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Introduction 

With the popularity of the effective school movement during the 1980s, school 
principals came under tremendous pressure to become more ‘instructional leaders’ 
(Hallinger and Murphy 1985; Hallinger and Wang 2015). They work in an envi-
ronment of increased volume and complexity, extended work hours, and often face 
demands that are in direct conflict with each other (Adams et al. 2021a; Pollock and 
Wang 2019, 2020; Wang and Pollock 2020) which constantly overwhelm them (Grin-
shtain and Gibton 2018). Being a ‘more instructional leader’ adds to the complexity, 
given the amount of responsibility this brings upon them. School principals, who 
were already witnessing dramatic changes in their roles from “that of a colleague 
of teachers to a representative of the school board” (Tyack and Hansot 1982, p. 5),  
felt that they were not capable of handling this additional “daunting set of expecta-
tions” (Noonan and Renihan 2006, p. 9). However, notwithstanding initial resistance, 
instructional leadership’s popularity has grown tremendously during the last three 
decades. It has become one of the most researched educational leadership models 
to date and has shown notable staying power (Adams et al. 2021b; Hallinger et al. 
2020). The effectiveness of instructional leadership has been extensively studied and 
the findings have revealed its positive effects on student achievement (Glaés-Coutts 
2021). 

Bush et al. (2011) include instructional leadership among nine prominent educa-
tional leadership models and single it out for its central focus on teaching and learning 
activities. Similarly, Pont (2020) considers instructional leadership as a crucial driver 
of reform efforts that leads to enhanced student learning. Emphasizing the role of 
instructional leadership in sustainable school improvement efforts, Hallinger and
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Murphy (2013) claim that “while effective leadership cannot guarantee successful 
education reform, research affirms that sustainable school improvement is seldom 
found without active, skillful, instructional leadership from principals and teachers” 
(p. 6). 

While instructional leadership has been popular for a considerably long period, 
many researchers claim that there is a significant gap between the claims of instruc-
tional leadership practices and the actual practices of school principals (Aas and 
Brandmo 2016; Adams and Velarde 2021; Shaked 2018). Several reasons could be 
attributed to this gap (Goldring et al. 2015; Murphy et al. 2016), including time 
constraints been cited by most educational leaders for not being able to fully imple-
ment instructional leadership (Goldring et al. 2015; Wieczorek and Manard 2018). 
In their traditional role, school leaders would mainly carry out bureaucratic and 
management tasks which included managing finances, facilities, schedules, and 
human resources (Hallinger et al. 2018) which has been expanded to being also 
responsible for improving the academic achievement of students and maintaining a 
conducive learning environment within the school. 

As a result, school leaders around the world are experiencing tremendous work-
loads, leaving them with little time to focus on teaching and learning activities, 
leading to stress and anxiety and affecting their wellbeing (Walker 2019). They are 
also working longer hours, with as much as 55 h of average work during a week 
(Pollock et al. 2015; Skaalvik 2020). Of their total workload, school principals typi-
cally spend their time carrying out tasks such as attending several meetings and 
briefings, solving problems and conflicts, and other administrative and organiza-
tional tasks, with little or no time left for instructional responsibilities (Hauseman 
2020). 

One of the major requirements of successful instructional leadership practices is 
the continuous, intense involvement of school principals’ indirect attempts to enhance 
teaching and learning activities in their schools (Hallinger et al. 2020; Neumerski 
et al. 2018). The effect of instructional leaders on teaching and learning is indirect 
through their influence on teachers, in the form of their hiring, coaching, developing, 
and encouraging teachers to constantly improve their instructional practices (Grissom 
and Condon 2021). Instructional leaders desperately need help and for this, they need 
to turn to other members of the school community, particularly their teachers. A 
couple of decades ago, Spillane and Louis (2002, p. 98) made the following assertion 
“as a practical matter, school principals who cannot engage others in leading will 
be unable to spread and mobilize the expertise necessary for school improvement in 
their schools; they are thus unlikely to be very effective”. 

This chapter highlights the key aspects of an instructional leadership model in 
schools that is not hierarchical as most traditional instructional leadership models 
are and is distributed across the institution for greater effectiveness. For instruc-
tional leadership to be more distributive, the chapter proposes the SHARE model of 
distributed instructional leadership that is grounded on empirical evidence from the 
literature. The chapter first discusses the key propositions of instructional leadership 
and distributed leadership before delving into the conceptualization of distributed 
instructional leadership and the SHARE model.
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Origins and Evolution of Instructional Leadership 

The origins of formal instructional leadership could be traced to the effective schools 
movement in the 1980s, wherein researchers began classifying schools that were 
successful as effective schools and the ones that were not successful as ineffective 
schools (Lezotte n.d.). Out of the many factors that were identified as responsible 
for school effectiveness, the role of a strong instructional leader was most promi-
nent (Edmonds 1981; Lezotte n.d.; Rosenholtz 1985; Weber 1971). Most studies on 
effective schools have demonstrated that there exists no effective school that is led 
by a weak principal (Leithwood et al. 2020; Ylimaki and Brunderman 2022; Zhu  
et al. 2020). 

