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Abstract

This quantitative study investigates the effect of instructional and distributed leadership practiced by school principals on
teacher professional development in schools in Jakarta. The study also explores the causal-relation between instructional and
distributed leadership. Stratified sampling was used by dividing schools in Jakarta into strata (west, north, east, and south)
to gain 430 participants to answer a survey that covered instructional and distributed leadership and teacher professional
development. Instrument developed by Alma was used distributed leadership, Hallinger for instructional leadership and The
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) developed by OCD was used for teacher professional development.
Data were analyzed using Structural Equation Model (SEM) through SmartPLS statistical software. The findings of PLS-SEM
revealed the direct effect of both instructional and distributed leadership on teacher professional development. The findings
also reported the direct effect of instructional leadership on distributed leadership. The findings provide empirical support
for implementing instructional and distributed leadership practices in Jakarta schools, as they lead to teacher professional
development. It also advocates for leadership training in these practices for school principals. Keyword: school leadership,
instructional leadership, distributed leadership, Jakarta, Indonesia, SmartPLS.
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Introduction The concept of professional development for teachers has

changed over the years. Yet, its overall objective always has
been to improve teachers’ skills and competencies to
increase students’ learning capability (Choi & Kang, 2019).
Professional development has been described as a program
designed to improve teachers’ expertise to improve student
learning outcomes and achieve the school’s goals. Teacher
professional development includes many procedures, actions,
and mechanisms shaped by the cultural, social, political, and
economic characteristics and circumstances of each context
(Bautista & Oretga-Ruiz, 2017; Tan & Dimmock, 2014).
Research on instructional and distributed leadership suggests

As learning outcomes and student achievement have become
performance indicators for schools, school administrators
are being held accountable for the success of their students.
School systems around the globe have focused their attention
on educational theory, policy and practice, and school admin-
istration and leadership improvement have become major
priorities (Barber et al., 2010; Leithwood et al., 2008;
Mulford, 2007; Torrance & Humes, 2015). School supervi-
sion, instructional standards, teacher professional develop-
ment, and learning outcomes are yardsticks for effective

school leadership. In addition, the demands of the Fourth
Industrial Revolution (IR4.0) and the global pandemic have
even made it vital for school leaders to possess technology
skills if they are not to fall behind in these challenging times.
All of these recent developments call for reformation in the
way schools are administrated, and the way teaching and
learning are conducted (Hinton, 2018; Raman & Thannimalai,
2019; Schwab & Davis, 2018).

that teachers cannot perform their roles and responsibilities
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without the appropriate support mechanisms and continuous
professional development that meets their leadership needs.
Defined as the ability to influence others, teacher leadership
(TL) is reported to be one of the skills enhanced by teacher
professional development. Hence, for teachers to be leaders,
they must possess skills to affect the attitudes and behaviors
of others, be independent, and set their sights on student suc-
cess (Schott et al., 2020). However, the distributed instruc-
tional leadership approach acts as a tighter coupling in
developing strategies to effectuate innovations in the class-
room and best classroom practices for leaders (Elmore, 2004;
Halverson & Clifford, 2013; Spillane & Burch, 2006;
Spillane et al., 2004; Weick, 1976; Zuckerman et al., 2018).

Furthermore, a growing body of research has focused on
instructional leadership and its role in teacher professional
development and school principal supervision, assessment,
and feedback to advance student learning. Considering the
investment in schools and education globally, the implemen-
tation of effective professional development programs must
be considered as these will improve student outcomes and
the quality of teaching (Miller et al., 2019). Research points
to the crucial role of principals in teachers’ professional
development (Sebastian et al., 2016) and the importance of
allowing school teachers to learn from their peers through
mentoring observation and mutual reflection (Harris, 2004;
Little, 1995; Yee, 2016). Teachers play a crucial role in sus-
tainability education. In regards to this, teacher professional
development plays an essential role in the enhancement of
quality teaching and sustainability education (Choi & Kang,
2019) that fosters innovation (Vincent-Lancrin et al., 2019)
and supports experimentation with continuous evaluation,
assessment, and feedback (Choi & Kang, 2019).

In high performing education systems like Japan, South
Korea, Shanghai (China), and Singapore, principals are pro-
vided with rigorous training courses, specialized intern-
ships and mentoring programs to improve their leadership
skills (Darling-Hammond, 2010; OECD, 2012; SABER
Country Report, 2015). A study of Chinese schools showed
that principal instructional leadership promotes collabora-
tive activity in schools, collective focus on student learning,
and teacher self-efficacy (Zheng et al., 2019). Another study
from China (Liu & Hallinger, 2018) reported a moderate
indirect effect of principal instructional leadership on teacher
professional learning. Sumiati and Niemted (2020) found a
positive relationship between principals’ instructional lead-
ership and teacher self-efficacy in the Indonesian context.
Among the problems reported in South Sulawesi, Indonesia,
schools are principals’ lack of leadership skills and their
unwillingness to share administrative authority with teachers
(Usman & Tafsir, 2016).

