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3 Introduction
The hackneyed adage, If Rip Van Winkle woke up today and went to school, he'd feel right at home,
continues to have considerable face validity, particularly in regard to the leadership structures of schools. The
administrative structure of schools has traditionally been hierarchical and bureaucratic. It follows a scientic
management (Taylor, 1916) approach to the separation of administrators' and teachers' responsibilities, with
the administrator responsible for most major decisions and the teachers responsible for what Taylor referred
to as the work.
However, in Alabama, various eorts have recently been implemented to alter this structure somewhat,
calling for a dissolution of some of the lines between teachers and administrators and for the sharing of leadership in the school. This article examines those eorts against the backdrop of the professional knowledge
base on shared leadership in schools.

4 An Overview of the Knowledge Base on Shared Leadership in Schools
The knowledge base on school leadership is primarily based on the heroic model of leadership.

Many

authorities have determined that the eectiveness of the principal is a key, if not the key, factor in a school's
performance (Lezotte, 1991; Carter, 2001; Cawelti, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Harris, 2005).

Recent

studies in Alabama's public schools (Carter, Lee, & Sweatt, 2009; Lindahl, 2010; Printy, 2010; Schargel,
Thacker, & Bell, 2007) conrm the key role the principal plays in the academic achievement of schools.
Leithwood and Jantzi (1999, 2000) found that principals' transformational leadership had some eects on
school conditions, which, in turn, inuence student performance. However, there is a dearth of dynamic,
successful principals. As Schargel et al. pointed out, modest pay, long hours, uneven resources, problematic
authority (p. 6) and increased public accountability make the heroic, hierarchical model of the principalship
unattractive to many ne educators. Yukl and Lepsinger (2008) also decried the complexity of the demands
on principals.
One potential alternative to the heroic model of the principalship is teacher leadership. However, there
is little evidence that teacher leadership has a pronounced inuence on student performance. For example,
Ogawa and Hart (1985) found that teacher leadership accounted for only 2% to 8% of the variation in student
achievement. However, very recent research by Hallinger and Heck (2010) and Printy (2010) has concluded
that collaborative school leadership can positively, indirectly impact student achievement.
Recently, considerable attention has been shown in the knowledge base to various forms of shared leadership. This is not a new concept. Follett introduced it in 1940, in her writings on the Law of the Situation.
However, its acceptance in education has been limited. Sarason (1996) wrote that the failure of school reform
was predictable because of the power relationships [hierarchical principal structure] that exist in schools.
Spillane (2006) dened shared leadership as occurring when organizational members inuence the motivation, knowledge, aect, or practices of other organizational members (p. 11) in activities tied to the
core mission of the organization. Pearce and Conger (2003) noted that it is not tied to formal authority or
expertise, but rather to the individual's capacity to inuence peers and to the organization's specic needs
at the moment. Fletcher and Kaufer (2003) explained that it involves a shift from individual achievement to
focus on collective achievement, shared responsibility, and teamwork. Harris (2005) emphasized the development of a common culture. Senge (1990, 2000) used the term learning organization to describe his model
of shared leadership. Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson, and Hann (2002) termed it parallel leadership, whereas
Raelin (2003) referred to it as leaderful practice and Yukl and Lepsinger (2008) used the term connected
leadership.
Shared leadership can take many forms. Schwadel (1991) described co-Chief Executive Ocers. Katzenbach (1998) and Ostro (1999) discussed small groups of executives. Yukl (1998) talked of organizational
structures with no formal, hierarchical leader. Lambert (2003) described study groups in Alberta, Canada,
Kansas City, Kansas, Clayton, Missouri, and San Leandro, California.