Instructional leadership has evolved over a period and could be generally concep-
tualized in two different ways. The earliest conceptualization of instructional lead-
ership was of behaviors of a leader which directly influence the teaching, learning, 
and staff development within a school (Leithwood 1994), and was primarily focused 
on direct curricular and instructional activities, especially in small, rural schools 
(Hallinger 2003). This conceptualization of instructional leadership assumes the 
principal’s role as a ‘Master Teacher,’ with the principal as an expert in curriculum 
and instruction (Mitchell and Castle 2005). The second conceptualization is modern 
and is based upon the premise that school leaders have a significant, indirect impact 
on the academic achievement of all students in a school (Grissom and Condon 2021). 
It extends to all leadership activities including creating a conducive school climate, 
goal setting, scheduling, assessment, and other facets of leadership that has bearing 
on the academic achievement of students. 

Hallinger and Murphy (2013, p. 7) consider it as a process of influence while 
claiming that “today, we view instructional leadership as an influence process through 
which leaders identify direction for the school, motivate staff and coordinate school 
and classroom-based strategies aimed at improvements in teaching and learning”. 
Hallinger and Murphy (1987) believe instructional leadership to be observable prac-
tices and behaviors of a leader, particularly those related to school climate and mission 
while Leithwood’s (1994) definition does not include behaviors that are explicitly 
dedicated to school climate and mission. 

While the role of instructional leader in school effectiveness has been well docu-
mented and instructional leadership has been studied primarily as the function of 
a single leader, there is a gradual consensus on its new understanding wherein 
“instructional leadership, as we reconceptualize it, replaces a hierarchical and proce-
dural notion with a model of ‘shared instructional leadership’ (Marks and Printy 
2003, p. 371).” The findings of a meta-analysis conducted by Robinson et al. (2008) 
also reinforce this idea, noting that the traditional conceptualization of instructional 
leadership focuses solely on the principal (Hallinger and Murphy 1985) which is 
contrary to the findings of several studies wherein most principals were unable to 
enact instructional leadership by themselves (Hallinger 2003). 

It has become clear that “principals cannot lead alone and that school leader-
ship teams are essential to the improvement process” (Chrispeels et al. 2008, p. 730).
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Principal’s work domain consists of a myriad of traditional school leadership respon-
sibilities (Chan et al. 2019) apart from numerous non-traditional workload that 
includes, but are not limited to school funding, formal correspondence, problem-
solving (Oplatka 2017), meetings, writing reports, managing stakeholders, commu-
nity participation (Hauseman et al. 2017), improving technology in their schools 
(Pollock and Hauseman 2019) and dealing with budgetary constraints, and account-
ability issues (Dwangu and Mahlangu 2021). The sheer volume of workload requires 
principals to possess and demonstrate a variety of skills such as planning, decision-
making, problem-solving, communication, and delegation, among numerous others 
(Hitt and Tucker 2016). There are suggestions that for instructional leadership to be 
able to realize its full potential, and even for its sustainability, in the long run, it is 
important to distribute it among other members of the school (Badenhorst and Radile 
2018; Harris and DeFlaminis 2016; Shaked 2018). It is evident that most studies on 
instructional leadership center around bringing forth the role of the principal in 
bringing around change, school effectiveness, and improving academic achievement 
(Sebastian and Allensworth 2012). The important role of other educational leaders, 
namely teachers and middle leaders in managing the educational achievement of the 
school is largely ignored. 

Distributed Leadership 

The idea of instructional leadership has been around for decades and is still among 
the most popular leadership models (Gumus et al. 2018; Hallinger et al. 2020) for  
its emphasis on instructional effectiveness. However, instructional leadership, with 
all its perceived benefits and popularity, is often criticized for being centered around 
a singular heroic leader, resulting in a ‘new wave’ of critical leadership conceptual-
ization, encompassing ideas of shared and collective leadership, which focuses more 
on leadership as a practice rather than as a person (Alvesson and Deetz 2021; Evans 
2022). Just like instructional leadership, distributed leadership model has also been 
widely used riding on its strength of the decentralized leadership concept (Murphy 
and Brennan 2022). 