Nevertheless, principal roles are varied and keep on
changing. In light of this and the increasing pressure on
school heads, the distributed leadership model is proposed as
a modern approach to the school administration to empower
teachers for joint responsibility, accountability, and

participation in the decision-making (Amzat, 2017).
Research has found that distributed leadership is more likely
to improve teaching and learning (Hermann, 2016). However,
this depends on providing proper training and continuous
professional development for teachers, most of whom have
not been prepared to take on administrative responsibilities.
One-shot workshops on leadership are usually insufficient;
continuous professional development requires multiple ses-
sions over time. This training must be systematic, gradual,
and ongoing. Kim and Lee (2020) studied principal instruc-
tional leadership and teacher professional development in
three Asian countries. They suggested that the instructional
leadership practice should focus on mentoring, peer observa-
tion and coaching.

In Indonesia, religion and traditional principles have the
greatest influence on the education system, even while the
education system changed during the Dutch colonial era and,
later, the Japanese occupation. The rapid development of
education in Indonesia took place after independence with
the creation of universal education to form the sense of
nationhood based on Pancasila, the underlying principles of
an independent Islamic state. This rapid development saw
the government working with the private sector to create the
country’s educational infrastructure and institutions. During
this universal education drive, thousands of unprepared
teachers were hired to deliver the newly established national
curriculum (Suratno, 2014).

Indonesia’s four decades of teacher professional develop-
ment programs have yet to be fruitful and meet expectations.
According to the World Bank Report 2015, teachers still
lacked knowledge and adequate pedagogical skills, children
underperformed as reported by PISA, and lacked mathemati-
cal skills (Beatty et al., 2018; Revina et al., 2020). To prepare
teachers for the future, the Indonesian government in 2005
created a comprehensive Teacher and Lecturer Law for bet-
ter teacher management and development.

This law helped reform the teacher management and
development system to strengthen educational institutions
in the country. This reform was instituted by the Ministry
of Education and Culture, supported by the World Bank, to
raise the standards and competency among teachers and
lead to their professional development (Chang et al., 2014).
However, due to politics and power involvement, inade-
quate funding, and poor management, the education sys-
tem in Indonesia is still struggling and fares poorly
compared to other countries and the global educational
system (Rosser, 2018).

The reform mandated by the Ministry of Educational
and Culture in 2013 changed instructional practices from
teacher-centered to student-centered instruction. School
principals are expected to play a major role in ensuring
that this curriculum is implemented in schools (Asikin-
Garmager, 2017). However, principals seem ill-prepared to
do this. Asikin-Garmager’s (2017) findings on Indonesian
public-school principals’ enactment of agency have
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suggested the need for more support and training for school
principals in Indonesia and urged their involvement in pol-
icy-making and implementation.

The new school-based management policy arising from
the 2013 reform gives Indonesian school principals the
responsibility to carry out and implement school plans.
However, politics still play a crucial role in the success of the
implementation. Despite an East Java study reporting and
supporting the importance of school leadership for highly
progressive changes in schools, strong leadership still is
highly needed (Center for Education Policy Research, 2019)
while academics, educators, and policymakers are eager to
implement models in educational change in the Southeast
Asian context.

There is little empirical research on school development
in Indonesia as compared to other Asian countries. Despite
the plethora of studies over time on leadership practices else-
where (Sumintono et al., 2019), more studies are highly
needed on educational leadership and teacher development
in Indonesia (Lumban Gaol, 2021; Pereira, 2016). A study by
Dania and Andriani (2021) reported the challenges faced by
school principals in public elementary schools in Indonesia.
Despite the practice of instructional leadership performed by
the selected principals in their study, time constraints and
lack of parental supports were some of the difficulties faced
by principals in improving student achievement.

Other studies in Indonesia found that some principals
enthusiastically and successfully played the role of instruc-
tional leadership in their schools (Rahayu et al., 2022).
Another study reported a correlation between principal
instructional leadership practice and teacher commitment
and development (Sugandi et al., 2021). However, the major-
ity of these studies were conducted in schools in one city
(Yogyakarta), with small and unrepresentative sample sizes,
and methods that were not sufficiently robust. Moreover,
there were wide gaps in the literature regarding principal dis-
tributed leadership practice in Indonesia. Therefore, more
research is needed on these two leadership models in the
Indonesian context for teacher professional development and
learning enhancement. Taking into consideration the huge
contribution of school leadership to teacher professional
development and, in turn, to student learning, this study aims
to rectify this situation and to:

1. determine whether there is any significant direct
effect of instructional leadership practiced by school
principals on teacher professional development in a
sample of schools in Jakarta, Indonesia;

2. investigate whether there is any significant direct
effect of distributed leadership practiced by school
principals on teacher professional development in a
sample of schools in Jakarta;

3. explore whether there is any significant direct effect
of instructional leadership on distributed leadership;

4. explore the significant indicator for instructional and
distributed leadership, as well as professional devel-
opment, for best practices of leadership and teacher
professional development in the sampled schools;

5. examine the connections between instructional and
distributed leadership that predict teacher profes-
sional development.

The hypotheses presented in the section below guide this
study based on these objectives.

Literature Review

Distributed Leadership Practice and Teacher
Professional Development

H': Distributed leadership practiced by school princi-
pals in the selected schools in Jakarta has a direct effect
on teacher professional development.

In the learning community, distributed leadership plays a
significant role in initiating, implementing, and sustaining a
professional learning community (van Den Boom-Muilenburg
et al.,, 2021). Additionally, distributed leadership also has
been found to form positive relationships within the profes-
sional learning community (Hamzah & Jamil, 2019) and
relationship with school effectiveness in Egypt and Oman
(Al-Harthi & Al-Mahdy, 2017).