Lambert also described research

teams in Manitoba, Canada, vertical learning communities and the vision team in Kansas City, Kansas, and
the ZCI process and Circle of Leaders in Calgary, Canada. Park and Datnow's (2009) study concluded that
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school systems centralize some decisions while de-centralizing others and that the conguration of teacher
leadership and the types of responsibilities that teachers assume vary greatly by site.
The most recent additions to the knowledge base on shared leadership have focused on professional
learning communities (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005; Giles & Hargreaves, 2006; Gregory & Kuznich
(2007); Harris & Muijs, 2005; Rasberry, with Mahajan, 2008; Sparks, 2005). York-Barr and Duke (2004)
described these as schools in which there is active involvement by individuals at all levels of the organization.
This involvement may be at the instructional, professional, or organizational level, as long as those involved
grow and learn (p. 255). They may be formal or informal, but they should all involve collaborative problem
solving and sharing of knowledge (Printy, 2008, p. 189). This should include sharing best practice, building
a positive school culture, improving student learning, taking collective responsibility, using data wisely,
providing shared leadership, eecting planned change, and creating supportive structures (Wells & Feun,
2007).

The teams must be open to critical thinking, reective dialogue, self-examination, and addressing

student learning (Rasberry, with Mahajan, 2008, p. 2).
Spillane (2006) provided a useful dierentiation between shared leadership and distributed leadership,
contending that shared leadership involves a formal leader plus other leaders, whereas distributed leadership
is about leadership practice, not roles, about interactions, not heroes (p.

4).

Although this semantic

dierentiation is not universally adhered to in the knowledge base, it is very helpful when examining the
emerging leadership structure eorts in Alabama's schools.

5 An Overview of Some of the Shared Leadership Initiatives in Alabama's Schools
In 2005, the Alabama Department of Education designed and implemented the Teacher Leader Network,
which piloted a three-year program of a formal teacher leader in each of the 66 Alabama schools that did not
make Adequate Yearly Progress in 2004 (Alabama Department of Education, 2010a). This was accompanied
by other State initiatives, such as the Accountability Roundtable and State Support Teams for schools failing
to make Adequate Yearly Progress, and the Alabama Math, Science, and Technology Initiative (AMSTI),
Alabama Reading Initiative (ARI), and the Alabama Reading First Initiative (ARFI), all of which moved
selected teachers into leadership roles in the school, e.g., coaches, specialists, or faculty facilitators (Alabama
Department of Education, 2010b).
In 2008, the Alabama Department of Education, through the Governor's Commission on Quality Teaching
(GCQT) (2008), proposed new directions in teacher leadership through the creation of Professional Pathways for Alabama Teachers. These Pathways proposed to alter the teacher certication levels to provide
teachers with greater opportunities to assume broader roles in instructional improvement, without having
to leave the classroom full-time or to become an administrator. With experience, proven performance, and
training, teachers would progress from apprentice teacher to classroom teacher to professional teacher. At
the professional teacher level, they would assume such leadership roles as leading teams of colleagues, serving
as a school improvement committee chair, cooperating teacher, or department or grade level chairperson.
Teachers desiring to assume greater leadership roles could pursue training and certication as a master
teacher or learning designer. The former role would focus on supporting the learning of peers (e.g., mentor
or demonstration teacher). Teachers attaining the learning designer certication might serve as specialists in
assessment, data analysis, school improvement, or technology integration. Both of these groups of teachers
would remain in their classrooms part-time, but would receive release time to exercise these additional roles
(GCQT, 2008). The State Department of Education also created a statewide mentoring program, in which
recommended, experienced teachers provide one-on-one mentoring for new teachers.
Parallel to these eorts, in July, 2005, the Alabama State Board of Education adopted new Standards
for Instructional Leaders (Alabama Department of Education, 2006). The Governor's Congress on School
Leadership (Alabama Department of Education, 2005) proposed that teachers holding Instructional Leader
certication not receive a salary increase for that certication until they actually assume an administrative
position. Furthermore, it developed far more rigorous program standards for those master's degree programs
preparing Instructional Leaders.

As thousands of teachers in Alabama had previously completed their

master's degrees in such programs with no intention of moving into an administrative position, these new
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directions reduced the enrollment in these programs.