Scholars have used the concept of shared leadership, collective leadership, team 
leadership, and distributed leadership interchangeably, among the variety of ways in 
which practices of collaborative leadership is perceived (Day et al. 2020; Browne-
Ferrigno and Björk 2018). Such leadership models have been described in several 
different ways, such as dispersed, collaborative, democratic, collective, distributed, 
and co-leadership. Despite significant theoretical disagreements, variations, and 
ambiguities, shared leadership and distributed leadership have emerged as the two 
strong conceptual models in response to the top-down leadership constructions (Day 
et al. 2020; Hickey et al. 2022; Kukenberger and D’Innocenzo 2020). Whether shared 
or distributed, nonetheless such a leadership upsurges prospects for the educational 
institutions to profit from the collective capacities of all its team members, allows 
members to leverage the array of their fortes and advances among institutional
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members, and a greater appreciation of collaboration and cooperation (Westberry 
2022) as well as a sense of how individual members contribute towards institutional 
development as a whole. 

As a ‘post-heroic’ leadership model, distributed leadership has gained tremendous 
popularity. The primary reason for its success could be attributed to its focus on the 
systemic perspective of leadership rather than on the traits and behaviors or styles of 
leadership. From the systemic perspective, the responsibilities generally associated 
with leadership is not associated with a formal leadership role but interspersed across 
people from all levels of the organization (Brown et al. 2020). This provides more 
members of the organization with a chance to contribute towards providing input 
for organizational goals and their achievement. This model perceives leadership as a 
collaborative process between multiple actors within an organization (Murphy and 
Brennan 2022). It arises from various forms of social interaction of individuals within 
the organisation in a way wherein the line between leaders and followers is often 
blurred. The leadership function is dynamic and individuals that assume a leadership 
position on one occasion may become followers on another (Tariq 2022). Bennett 
et al. (2003) conceptualize distributed leadership as: 

Distributed leadership is not something ‘done’ by an individual ‘to’ others, or a set of 
individual actions through which people contribute to a group or organization... [it] is a 
group activity that works through and within relationships, rather than individual action. 
(p. 3) 

According to Leithwood and Jantzi (2009), distributed leadership could be 
perceived from a normative perspective, and is concerned more with its implemen-
tation mechanics to extract maximum benefit out of it, mostly in terms of enhanced 
academic achievement of students. In its simplest form, distributed leadership could 
be perceived as the leadership actions of two or more members of an organiza-
tion, striving to achieve a common institutional goal. It is often thought, mistakenly, 
that task distribution is an essential aspect of distributed leadership. There is more 
to distributed leadership than delegation of task distribution, it is more centered 
around how leaders, followers, and the situation work together in tandem to lead in 
a collaborative manner (Murphy and Brennan 2022; Torrance 2013). 

Distributed leadership is not a stand-alone method or tactic; it is a vehicle through 
which to implement leadership actions. While distributed leadership is one of the 
most prominent leadership models in the field of educational leadership, it is worth-
while to note that it is not the only model to call for collective leadership within 
an institution. The ‘shared leadership’ model (Covey et al. 2014), the ‘collective 
leadership’ (Bernhardt 2013), and the ‘collaborative leadership’ model (Kramer and 
Crespy 2011), are also at the forefront of debunking the concept of ‘heroic’ leader-
ship to a more collective leadership identity. The central idea of all these models is 
the claim that leadership is not limited to just one charismatic leader at the helm but 
is often distributed among the members of an organization. 

Scholars have determined that a more distributed structure of leadership within 
an educational institution provides greater benefits in terms of learning outcomes. 
The distributed form of leadership appears in most contemporary policy initiatives
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for educational leaders around the world (García-Carreño 2021; Liu  2020; Printy  
and Liu 2021), however, critiques are quick to point out few apparent implemen-
tation issues (Bush 2018; Ho and Ng 2017). There is vast literature on distributed 
leadership from numerous viewpoints making it difficult to discriminate between 
what is distributed leadership and what is not. Due to the multiple interpretations 
of the concept, practitioners and scholars often equate it with other forms of shared 
leadership making it generally an elusive concept that could be construed in several 
ways (Hickey et al. 2022). 

Distributed Instructional Leadership 

Instructional leadership and distributed leadership remain among the two most widely 
used leadership constructs based on the wealth of benefits they provide. The emerging 
conceptualization of distributed instructional leadership builds upon the individual 
strengths of both these constructs, thus minimizing the weaknesses and providing 
clarity and strength to educational leadership practices within educational insti-
tutions. Badenhorst and Radile (2018) explored the effects of distributed instruc-
tional leadership on the educational outcomes of TVET colleges and found positive 
outcomes. Drawing upon the evidence from distributed cognition, Halverson and 
Clifford (2013) explored this model as an approach to exploring high school learning 
environments. 