Research has suggested that it is one of the best leadership
practices for schools. Mostly, during the COVID-19, eftec-
tive leaders strive to build positive cultures that pave the way
to express professional talent and extend knowledge and
capability (Harris, 2020).

Scholars have concluded that the success of a school, or
any teaching/learning organization, requires carrying out
complex tasks and dealing with continuous changes in finan-
cial, curricular, and instructional accountabilities, all of
which cannot be achieved without sharing or distributing the
leadership responsibilities among members of the organiza-
tion (Bellibas & Liu, 2018; Elmore, 2000; Harris, 2004).

Distributed leadership has been defined as a way of allo-
cating leadership capacity, empowering staff, and sharing the
decision-making (Liu & Werblow, 2019). However, the pro-
cess of specifying what distributed leadership stands for is
still ongoing. It has been discussed as an alternative to vari-
ous leadership models and has gained global recognition for
being one of the school leadership models. Despite lacking a
unified definition, distributed leadership has gained momen-
tum and is perceived as an alternative form of school leader-
ship (Sol, 2021). Distributed leadership in schools focuses
on fostering shared leadership practices while enhancing
best practices and culture (Hickey et al., 2022). It is consid-
ered a “new kid on the block” (Gronn, 2006, p. 1). The most
controversial leadership model at its inception, distributed
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leadership eventually emerged as one of the leading school
leadership models and continued to influence the process of
educational policy and practice (Harris & DeFlaminis, 2016).

Distributed leadership is attributed to the concept of
respect and empowerment in an organization (Xu et al.,
2021) and using interpersonal interaction to influence others,
rather than using formal positions, roles, and responsibilities
(Quek et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2021). According to Spillane,
distributed leadership involves interaction among leaders,
followers, and situations (Sol, 2021). Distributed leadership,
then, can be seen as “people actions” collectively performed
by leaders and followers. In this study, it can be operationally
understood as a concept of working together as a team, build-
ing relationships, and empowering interdependency.

In exploring the power of distributed leadership practice
in U.K. schools, Torres (2019) found a positive relationship
between distributed leadership and teacher job satisfaction,
reciprocal mediation, and professional collaboration. Joo
(2020) found a significant indirect influence on teacher pro-
fessionalism through the mediation of distributed leadership.
In terms of theory, distributed leadership is guided by self-
organization, which leads to networks and relationships
between individuals and the professional learning commu-
nity (PLC) (Lakomski, 2008; Morrison, 2002). This can be
understood as both an activity and an organizational learning
theory, which is the theoretical mechanism for distributed
leadership (Joo, 2020; Shin & Joo, 2016). Such studies show
that distributed leadership paves the way for self-leadership
and empowerment.

Research has shown that distributed leadership builds
relationships, increases teacher satisfaction, forges collabo-
ration in the school community, and increases professional-
ism. Moreover, teachers tend to perform better in schools
where distributed leadership is practiced and power, respon-
sibilities, and activities are shared. It creates an environment
where teacher leadership and professional development can
be nurtured and fostered (Poekert, 2012; Torrance, 2015).
Teacher leadership contributes to professional development
and promotes collaboration (Anthony etal.,2019). Eventually,
we can say that distributed leadership is an important school
leadership model that fosters relationships, trust, collabora-
tion, and empowerment, and creates an environment where
power and responsibility can be shared. This helps teachers
have a sense of autonomy and belonging and they strive to
perform better in their teaching.

Principal Instructional Leadership Practice and
Teacher Professional Development

H* Instructional leadership practiced by the principals
in the selected schools in Jakarta has a direct effect on
teacher professional development.

As an educational theory, instructional leadership has
received significant attention for its focus on enhancing
teaching, learning, and activities in schools (Hallinger &

Huber, 2012). While the term was coined by Edmonds
(1979), its influence on and role in the success of a school
have been discussed by many scholars, including Hallinger
(2005) and Manaseh (2016). As the head of the school, the
principal has core responsibilities, which include providing
instructional leadership to ensure high-quality teaching,
supervising instructional programs, managing classroom
time, and creating an educational environment that will
achieve students’ academic goals and school objectives (Ail
et al., 2015; Loyce & Victor, 2017). Multiple studies found a
connection between principal quality and school perfor-
mance (Hallinger & Heck, 1998 cited by Gray, 2018). At the
helm of every successful school, then, is an effective
principal.

According to the Wallace Foundation Report on school
principals, reported by Grissom et al. (2021), effective prin-
cipals have a positive effect on student achievement, atten-
dance, teacher satisfaction and retention. The school principal
is a leading factor in influencing student entrance scores
(Hou et al., 2019) and learning outcomes (Louis et al., 2010;
Pina et al., 2015; Winingsih & Sulistiono, 2020). However,
the principal’s roles are related not only to leadership prac-
tices but also to the teaching process. Instructional leadership
is known for influencing the process of teaching and learning
(Munna, 2021).

While it is not easy to implement this leadership style (Ail
et al., 2015), it is worth the effort, as it helps concentrate on
outcome-based measures and results and makes teaching and
learning the central focus of the school principal (Lunenburg,
2010). Hosseingholizadeh et al. (2020) and Al-Mahdy et al.
(2018) found a direct effect of principal instructional leader-
ship on teacher professional learning through teachers’ col-
lective efficacy and commitment. It is generally accepted
that there is a positive relationship between principal instruc-
tional leadership and teacher collective efficacy. Thus,
teacher improvement in skills and expertise is as much the
responsibility of school leadership as is student learning.