In an eort to provide prospective teachers with

programs more related to their roles, the Governor's Congress on School Leadership proposed that teachers
earn master's degrees in their content areas and that new Teacher Leadership programs be developed at the
post-master's level.

On November 25, 2009, State Superintendent of Education Joseph Morton (personal

communication) released drafts of the new program approval standards for Class AA Teacher Leadership
programs, with implementation intended for spring, 2010. This certication is aimed at classroom teachers
who have successful teaching experience and content expertise who want to remain in the classroom, but
who also want to be better prepared to assume leadership (not as administrators) roles in their schools.

6 An Analysis of Alabama's School Leadership Structure Initiatives
Clearly, the hierarchical, bureaucratic structure of leadership is rmly entrenched in Alabama's schools. Such
structures strongly resist change (Muijs & Harris, 2003; Murphy, 2005; Murphy, Smylie, Mayrowiz, & Louis,
2009). Not only must the structures be changed, but the culture of the school must also be changed; strong
cultures strongly resist change (Allen, 1985; Deal, 1985; Harris, 2002; Lindahl, 2006; Wilkins & Patterson,
1985).
Those initiatives which focus on empowering a small number of teacher leaders, which Spillane (2006)
referred to as shared leadership, call for less structural and cultural change than do the initiatives involving
more widespread teacher leadership, which Spillane dubbed distributed leadership.

Consequently, imple-

menting the Alabama Teacher Leader Network program, which designated one formal teacher leader per
pilot school, or programs such as the Accountability Roundtable, AMSTI, ARI, ARFI, and Teacher Mentoring program, all of which called for the designation of select teachers as coaches or mentors, should be
relatively easy to implement. They call for a principal to share relatively little authority with one or two
additional individuals in the school. Their focus is generally limited to a specic subject area. Release time,
training, and additional compensation are provided to the new teacher leaders to perform their new duties.
The remainder of the faculty are not called upon to alter their roles and can readily see the rather limited
parameters of these new teacher leaders' authority and responsibility, thus reducing resistance to the changes.
However, this empowerment of a few teachers does relatively little to change the hierarchical structure and
culture of school leadership.

Although it may reap benets and may prove to be a solid modication, it

represents a relatively minor change in the status quo.
On the other hand, the Alabama Pathways initiative and the new teacher leader certication have the
potential, over time, to change the school leadership structure to one of more distributed leadership.

It

is conceivable that through these initiatives, large numbers of teachers may prepare themselves as general
teacher leaders, not for a specic role, such as a math or reading coach. As a critical mass is reached in
schools of teachers prepared and disposed to exercise teacher leadership, far greater structural and cultural
changes would be required, possibly leading to professional learning communities.

Although it is feasible

to provide the necessary release time (Muijs & Harris, 2003; York-Barr & Duke, 2004), continuous sta
development (Muijs & Harris, 2003, 2007;), and additional resources (Murphy, 2005) and compensation to a
few individuals, providing this to larger numbers of teacher leaders is highly problematic.
The principal's role would need to undergo major changes (Murphy et al., 2009; Silins & Mulford, 2004;
Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002). Alabama's current Standards for Instructional Leaders call for principals
to lead and motivate sta, work with sta and others to establish and accomplish goals, use a variety of
problem-solving techniques and decision-making skills to resolve problems, and delegate tasks clearly and
appropriately (Alabama Department of Education, 2006, p. 25). All of these suggest top-down, hierarchical
uses of authority. With more distributed leadership, the role of principal shifts to such tasks as to: develop
a shared vision based on community values; organize, focus, and sustain the conversations about teaching
and learning; insist that student learning is at the center of the conversation; and protect and interpret
community values, assuring a focus on and congruence with teaching and learning approaches (Lambert,
2003, pp. 47-48). This is a considerable shift in approach, role, and skills.
Teachers' roles, and their relationships with their peers would need to undergo the most radical changes
in most schools, and this would mean there would be considerable resistance to large-scale distributed
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leadership, or professional learning communities. Fitzgerald and Gunter (2008) questioned whether this is
really exploitation of teachers for additional duties, hindering their primary role  teaching.