The idea of distributed instructional leadership is still in its infancy and there is 
hardly any research that explores this phenomenon, particularly in school settings. 
However, several studies have explored the combined effects of two prominent lead-
ership models, distributed leadership and instructional leadership. For example, Liu 
et al. (2021) explored the combined effects of instructional leadership and distributed 
leadership on teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction and found significant effects 
through the mediating role of supportive school culture and collaboration. Employing 
the Comprehensive Assessment of Leadership Learning (CALL) survey, Gedik 
and Bellibas (2015) compared the outcomes of distributed instructional leadership 
between elementary school and secondary school. They found that the model was 
equally effective for both schools except for the factor related to the monitoring of 
teaching and learning. This emphasizes the effectiveness of distributed instructional 
leadership for both elementary schools and secondary schools. 

Recent literature synthesis reveals that distributing instructional leadership in an 
educational institution constructs an organizational culture that supports effective 
teaching and learning resulting in improved learning outcomes (Leithwood et al. 
2020). Distributed instructional leadership builds, supports, and makes use of the 
instructional leadership capabilities of other members of the school community 
(Harris 2012, 2013) without rendering the formal leadership structures in the insti-
tution redundant or unnecessary. While to date, no formal definition of distributed 
instructional leadership exists, it could be conceived as a practice of formal educa-
tional leadership within an institution to engage the instructional leadership capacities
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and skills of other members of the educational institution for greater instructional. 
It utilizes the strengths of distributed forms of leadership for sharing instructional 
leadership tasks (Lee et al. 2012; Vlachadi and Ferla 2013). 

Sharing and Distributing Instructional Leadership 

One of the biggest criticisms of instructional leadership is its nature of being a heroic 
leadership model (Fleming et al. 2018; Schweiger et al. 2020). Instructional leaders 
are supposed to set school vision, mission, and goals, ensure that the school commu-
nity is aware of these, plan and implement curriculum, monitor classroom instruction, 
supervise the academic progress of students, supervise staffing, provide motivation 
to staff and students, plan instructional time, manage resources, develop teachers and 
staff members as well as several other related activities. There is no surprise then that 
school leaders are often criticized for not being fully instructional leaders in their 
schools. Principal leadership is regarded as the second most important influence on 
student achievement which explains why most attention on school leadership schol-
arship is focused on the school principals (Liu et al. 2021), disregarding the role of 
other members of the school community. 

Several recent studies, however, provide strong evidence that leadership is more 
effective when it is shared with other members of the school (Cobanoglu 2021, 
p. 327), and is more likely to produce positive outcomes if the members of the 
school community share a common vision, collaborate, show collegiality and work 
together towards achieving their collective goals (Bickmore and Davenport 2019; 
Day et al. 2020). Educational leadership today is beset with complexity and ambi-
guity along with increasing accountability, demands of collaboration, and inter-
dependency calling for immediate adaptive challenges (Dulude and Milley 2021). 
Divergent expectations and demands of specific and varied skills have made the 
task of educational leadership beyond the capabilities of one ‘heroic’ leader, which 
has led to the idea of leadership that is collaborative, shared, collective or distribu-
tive which could provide a solution to many issues. The task of a school leader is 
expected to become even more complex to meet the demands of the twenty-first 
century, thus a distributive form of instructional leadership is required to lead the 
schools successfully. 

The ‘SHARE’ Model of Distributed Instructional 
Leadership 

While it is clear that distributed instructional leadership within an educational insti-
tution shows promise, it also raises the issue of its proper implementation. While at 
the center of instructional leadership is a formal leader (Alvesson and Deetz 2021;
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Fig. 3.1 The SHARE model of distributed instructional leadership 

Evans 2022), distributed leadership also requires formal leadership structures in 
place (Harris 2012; 2013). Thus, it is apparent that it becomes the responsibility of 
formal leadership structures within an educational institution to effectively imple-
ment distributed instructional leadership. Unfortunately, to date, there is no formal 
implementation model for educational leaders to use as a guide. 

Therefore, referring to the literature on effective leadership practices, we propose 
an implementation model that would enhance the strengths of both instructional 
leadership and distributed leadership and would enable formal leadership struc-
tures within an educational institution to successfully implement distributed instruc-
tional leadership. The model, called the SHARE model, comprises five essential 
components—Steward, Harmonize, Abdicate, Reflect and Empower (Fig. 3.1). 