Ahmed (2016) stated that the practices of instructional
leadership include the formation of school goals, communi-
cating school objectives, instruction supervision and evalua-
tion, coordinating curriculum, tracking student progress,
maintaining and protecting instructional time, keeping high
visibility, offering teacher incentives, promoting profes-
sional development, and providing student inducements. The
Wallace Foundation Report (2013, 2021) on the school prin-
cipal as leader stated that the core responsibilities of an effec-
tive instructional leader include: shaping a vision of academic
success for all students, creating a climate hospitable to edu-
cation; cultivating leadership in others; improving instruc-
tion; managing people, data, and processes; and improving
school leadership (Grissom et al., 2021).

Hallinger and Murphy (1985) added that instructional
management functions mainly are: coordinating curriculum,
supervising instruction and monitoring and evaluating
learner progress. Under these functions, instructional leaders
must perform the following five roles: (1) protecting
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instructional time, (2) providing incentive for teachers, (3)
providing incentive for learners, (4) promoting professional
development, and (5) maintaining high visibility (Geleta,
2015). All of these dimensions provide an effective frame-
work to achieve continuous school success (Best & Dunlap,
2014; Day et al., 2018). It is clear, then, that the instruc-
tional leadership practice of principals plays a critical role
in the success of schools, teachers, and students. It facili-
tates the process of teaching, ensures the best instructional
tools are available for teachers to perform effectively,
supervises teacher development, and monitors student aca-
demic progress.

Instructional Leadership and Distributed
Leadership

H3: Instructional leadership practices of principals in
the selected schools in Jakarta directly affect the practice
of distributed leadership.

Many studies have been conducted on instructional and
distributed leadership in schools across the globe, and find-
ings have supported the value of both practices. However,
there are few studies on the effect of one on the other in
improving school performance. According to some scholars,
distributed leadership cannot stand on its own because “it is
a vehicle through which to implement leadership actions”
(Howard, 2016, p. 5). In other words, instructional leader-
ship, which is practical, leads to a distributed approach. It is
challenging to practice instructional leadership or distributed
leadership in isolation. In addition, many studies indicate
that distributive leadership has a positive impact on organi-
zational change, teacher leadership in schools, the develop-
ment of learning communities, teachers’ self-efficacy, and
school morale (Bellibas & Liu, 2018; Bolden, 2011). While
a principal is considered the leader of schools, he or she can-
not carry out leadership functions alone. Distributed leader-
ship, therefore, provides a framework through which the
instructional leadership function in a school is being per-
formed and can be diagnosed and understood (Dampson
et al., 2019; Howard, 2016).

Distributed leadership practice creates a sense of belong-
ing and self-efficacy among teachers. Giving teachers free-
dom and autonomy in their practice allows them to be creative
and innovative in selecting materials that enrich student
learning. Studies around the world have reported positive that
teacher autonomy, perceived self-efficacy, satisfaction,
empowerment and positive work climate prevent staff turn-
over and burnout (Wermke et al., 2019) and promotes student
success in higher education (Okada, 2021). Principals, as
instructional leaders, can play a crucial role in establishing
teacher autonomy. They also must develop strategies that
allow all teachers the opportunity to lead certain school func-
tions and take on various responsibilities, as sharing and dis-
tributing the leadership roles can stimulate learning/teaching

activities and enhance the effectiveness of school practices
based on common goals, beliefs, perceptions, and standards.

According to Lizotte (2013), no one person can effec-
tively lead a school. The author recommends a collaborative
model that involves the participation of school faculty
through shared decision-making as defined by a distributed
leadership model. Heck and Hallinger (2009) found that dis-
tributed leadership had direct positive effects on teachers and
academic capacity and positive indirect effects on student
achievement (Spillane & Mertz, 2015). This research pro-
vides evidence that distributed leadership among principals
and teachers effectively increases school performance and
raises the bar on teaching and learning.

Previous research shows that instructional leadership and
distributed leadership can be practiced only in a school cul-
ture that promotes learners’ advancement; teachers’ collabo-
ration, leadership, and capacity building; professional
development; support for teachers and administrators; and
communication with parents and other members of the
school community. However, there is little research, linking
either directly or indirectly, instructional leadership and dis-
tributed leadership, especially on issues related to teachers’
affairs or school-level factors. Therefore, the systematic
review of previous research on distributed and instructional
leadership supported this study’s aims and revealed that
these are the most frequently used leadership models in edu-
cational research (Gumus et al., 2018) and that both models
contribute to positive student outcomes (Heck & Hallinger,
2009; Liu et al., 2021; Robinson et al., 2008).

This study takes a unidirectional approach by looking at
the effect of instructional leadership on distributed leader-
ship. The method was dictated by the fact that most studies
conducted since the 1990s view principals as instructional
leaders in charge of school development, goals, curriculum,
program, and teacher and student development (Hallinger,
2009). In addition, the instructional model was the leading
leadership model before educators attention switched to
transformational leadership and distributed leadership due to
the realization that instructional leadership was limited by its
focus on principals (Bush, 2015). This indicates that teaching
cannot be improved alone without power distribution. There
are few studies on the direct effect of distributed leadership
on instructional leadership. Therefore, we can assume that
distributed leadership is one of the manifestations of the
instructional leadership model in improving teaching and
school effectiveness.