Alabama's

very powerful teacher organization, the Alabama Education Association, would likely resist major changes
in teachers' roles. Cultural norms among teachers such as privacy, egalitarianism, civility, and not taking
time away from the classroom permeate schools (Murphy et al., 2009). Faculty are not generally open to
inspection by their peers and modication of their teaching practices (Printy, 2008). Involving more people
in decisions will require more time and will make it harder to achieve consensus (Landeau, Van Dorn, &
Freely, 2009).
However, if these diculties can be overcome, the distributed model of professional learning communities
oers promise for improving student performance (Gregory & Kuznich, 2007; Rasberry, with Mahajan, 2008).
Recognition of this is beginning in Alabama. A study of high performing schools serving low income populations (Schargel et al., 2007) concluded that principals in these schools, Empower others to make signicant
decisions. . .nurture teacher involvement and engender teacher leadership, and obtain comprehensive input
and involvement in the decision-making processes (p. 8). In these schools, teachers listen to each other,
are involved in making decisions, build collaboration, and support others in teaching and learning. In an
unpublished study on high and low-performing elementary, middle, and junior high schools in Alabama,
Lindahl found that the teachers in higher performing schools reported a signicantly higher presence of the
qualities of distributed leadership than did the teachers in lower performing schools. In their 2009 study of
rural schools, Carter et al. studied high performing schools, most of which served low income populations.
They found that family and team were often used to describe faculty relationships in those schools (p. 17).
Finally, the newly proposed Standards for Class AA Instructional Leader programs (State Superintendent
of Education, Dr. Joseph Morton, personal correspondence, November 25, 2009) state that A core principle
of Class AA Instructional Leader programs will be the development of shared leadership practices with all
who have a stake in improving student achievement, especially parents and teachers (Rationale section,
para. 1). Whether this statement refers to shared leadership in its generic form or in the specic manner
in which Spillane (2006) dened it remains to be seen. However, this principle does infer that at least some
modication is needed to Alabama's school governance approaches and structures.

7 Conclusions
Alabama's public schools are in an early, experimental phase of questioning the traditional, hierarchical
structure of school leadership. Preliminary eorts include provisions for shared leadership, in which selected
teacher leaders are called upon to provide leadership for specic tasks. Other eorts are directed more at
developing leadership capacity for distributed leadership, in which many, if not all, teachers in a school assume
leadership roles in a uid, emerging manner. It will take many years for most of these eorts to reach fruition,
as the planning processes proceed to implementation and evaluation. These planning and implementation
processes will be complicated by the traditional territoriality of the various organizations within the state that
have vested interests in teacher leadership. For example, the powerful teacher organization, the Alabama
Education Agency, will shape its political support and professional development oerings to its vision of
how best to protect and serve teachers.

The major administrator organization in the state, the Council

for Leaders in Alabama Schools, will approach it from the principal and assistant principal perspective.
The Alabama Department of Education and the various colleges and universities which prepare teachers,
teacher leaders, and administrators, will each add their own perspectives. Historically, it has proven dicult
to develop the collaboration necessary to have a single, unied vision and approach for initiatives of this
importance and complexity.

Careful evaluation will be needed to determine the extent to which either

model, or both models, can be an eective complement to, or replacement for, the traditional structures.
Even within the new models, the question must be answered, Can both the shared and distributed models
co-exist eectively? Should they? Even after substantial evaluation, it will take many more years for the
most successful of these eorts to truly become institutionalized, if at all.

Although, conceptually, these

eorts at restructuring school governance hold promise, one reason why the hierarchical model has endured
so long is that it has proven relatively eective and ecient over an extended period of time.
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substantial evidence to the contrary, as yet not available, the traditional model may still prove to be the best
choice. During this period of experimentation, Alabama's school leadership structures will surely go round
and round. It is far too early to even guess where they will land.
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