Steward 

Drawing from literature, Hernandez (2008) defines stewardship as the attitudes and 
behaviors which put the interests of other members of the institution before the 
personal objectives and individual’s self-interests. Being a steward implies that the 
ultimate “purpose of one’s work is others and not self…that leaders do what they 
do for something larger than themselves…that their life’s work may be the ability
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to lead but the final goal of this talent is other directed” (Senge 1990, pp. 345– 
352). Several scholars have perceived an effective instructional leader as a steward 
to guide the school community toward common goals (Liang and Sandmann 2015). 
Educational leaders hold a significant amount of influence over teachers and other 
members of the school community (Rechsteiner et al. 2022). As a steward, instruc-
tional leaders inspire their followers, fostering a sense of individual accountability 
for the lasting well-being of their educational institution (Bakker et al. 2022). They 
are influential on account of their vision, beliefs, and veracity, in addition to their 
capacity to comprehend and relate this vision with that of the other members of 
the school community (Hallinger et al. 2018). As the chief steward, an instructional 
leader needs to create a learning community wherein other members of the school 
community (Lewis et al. 2016; Rechsteiner et al. 2022), such as deputies, middle-
level managers, and senior teachers are invited to co-create the vision, and, in turn, 
become stewards themselves by understanding, developing, and implementing the 
vision throughout the school. To achieve this, leaders, as stewards need to ensure 
that individuals within their institutions interact well, collaborate, and cooperate to 
achieve the organizational goals (Churchill et al. n.d.). As a steward, educational 
leaders need to hold themselves accountable for all that happens in their institutions 
although many activities are carried out by other members of the institution. 

Harmonize 

Leaders’ ability to harmonize can best be explained by the example of a musical 
orchestra. Orchestras are generally directed by a conductor who generally does 
not play any instruments but directs a sizable instrumental group with so many 
distinctive and diverse musical instruments. Just like different musical instruments, 
people in an organization bring with them a variety of skill sets, desires, viewpoints, 
values, and experiences. When instructional leadership is shared, each member of 
the team assumes collective responsibility for accomplishing common objectives, 
and “an emergent property arises... [that allows] the group or collective to accom-
plish more than an individual could alone” (Chrispeels 2004, p. 5). However, merely 
sharing leadership responsibilities does not automatically create a shared learning 
environment (Levine 2011), it requires leaders to be cognizant and continue creating 
harmony between differential skills, knowledge, and aptitude of people who share 
leadership to create conducive cultural conditions (DuFour and Marzano 2011). 
Harmonizing differences between the members in a shared leadership setup posi-
tively affects results through the creation of positive relationship structures among 
members, breaching barriers that impede reciprocal collaboration, and resources 
which eventually leads to improved instruction and learning outcomes (Ali et al. 
2020; Baird and Benson 2022; Nazarpoori 2017). Distributed instructional leader-
ship requires harmonizing a variety of formal and informal roles such as depart-
ment head, academic supervisors, peer mentors, or teacher trainers (Katzenmeyer 
and Moller 2009). According to Halverson and Clifford (2013), leaders themselves
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operate on two different planes that require harmonization. On one hand, they need 
to deal with the leading ecosystem which consists of the policies, roles, objectives, 
budgeting, scheduling, and similar tasks while on the other hand, they create a 
supporting environment, monitoring strategies, mentoring, coaching, and providing 
inspiration (Halverson and Clifford 2013). 

Abdicate 

Leadership is generally considered a position of power in an organization. While 
distributed leadership is recognized as a model wherein leadership tasks are shared, 
the question of power finds little attention, if at all, in scholarly discourses and litera-
ture. There are few superficial references such as when Harris (2003, p. 75) calls for a 
‘redistribution of power’ or MacBeath et al. (2004, p. 15) describe distribution as ‘the 
essential notion of relinquishing power and ceding control to others’. It is surprising 
that a vast majority of literature overlooks the central issue of problematizing power 
and how it is central to any discussion of distributing or sharing leadership (Lumby 
2013). The centrality of the position of power is real and cannot be wished away since 
workers are not disembodied and they function within an intricate composition of 
power within an institution that hinders and facilitates their capacities to lead (Lumby 
2013). For instructional leadership to be distributed in any real sense, first and fore-
most, the formal leader needs to relinquish the perceived power that comes with the 
position. The literal meaning of abdication is to completely renounce, however in 
this context it does not imply that the leaders should step down from their leadership 
positions but to enable structures within their institutions that promote a shared lead-
ership culture without the perception of a single power center within the organization. 
It is more of an abdication of power than the position. 

Reflect 

Reflection in educational pedagogy is a notion denoting an incessant process from 
an individual standpoint, by reflecting upon critical incidents from one’s experiences 
(Baxter et al. 2021; Msila 2021). Critical reflection is a skill that facilitates leaders to 
re-examine their own beliefs, behaviors, and actions to have a better understanding of 
the nature of their work and improve their future actions (Reardon et al. 2019). Like 
the issue of power is largely absent from leadership discourses, there is a paucity of 
quality discussions on the role of reflection in effective instructional leadership as 
well. Reflection is an ability to test ideas and make connections between ostensibly 
distinct experiences, which is a crucial factor for success. With a team sharing lead-
ership activities in an institution, it becomes an endeavor to create collective insights 
for learning rather than attempts to fix problems or blame for things that did not go 
well. Edmondson (2003) claims that reflection is an indispensable element of the
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team learning process and that the positional leader’s reflective behavior encourages 
reflective behaviors among the team members as well. When instructional leadership 
is distributed among the members, each member is encouraged by the positional 
leader to indulge in reflective practices and bring forth their ideas for discussion. 
Capacity building is the bedrock of any leadership. Reflection is critical to coopera-
tion and teamwork, as Argyris (1991) claims, “each individual encourages the other 
to question his reasoning. And in turn, everyone understood the act of questioning 
not as a sign of mistrust or invasion of privacy but as a valuable opportunity for 
learning” (p. 108). 