Theoretical and hypothesized model. This study is under-
pinned by distributed and instructional leadership. Teacher
professional development was conceptualized as a framework
in 2008 and 2013 by OICD. These studies focused on effec-
tive instructional and institutional environments to improve
learning. The 2018 version focused on institutional and
teacher professional characteristics and pedagogical practice
(Ainley & Carstens, 2018) (Figure 1).
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Figure | illustrates how this study looks into the direct effect of principals’ distributed leadership practice (PDLP) and principals’ instructional leadership
practice (PILP) on teacher professional development (TPD) and the direct effect of PILP on PDLP.

Methods

Population, Sample Size, and Sampling

This research is based on a quantitative analysis of survey
data. In total, 500 questionnaires were distributed to teachers
in the selected schools in Jakarta, and 450 questionnaires
were returned. Of these, 430 (95.56%) were used for this
study after data screening. This is higher than the acceptable
response rate of 50% set by Babbie (1973) and Kidder (1981)
for social research survey (Nulty, 2008; Richardson, 2005),
60% by Fincham (2008), 70% by Dillman and Frey (1974),
and 75% by Bailey (1987).

Hence, 430 teachers from different schools in Jakarta par-
ticipated in this study. In terms of sampling, stratified sam-
pling was used by dividing Jakarta regional groups (west,
north, east, and south) and quota sampling was then used to
select samples from the strata. As the population was unte-
equal, sample sizes varied. Thus, some schools in the region
tend to have more teachers in comparison to others.
Therefore, the population is not equally distributed due to the
nature of the schools and the regions. During the data collec-
tion, we approached the principals of the selected schools in
each region to gain permission for data distribution and col-
lection. Data were gathered in 2018 to 2019, using a face-to-
face approach.

Instrumentation

An instrument that Alma (2013) developed was used to
measure distributed leadership. The instrument consists of
nine factors (school structure, strategic vision, values and
beliefs, collaboration and cooperation, decision-making,

responsibility and accountability, initiatives, school leader-
ship and teachership) with 29 items. Under distributed lead-
ership, “school leadership” is an original factor that
measures the level of freedom and autonomy given to
teachers by their principals. The same is true of “promote
professional development” factor under instructional lead-
ership that measures the principal’s supervision of in-ser-
vice activities.

For instructional leadership, researchers used a version of
the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
(Hallinger, 1983, selected by Atkinson, 2013). The combined
instrument consists of 39 items with 9 factors (frames the
school’s goals, supervises and evaluates instruction, protects
instructional time, communicates the school’s goals, coordi-
nates the curriculum, monitors student progress, provides
incentives for teachers, promotes professional development,
and provides incentives for learning).

The Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS),
developed by the Organization for International Co-operation
and Development 2008, 2013, 2018 was used to examine
teacher professional development (Ainley & Carstens, 2018).
It consists of 22 items with three factors (needs, autonomy,
and participate in academic functions). The factors are original
and all these instruments have been used worldwide with high
reliability (Duif et al., 2013; Gurley et al., 2016; Manaze,
2019). These instruments were available online for free usage
and were adapted by this study with some changes to suit the
research context. Rigorous tests of reliability and validity were
conducted using CFA as explained in the analysis section.

Some items and factors used to measure distributed and
instructional leadership and teacher professional develop-
ment were dropped due to their irrelevance to the Indonesian
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context and unfitness or low reliability. Researchers used Table I. Demographic Information About Respondents.
composite reliability, discriminant validity, convergent valid- Variable Frequenc Percent
ity, and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) from confirma- quency
tory factor analysis (CFA) through SmartPLS 3 to determine Gender
the reliability and validity of the items. The resulting instru- Male 105 24.4
ment was translated into the Indonesian language by an Female 325 75.6
expert at the language center at the University of Uhamka. Region
Jakarta Pusat 33 77
. Jakarta Selatan 67 15.6
AnaIys:s Jakarta Barat 34 79
PLS-SEM is a combination of the measurement model and Jakarta U.tara 64 14.9
structural model. For PLS-SEM, confirmatory composite Jaka.rta T'mu'j 232 >4.0
. . Working experience
analysis (CCA) is currently used to confirm measurement 5 103 240
models as an alternative approach for CFA in covariance- 2)’:::: and above 377 7 6. 0
based structural equation model (CB-SEM). In PLS-SEM, Schc{ol level '
CCA is a series of steps to confirm measures in both reflec- Primary 302 702
tive and formatlv.e.measurement models and develop new Secondary 128 29.8
measures. In addlthl’l,.CCA helps PLS-SEM confirm the Academic level
measurement models’ linear composites and fitness. Degree 353 82|
Therefore, researchers used PLS-SEM for path analysis Master 77 17.9

or the structural model to determine the effect of distributed
and instructional leadership practices by school principals in
Jakarta on teacher professional development. PLS-SEM
results are presented in two stages: a measurement model
and a structural model. Measurement models report the
instrument and model’s reliability and validity, while the
structural models report the path analysis. Measurement
models also explain the relationship between observed vari-
ables or latent variables for theory specification, while a
structural model explains the causal effect of exogenous
variables on endogenous variables, as shown in the hypoth-
esized model. This study uses PLS-SEM to allow the
researchers to analyze and determine the relationships simul-
taneously. In addition, PLS-SEM is preferable because it
provides less contradictory evidence than regression (Hair
et al., 2019) and helps discover causal-effect and prediction
(Hair et al., 2019; Sarstedt et al., 2017; Wold, 1982).

