 1.065 1.127 

Discuss with other teachers what you/they 
learned at a workshop or conference 

N 102 80 182 

Mean 2.27 2.41 2.34 

Standard 
Deviation 

.914 .964 .936 

Discuss and attempt to solve program or school-
level problems 

N 102 81 183 

Mean 2.72 2.77 2.74 
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Standard 
Deviation 

1.138 1.064 1.103 

 

Collegial Trust 
 

  Frontier Excalibur Total 

Even in a difficult situation, I can depend on 
my coworkers 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.23 4.05 4.15 

Standard 
Deviation 

.874 .879  .879 

I trust my coworkers N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.09 4.07 4.08 

Standard 
Deviation 

.877 .848 .862 

Teachers in this school typically look out for 
each other 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.19 4.05 4.13 

Standard 
Deviation 

.706 .805 .753 

When teachers in this school tell you 
something, you can believe it 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 3.87 3.57 3.73 

Standard 
Deviation 

.812 .948 .886 

Teachers in this school trust each other N 100 81 181 

Mean 3.88 3.64 3.77 

Standard 
Deviation 

.808 .856 .836 
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Administration Trust 
 
  

Frontier Excalibur Total 

Teachers in this school trust in the principal N 99 81 180 

Mean 3.51 3.51 3.51 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.034 .976  1.006 

Teachers in this school have faith in the 
integrity of the principal 

N 99 81 180 

Mean 3.86 3.83 3.84 

Standard 
Deviation 

.979 1.010 .991 

The administration in this school typically acts 
in the best interest of teachers 

N 98 81 179 

Mean 3.55 3.20 3.39 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.104 1.066 1.098 

Teachers in this school can rely on the principal N 99 81 180 

Mean 3.86 3.56 3.72 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.050 1.012 1.041 

Administration shows concern for teachers N 99 81 180 

Mean 3.84 3.36 3.62 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.017 1.052 1.058 

 
 

 
 
 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

132 

Work Engagement 
 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

I find the work that I do meaningful & 
purposeful 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.28 4.15 4.22 

Standard 
Deviation 

.712 .838  .772 

I am proud of the work I do N 100 80 180 

Mean 4.41 4.34 4.38 

Standard 
Deviation 

.712 .745 .726 

I am enthusiastic about my job N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.20 4.10 4.15 

Standard 
Deviation 

.853 .957 .900 

My job inspires me N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.02 3.91 3.97 

Standard 
Deviation 

.921 1.002 .957 

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going 
to work 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 3.91 3.78 3.85 

Standard 
Deviation 

.922 1.061 .986 

At my work I always persevere, even when 
things don’t go well 

N 100 80 180 

Mean 4.58 4.57 4.58 
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Standard 
Deviation 

.535 .546 .539 

 
 

 
Job Satisfaction 
 

  
Frontier Excalibur Total 

I like the people I work with N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.38 4.23 4.31 

Standard 
Deviation 

.678 .712  .695 

I sometimes feel my job is meaningless N 100 81 181 

Mean 2.03 2.51 2.24 

Standard 
Deviation 

.979 1.246 1.129 

I like doing the things I do at work N 100 80 180 

Mean 4.09 3.95 4.03 

Standard 
Deviation 

.621 .778 .697 

I do not feel that the work I do is 
appreciated 

N 100 81 181 

Mean 2.56 3.16 2.83 

Standard 
Deviation 

1.076 1.188 1.164 

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job N 100 81 181 

Mean 4.36 4.31 4.34 

Standard 
Deviation 

.689 .752 .717 
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My job is enjoyable N 100 80 180 

Mean 4.09 4.01 4.06 

Standard 
Deviation 

.753 .849 .796 
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Appendix C 

Factor Item Loading 

 