Empower 

Wassenaar and Pearce (2012, p. 367) pointed out “that empowerment is a critical 
and necessary component for the development of shared leadership in a group.” 
Successful instructional leaders are no longer merely site-based managers (Hallinger 
and Lee 2013) but share leadership responsibilities with other members of their insti-
tution (Huang et al. 2012). They empower members of their team to take important 
responsibilities wherein others take on a broad range of instructional leadership tasks 
and play key roles in reform endeavors within their institutions (Reid et al. 2022). It 
needs to be reiterated that sharing instructional leadership by empowering others does 
not remove the presence of a formal, positional leader (Reid et al. 2022), however 
since distributed leadership depends on responsibilities being shared among team 
members, the positional leader takes the responsibility of fostering leadership initia-
tives among team members through empowerment. By empowerment, an instruc-
tional leader encourages other members of the team to set goals, accept respon-
sibilities, and work with each other (Munna 2023; Reid et al.  2022) and become 
self-directing and autonomous, instead of controlling and directing them. 

Conclusion 

Distributed Instructional leadership is a relatively new conceptualization of educa-
tional leadership, emanating from the new wave of leadership that has attracted 
the attention of researchers recently. It builds and enhances the strengths of the 
most widely used leadership construct, instructional leadership, by moving away 
from a person-centered leadership concept to a more distributed form of leadership 
wherein the formal leadership structure within an educational institution utilizes the 
instructional leadership capabilities of other members of the institution to amplify 
the instructional practices and thereby sharing the instructional responsibilities. It 
utilizes the strengths of distributed forms of leadership for sharing instructional 
leadership tasks. The SHARE model, as proposed here provides a pathway for the
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successful implementation of distributed instructional leadership within an educa-
tional institution. The model comprises five essential components, namely, Steward, 
Harmonize, Abdicate, Reflect and Empower. When effectively used by the formal 
leadership structures, these components could potentially provide a more effective 
and distributed form of instructional leadership within any educational institution 
thereby enhancing the instructional program with better educational outcomes. 

The idea of Distributed Instructional leadership is still in its infancy stage and 
requires extensive conceptual, theoretical, and practical exploration in multiple 
contexts. There are still definition shortcomings and the efficacy of its implementa-
tion is not widely known. Nonetheless, it has great potential, and as more and more 
researchers and practitioners delve into it, a robust framework will soon emerge 
together with robust theoretical grounding, and could become an effective educational 
leadership model for educational institutions. 

References 

Aas M, Brandmo C (2016) Revisiting instructional and transformational leadership: the contem-
porary Norwegian context of school leadership. J Educ Adm 54(1):92–110. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/JEA-08-2014-0105 

Adams D, Velarde JM (2021) Leadership in a culturally diverse environment: perspectives from 
international school leaders in Malaysia. Asia Pac J Educ 41(2):323–335. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/02188791.2020.1732295 

Adams D, Cheah KSL, Thien LM, Md Yusoff NN (2021a) Leading schools through the COVID-19 
crisis in a South-East Asian country. Manag Educ. https://doi.org/10.1177/08920206211037738 

Adams D, Thien LM, Chin EYC, Semaadderi P (2021b) The elusive Malayan tiger ‘captured’: a 
systematic review of research on educational leadership and management in Malaysia. Educ 
Manag Adm Leadersh. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143221998697 

Ali A, Wang H, Johnson RE (2020) Empirical analysis of shared leadership promotion and team 
creativity: an adaptive leadership perspective. J Organ Behav 41(5):405–423. https://doi.org/10. 
1002/job.2437 

Alvesson M, Deetz S (2021) Doing critical research. Sage Publications 
Argyris C (1991) Teaching smart people how to learn. Harvard Bus Rev 4(2):4–15. https://hbr.org/ 

1991/05/teaching-smart-people-how-to-learn 
Badenhorst JW, Radile RS (2018) Poor performance at TVET colleges: conceptualising a distributed 

instructional leadership approach as a solution. Afr Educ Rev 15(3):91–112. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/18146627.2017.1352452 