Findings
Demographics

Table 1 presents the demographic information of the respon-
dents. It shows that 75.6% (n=325) of the respondents were
female teachers, 54% (n=232) of the respondents were from
East Jakarta. In addition, 76% (n=327) of the respondents
had more than 2 years of working experience. For the school
level, 70.2% (n=302) of the respondents were primary
school teachers, and 82.1% (n=353) of the respondents held
bachelor’s degrees.

Assessment of Measurement Model

Stage One of this study presents reliability and validity through
the evaluation of the measurement model of reflective

constructs: (1) distributed leadership (school structure, vision,
values and beliefs, collaboration and cooperation, responsi-
bility, initiatives, school leadership, and teachership); (2)
instructional leadership (frame the school goals, communi-
cate the school goals, supervise and evaluate instruction,
coordinate the curriculum, monitor student progress, protect
instructional time, provide incentives for teachers, promote
professional development, provide incentives for learning);
(3) teacher professional development (participation in aca-
demic functions, needs, and autonomy). It presents Cronbach’s
Alpha, factor loading, composite reliability, discriminant,
validity or convergent validity, Joreskog rho (Omega) and
Average Variance Extracted (AVE). According to Hoffmann
and Birnbrich (2012), composite reliability explains the inter-
nal consistency of latent variables, with .70 suggested as the
minimum acceptable value for CR, according to Herath and
Rao (2009) and Arshi et al. (2021). To claim discriminant
validity, Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested that AVE must
be greater than the shared variance of each construct, while
Henseler et al. (2015) recommended heterotrait-monotrait
(HTMT) values of .90 between two constructs (Hidayat-ur-
Rehman et al., 2020). With these suggestions and recommen-
dations, the conditions to achieve discriminant validity were
met. As shown in Table 1, all the constructs (distributed and
instructional leadership and teacher professional develop-
ment) exceed the minimum value.

The rule of thumb for the factor loadings () of all items
is that they must be significant and greater than .70. The
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) should be greater than
.50 (or the square root of AVE >.707), while the composite
reliability index for each construct should be greater than
.70. Table 2 shows that all the items in this study are
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significant and greater than .70. For the convergent validity,
AVE was greater than the acceptable threshold of .5, as
shown in Table 2. Therefore, convergent validity was con-
firmed according to Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Liu
et al. (2011). All the composite reliabilities for indicators
exceeded .70. Because the study achieved the minimum
required reliabilities and validities suggested, researchers
could move to Stage Two.

Structural Model

Proceeding to Stage Two, researchers checked the standard-
ized path coefficients by looking at the R* values to deter-
mine the predictive value and the effect on exogenous
variables (distributed and instructional leadership) on the
endogenous variable (teacher professional development). A
bootstrapping resampling procedure (with 500 samples) was
run to estimate the significance of paths in the structural
model. The next step was to measure the model’s predictive
accuracy (R?), which combines exogenous constructs’ effects
on the endogenous construct (Ghasemy et al., 2018; Hair
et al.,, 2017). Figure 2 shows the output (R?) analysis. It
reveals that 37% (.376) of the variance in teacher profes-
sional development can be explained by both distributed
leadership and instructional leadership while 49% (.490) of
the variance in distributed leadership can be explained by
instructional leadership.

Therefore, the variance explained by the distributed lead-
ership model was 49% and 37% by teacher professional
development. An R? of .490 was calculated for distributed
leadership, which is treated as the endogenous variable for
instructional leadership. The figure is high due to the strong
effect of instructional leadership on distributed leadership.
The value for teacher professional development was .376 for
endogenous instructional leadership. For the path analysis,
the path coefficient is significant if the #-statistics are more
than 1.96, using a two-tailed #-test with a significance level
of 5% (Wong, 2013). Table 3, shows that the #-statistics for
all constructs exceed the minimum requirement: p-values
indicate their significance.

For the path coefficient, the hypothesis (H') posited that
principal distributed leadership practice would have a direct
effect on teacher professional development. The findings
shown in Table 3 and Figure 3 confirmed that the hypothesis
was supported and that principal distributed leadership prac-
tice had a significant and direct effect on teacher professional
development (B=.393, 7=4.071, p<.001). H? posited that
principal instructional leadership practice would have a
direct effect on teacher professional development (=.270,
T=3.981, p<.001). This hypothesis also was supported (See
Table 3). It can be concluded from this is that teacher profes-
sional development, manifested by teacher needs, autonomy,
and participation in academic functions can be improved
when instructional and distributed leadership are practiced in
the selected schools in Jakarta.

Additionally, researchers tested the existence of a rela-
tionship between instructional leadership and distributed
leadership (Hypothesis H?) because previous studies showed
that instructional leadership in schools was related to the
practice of distributed leadership by principals and among
teachers. In today’s schools, instructional leadership should
be shared by faculty and administrators. Therefore, H?
hypothesized that instructional leadership would influence or
directly affect distributed leadership. As shown in Table 3
and Figure 3, there is a strong and significant direct effect of
instructional leadership on distributed leadership practices
(B=.700, T=17.850, p<.001), indicating that the distribu-
tion of power among teachers can achieve the eight factors
used to measure distributed leadership. Thus, due to the uni-
dimensionality of the effect, it can be assumed that principal
instructional leadership practice could facilitate the practice
of distributed leadership in schools in Jakarta. As instruc-
tional leadership in some way facilitates instructional activi-
ties in school, this practice could pave the ways for teachers
to take responsibility for their instructional functions while
empowering a self-leadership mindset among teachers.