Construct Item Mean Factor 
Loading 

Alpha 
Reliability 

Inclusive 
Leadership 

 
2.54 

 
.75 

Strongly committed to shared 
decision making 

3.01 .90 
 

Works to create a sense of 
community 

3.62 .80 
 

Promotes parental & community 
involvement 

4.04 .76 
 

Teacher 
Influence 

 
3.02 

 
.87 

Teachers are involved in making 
important decisions 

2.77 .91 
 

Teachers have a lot of informal 
opportunities to influence 

3.11 .86 
 

I feel comfortable voicing my 
concerns 

3.21 .84 
 

Teachers are active in decision 
making committees 

3.02 .79 
 

Professional 
Climate 

 
3.77 

 
.73 

Assessment of student performance 
leads to changes in our school 

curriculum 

3.52 .78 
 

Administration sets high standards 
for teaching 

4.27 .70 
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Principal is a strong leader in school 
reform 

3.89 .68 
 

Faculty has an effective process for 
making group decisions and solving 

problems 

3.05 .68 
 

I feel supported by colleagues to try 
out new ideas 

4.11 .64 
 

Teacher 
Experience 

 
4.06 

 
.79 

Assessment of student performance 
leads to changes in our school 

curriculum 

4.10 .83 
 

Administration sets high standards 
for teaching 

3.67 .78 
 

Principal is a strong leader in school 
reform 

3.93 .74 
 

Faculty has an effective process for 
making group decisions and solving 

problems 

4.30 .74 
 

I feel supported by colleagues to try 
out new ideas 

4.29 .61 
 

Teacher 
Interactions 

 
2.91 

 
.79 

Share ideas on teaching and learning 
with other teachers 

3.57 .73 
 

Observe another teacher teaching, or 
be observed by another teacher 

2.06 .73 
 

Discuss common challenges in the 
classroom and/or problem solve 

3.59 .70 
 

Work together to develop teaching 
materials or activities 

3.15 .70 
 

Discuss with other teachers what 
you/they learned at a workshop or 

conference 

2.34 .68 
 

Discuss and attempt to solve program 
or school-level problems 

2.74 .67 
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Collegial Trust 
 

3.97 
 

.91 

Even in a difficult situation, I can 
depend on my coworkers 

4.15 .90 
 

I trust my coworkers 4.08 .88 
 

Teachers in this school typically look 4.13 .86 
 

When teachers in this school tell you 
something, you can believe it 

3.73 .83 
 

Teachers in this school trust each 
other 

3.77 .82 
 

Administration 
trust 

 
3.61 

 
.93 

Teachers in this school trust in the 
principal 

3.51 .94 
 

Teachers in this school have faith in 
the integrity of the principal 

3.84 .90 
 

The administration in this school 
typically acts in the best interest of 

teachers 

3.39 .88 
 

Teachers in this school can rely on 
the principal 

3.72 .87 
 

Administration shows concern for 
teachers 

3.62 .85 
 

Work 
Engagement 

 
4.19 

 
.90 

I find the work that I do meaningful 
& purposeful 

4.22 .92 
 

I am proud of the work I do 4.38 .89 
 

I am enthusiastic about my job 4.15 .87 
 

My job inspires me 3.97 .87 
 

When I get up in the morning, I feel 
like going to work 

3.85 .86 
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At my work I always persevere, even 
when things don’t go well 

4.58 .47 
 

Job Satisfaction 
 

3.63 
 

.78 

I like the people I work with 4.31 .86 
 

I sometimes feel my job is 
meaningless 

3.78 .70 
 

I like doing the things I do at work 4.03 .76 
 

I do not feel that the work I do is 
appreciated 

3.54 .52 
 

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job 4.34 .78 
 

My job is enjoyable 4.06 .86 
 

 
Distributed 
Leadership 

 
3.45 

 
.90 

3 Inclusive Leadership items 2.54 
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Appendix D 

Additional Sociograms 

Sociograms Illustrating Work Engagement, Gender and Percent Time 

 
 Frontier       

Excalibur  

 

Sociograms Illustrating Job Satisfaction, Gender and Percent Time 

Frontier    

 

 



DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, NETWORKS AND WORK EXPERIENCES 
 

140 

Excalibur 

 

 

 
 