Baird N, Benson AJ (2022) Getting ahead while getting along: followership as a key ingredient for 
shared leadership and reducing team conflict. Front Psychol 13, Article 923150. https://doi.org/ 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.923150 

Bakker AB, Hetland J, Olsen OK, Espevik R (2022) Daily transformational leadership: a source of 
inspiration for follower performance? Eur Manag J. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.04.004 

Baxter LP, Southall AE, Gardner F (2021) Trialling critical reflection in education: the benefits for 
school leaders and teachers. Reflective Pract 22(4):501–514. https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943. 
2021.1927694 

Bennett N, Wise C, Woods PA, Harvey JA (2003) Distributed leadership: a review of literature. 
National College of School Leadership. http://oro.open.ac.uk/8534/1/bennett-distributed-leader 
ship-full.pdf 

Bernhardt VL (2013) The school portfolio: a comprehensive framework for school improvement, 
2nd edn. Routledge

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-08-2014-0105
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-08-2014-0105
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2020.1732295
https://doi.org/10.1080/02188791.2020.1732295
https://doi.org/10.1177/08920206211037738
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143221998697
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2437
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2437
https://hbr.org/1991/05/teaching-smart-people-how-to-learn
https://hbr.org/1991/05/teaching-smart-people-how-to-learn
https://doi.org/10.1080/18146627.2017.1352452
https://doi.org/10.1080/18146627.2017.1352452
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.923150
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.923150
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2021.1927694
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2021.1927694
http://oro.open.ac.uk/8534/1/bennett-distributed-leadership-full.pdf
http://oro.open.ac.uk/8534/1/bennett-distributed-leadership-full.pdf


3 Distributed Instructional Leadership: The SHARE Model 51

Bickmore DL, Davenport LD (2019) Principal transformative learning through mentoring aspiring 
administrators. Mentoring Tutoring Partnership Learn 27(3):235–250. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13611267.2019.1630989 

Brown C, MacGregor S, Flood J (2020) Can models of distributed leadership be used to mobilise 
networked generated innovation in schools? A case study from England. Teach Teach Educ 94, 
Article 103101. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103101 

Browne-Ferrigno T, Björk LG (2018) Reflections on education reform and team leadership. Res 
Educ Adm Leadersh 3(2):339–347. https://doi.org/10.30828/real/2018.2.9 

Bush T (2018) Prescribing distributed leadership: is this a contradiction? Educ Manag Adm Leadersh 
46(4):535–537. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218768403 

Bush T, Kiggundu E, Mooros P (2011) Preparing new principals in South Africa: the ACE school 
leadership programme. South Afr J Educ 31(1):31–43. https://doi.org/10.15700/saje.v31n1a356 

Chan TC, Chandler M, Morris R, Rebisz S, Turan S, Shu Z, Kpeglo S (2019) School prin-
cipals’ self-perceptions of their roles and responsibilities in six countries. New Waves 
Educ Res Dev 22(2):37–61. https://www.viethconsulting.com/members/proposals/view_file. 
php?md=VIEW&file_id=1501517 

Chrispeels JH (2004) Learning to lead together: the promise and challenge of sharing leadership. 
Sage Publications 

Chrispeels JH, Burke PH, Johnson P, Daly AJ (2008) Aligning mental models of district and school 
leadership teams for reform coherence. Educ Urban Soc 40(6):730–750. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0013124508319582 

Churchill A, Barney B, Hazel A, Kelsall D, Mouch S, Verdun D (n.d.) What is stewardship, and 
should all great leaders practice it? The New York Times in Education. https://nytimesineducat 
ion.com/spotlight/what-is-stewardship-and-should-all-great-leaders-practice-it/ 

Cobanoglu N (2021) The relationship between shared leadership, employee empowerment and 
innovativeness in primary schools: a structural equation modeling. Eur J Educ Res 10(1):327– 
339. https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.10.1.327 

Covey SR, Covey S, Summers M, Hatch DK (2014) The leader in me: how schools around the 
world are inspiring greatness, one child at a time. FranklinCovey 

Day C, Sammons P, Gorgen K (2020) Successful school leadership. Education Develop-
ment Trust. https://www.educationdevelopmenttrust.com/EducationDevelopmentTrust/files/ce/ 
ce5195c9-e647-4efc-b43b-f6ddd0bacca4.pdf 

DuFour R, Marzano RJ (2011) Leaders of learning: how district, school, and classroom leaders 
improve student achievement. Solution Tree Press 

Dulude E, Milley P (2021) Institutional complexity and multiple accountability tensions: a concep-
tual framework for analyzing school leaders’ interpretation of competing demands. Policy 
Futures Educ 19(1):84–96. https://doi.org/10.1177/1478210320940134 

Dwangu AM, Mahlangu VP (2021) Accountability in the financial management practices of school 
principals. Int J Educ Manag 35(7):1504–1524. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-06-2021-0243 