Determining the Best Indicator and Predictor

Understanding SmartPLS prediction begins with the con-
struct-level and item-level prediction (Shmueli et al., 2016).
The study looked for the best indicator (item) that highly rep-
resents each latent factor under each construct/latent variable
(distributed and instructional leadership) and then examined
the best predictor that highly predicts the outcomes of the
teacher professional development construct. Operationally,
indicators are items that belong to each factor or dimension.
The best indicator was determined by finding the factor with
the highest factor loadings in Measurement Model offered by
CFA, while the predictor in this study serves as the exoge-
nous construct (independent variable) and highly predicts the
indigenous construct (dependent variable). In this study,
exogenous consists of distributed leadership and instruc-
tional leadership. CFA assesses the interrelation between
latent factors, or observed variables, and predicts the item
response from the factor.

Among distributed leadership factors, Item 2, “I am kept
accountable,” under the Responsibility or Accountability
factor, was the best indicator for the distributed leadership
construct, as it had the highest factor loading at .940. This
means that the responsibility/accountability factor plays a
major role in the practice of distributed leadership in schools
and among teachers. For instructional leadership, the best
indicator was Item 2 (“He/she obtains the participation of
the whole staff in important in-service activities ), under the
Promote Professional Development factor, with the highest
loading (.914). This indicates that involving teachers in
school activities promotes teacher professional development
from an instructional leadership perspective. Item 3 (“I'm in
need of classroom management”), under Needs, is the best
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Table 2. Formative Outer Measurement Model Assessment.

Factor Cronbach’s Composite Discriminant Average variance
Factors/indicators loading alpha rho_A reliability validity extracted (AVE)
Distributed leadership
Collaboration and cooperation .860 861 .905 .840 .705
DLPCoopl .824
DLPCoop2 .780
DLPCoop3 .883
DLPCoop4 .869
School leadership .838 .841 .886 .780 .608
DLPSchLead2 756
DLPSchLead4 736
DLPSchLead5 .804
DLPSchLead6 827
DLPSchLead8 770
DLPSchLead2 753
Initiatives 721 772 .801 670
DLPinitiate2 .889
DLPinitiate4 741
Responsibility .895 .898 935 816 .827
DLPrespl .878
DLPresp2 .940
DLPresp3 .909
School structure .705 710 836 793 .629
DLPSchStrc3 751
DLPSchStrc4 .822
DLPSchStrc5 .804
Teachership .897 .897 929 .875 .765
DLPTeachership| .855
DLPTeachership2 .899
DLPTeachership3 .895
DLPTeachership4 .848
Value and beliefs .755 .784 .860 821 .673
DLPvalue2 .886
DLPvalue3 .859
DLPvalue4 .705
Vision .681 .545 .786 .807 .650
DLPvision | 891
DLP vision 2 713
Decision-making 701 .706 765 724 524
DLPDecM2 .644
DLPDecM3 .662
DLPDecM4 .848
Instructional leadership
Monitor student progress .865 .872 .908 .844 712
ILPMonl .843
ILPMon2 879
ILPMon3 .845
ILPMon4 .805
Communicate the school goals 917 919 923 .867 .752
ILPComml| .858
ILPComm?2 .900
ILPComm3 .885
ILPComm4 .846
ILPCommb5 .844

(continued)
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Table 2. (continued)

Factor Cronbach’s Composite Discriminant Average variance
Factors/indicators loading alpha rho_A reliability validity extracted (AVE)
Coordinate the curriculum .891 .895 .920 .836 .698
ILPCurrl .755
ILPCurr2 .857
ILPCurr3 .868
ILPCurr4 815
ILPCurr5 .876
Frame the school goals .895 .897 923 .840 .706
ILPFramel .849
ILPFrame2 .847
ILPFrame3 .849
ILPFrame4 .793
ILPFrame5 .860
Teacher professional development
Autonomy .892 .894 916 .780 .609
TPDAutol .749
TPDAuto2 .738
TPDAuto3 .833
TPDAuto4 792
TPDAuto5 .759
TPDAutob 819
TPDAuto7 766
Needs 914 916 930 791 626
TPDNeeds| 792
TPDNeeds2 .854
TPDNeeds3 .868
TPDNeeds4 .802
TPDNeeds5 .798
TPDNeedsé 747
TPDNeeds9 .730
TPDNeeds 10 .728
Participation in academic functions .900 .909 921 791 .626
TPDAcadFuncl 773
TPDAcadFunc2 715
TPDAcadFunc4 .748
TPDAcadFunc5 .849
TPDAcadFuncé .832
TPDAcadFunc? .783
TPDAcadFunc8 .831
Promote professional development 902 903 932 .880 774
ILPProfDev| .824
ILPProfDev2 914
ILPProfDev3 911
ILPProfDev4 .866
Protect instructional time 719 .748 .820 I77 .604
ILPInstruct2 722
ILPInstruct3 772
ILPInstruct4 .832
Provide incentives for teachers .874 .876 913 .852 725
ILPInctvTeach| .837
ILPInctvTeach2 .842
ILPInctvTeach3 .859
ILPInctvTeach4 .869