Edmonds RR (1981) Making public schools effective. Social Policy 12(2):56–60 
Edmondson AC (2003) Speaking up in the operating room: how team leaders promote learning in 

interdisciplinary action teams. J Manag Stud 40(6):1419–1452. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
6486.00386 

Evans L (2022) Is educational leadership (still) worth studying? An epistemic worthiness-informed 
analysis. Educ Manag Adm Leadersh 50(2):325–348. https://doi.org/10.1177/174114322110 
66273 

Fleming K, Millar C, Culpin V (2018) From hollow hero to expert empathiser: leadership in 
transition. J Manag Dev 37(8):606–612. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-07-2018-0209 

García-Carreño IV (2021) Distributed leadership: a bibliometric analysis using Scopus database 
(1981–2020). Eur Educ Res 4(2):227–249. https://doi.org/10.31757/euer.426 

Gedik S, Bellibas MS (2015) Examining schools’ distributed instructional leadership capacity: 
comparison of elementary and secondary schools. J Educ Training Stud 3(6):101–110. https:// 
doi.org/10.11114/jets.v3i6.1056

https://doi.org/10.1080/13611267.2019.1630989
https://doi.org/10.1080/13611267.2019.1630989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103101
https://doi.org/10.30828/real/2018.2.9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218768403
https://doi.org/10.15700/saje.v31n1a356
https://www.viethconsulting.com/members/proposals/view_file.php?md=VIEW&file_id=1501517
https://www.viethconsulting.com/members/proposals/view_file.php?md=VIEW&file_id=1501517
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124508319582
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124508319582
https://nytimesineducation.com/spotlight/what-is-stewardship-and-should-all-great-leaders-practice-it/
https://nytimesineducation.com/spotlight/what-is-stewardship-and-should-all-great-leaders-practice-it/
https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.10.1.327
https://www.educationdevelopmenttrust.com/EducationDevelopmentTrust/files/ce/ce5195c9-e647-4efc-b43b-f6ddd0bacca4.pdf
https://www.educationdevelopmenttrust.com/EducationDevelopmentTrust/files/ce/ce5195c9-e647-4efc-b43b-f6ddd0bacca4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1478210320940134
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-06-2021-0243
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00386
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00386
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211066273
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211066273
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-07-2018-0209
https://doi.org/10.31757/euer.426
https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v3i6.1056
https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v3i6.1056


52 M. Noman

Glaés-Coutts L (2021) The principal as the instructional leader in school-age educare. Leadersh 
Policy Sch. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2021.2019792 

Goldring E, Grissom JA, Neumerski CM, Murphy J, Blissett R, Porter A (2015) Making time for 
instructional leadership. The Wallace Foundation. http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowle 
dgecenter/Pages/Making-Time-for-Instructional-Leadership.aspx 

Grinshtain Y, Gibton D (2018) Responsibility, authority, and accountability in school-based and 
non-school-based management: principals’ coping strategies. J Educ Adm 56(1):2–17. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/JEA-01-2017-0005 

Grissom JA, Condon L (2021) Leading schools and districts in times of crisis. Educ Res 50(5):315– 
324. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X211023112 

Gumus S, Bellibas MS, Esen M, Gumus E (2018) A systematic review of studies on leadership 
models in educational research from 1980 to 2014. Educ Manag Adm Leadersh 46(1):25–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216659296 

Hallinger P (2003) Leading educational change: reflections on the practice of instructional and 
transformational leadership. Camb J Educ 33(3):329–352. https://doi.org/10.1080/030576403 
2000122005 

Hallinger P, Lee M (2013) Exploring principal capacity to lead reform of teaching and learning 
quality in Thailand. Int J Educ Dev 33(4):305–315. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2012. 
03.002 

Hallinger P, Murphy J (1985) Assessing the instructional management behavior of principals. Elem 
Sch J 86(2):217–247. https://doi.org/10.1086/461445 

Hallinger P, Murphy J (1987) Instructional leadership in the school context. In: Greenfield W (ed) 
Instructional leadership: concepts, issues, and controversies. Allyn and Bacon, pp 56–73 

Hallinger P, Murphy JF (2013) Running on empty? Finding the time and capacity to lead learning. 
NASSP Bull 97(1):5–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192636512469288 

Hallinger P, Wang W-C (2015) Assessing instructional leadership with the principal instructional 
management rating scale. Springer 

Hallinger P, Hosseingholizadeh R, Hashemi N, Kouhsari M (2018) Do beliefs make a difference? 
Exploring how principal self-efficacy and instructional leadership impact teacher efficacy and 
commitment in Iran. Educ Manag Adm Leadersh 46(5):800–819. https://doi.org/10.1177/174 
1143217700283 
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