(continued)
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Table 2. (continued)

Factor Cronbach’s Composite Discriminant Average variance
Factors/indicators loading alpha rho_A reliability validity extracted (AVE)
Provide incentives for learning 877 .879 915 .854 730
ILPInctvLearnl .855
ILPInctvLearn2 851
ILPInctvLearn3 .857
ILPInctvLearn4 .854
Supervise and evaluate instruction .833 .835 .882 774 615
ILPSupEval 773
ILPSupEva2 810
ILPSupEva3 763
ILPSupEva4 .801
ILPSupEva5 761
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Figure 2. Outer loadings for measurement model.
indicator for the factor and the Teacher Professional Regarding prediction, researchers used path analysis to

Development construct (.868). This means that training examine the effect of distributed leadership and instruc-
teachers in classroom management is vital for improving  tional leadership practices on teacher professional develop-
teaching skills and professional development. ment. In determining the predictor between distributed
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Table 3. Path Analysis of the Effect of Instructional and Distributed Leadership on Teacher Professional Development.

Path analysis T statistics p Values
Distributed Leadership -> Teacher Professional Development 4.071 .000
Distributed Leadership -> Teachership 20.235 .000
Distributed Leadership -> Vision 11.698 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Communicate the School Goals 45.991 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Coordinate the Curriculum 49.840 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Distributed Leadership 17.850 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Frame the School goals 33.751 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Monitor Student Progress 35.322 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Promote Professional Development 28.348 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Protect Instructional Time 19.256 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Provide Incentives for Teachers 25.655 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Provide Incentives for Learning 17.491 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Supervise & Evaluate Instruction 47.695 .000
Instructional Leadership -> Teacher Professional Development 3.981 .000
Teacher Professional Development -> Autonomy 70.967 .000
Teacher Professional Development -> Needs 12.154 .000
Teacher Professional Development -> Participate in Academic Functions 15.595 .000
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Figure 3. Assessing structural model and path coefficient.
leadership and instructional leadership for teacher profes- teacher professional development than instructional leader-
sional development, Figure 3 shows that distributed leader- ship. In other words, when it comes to teacher professional

ship has a slightly higher regression weight and effect on development and enhancement in the Indonesian context,



Amzat et al.

13

distributed leadership might better predict the outcome of
teacher professional development. Interestingly, researchers
tested the possibility of a relationship between both leader-
ship models, or the effect of one on another, and found that
instructional leadership has a strong direct effect on distrib-
uted leadership (B=.700, 7=17.850, p <.001).

Again, this study produced some interesting findings as
it revealed the significant roles that school leadership plays
in facilitating teacher development. For example, it is
interesting to juxtapose distributed leadership and instruc-
tional leadership practices aiming to see their dual impact
on teacher professional development in the Indonesian
context. Moreover, it is considered a bold step to position
and regress one of these two models with one as an inde-
pendent variable and the other as a dependent variable.
These findings call for policy change to improve school
leadership by analyzing school administration in Jakarta to
identify needs, strengths, and weaknesses. These two lead-
ership theories and their practices, then, could serve as a
game changer in improving teaching and learning in
Indonesian schools.

Discussion

H". Distributed leadership practiced by school princi-
pals in the selected schools in Jakarta has a direct effect
on teacher professional development.

Previous research supports the findings of the study
reported here on the effect of distributed leadership on
teacher professional development. Several scholars
reported that this administrative strategy improved teacher
knowledge and skills, student achievement, and learning
outcomes (Hermann, 2016; Louis et al., 2010; Spillane &
Mertz, 2015). Moreover, the findings about the impact of
power distribution among faculty and administrators, as
well as instructional leadership practices on school devel-
opment, teaching, learning, and curriculum, were in line
with those of Elmore (2000), Harris (2004), and Bellibas
and Liu (2018). Usman and Tafsir (2016) found a similar
link between distributed leadership and teacher develop-
ment in South Sulawesi schools in the Indonesian context.
It is also in line with Al-Harthi and Al-Mahdy (2017) find-
ings that found a relationship between distributed leader-
ship and school effectiveness in Egypt and Oman.

Study results related to distributed leadership and teacher
professional development reveal the importance of social-
ization in schools and self-leadership (Poekert, 2012;
Torrance, 2015). Teachers tend to work well and improve
their performance when they collaborate and socialize
(Anthony et al., 2019). When power is distributed and
shared in schools, teachers have the confidence, support,
and empowerment to do everything they can to ensure
learning occurs and students succeed.

H?  Instructional leadership practiced by the school
principals in selected schools in Jakarta has a direct
effect on teacher professional development.

This study’s results mirror Zheng et al. (2019). Studying
schools in China, they found a significant effect of principal
instructional practice on collaborative school activity, collec-
tive focus on student learning, and teacher self-efficacy. It is
also aligned with Al-Mahdy et al. (2018) findings that found
a direct-effect of instructional leadership on teacher self-effi-
cacy and commitment. Liu and Hallinger (2018) also found
direct and indirect effects of instructional leadership on
teacher professional learning. This implies that a school prin-
cipal or leader plays an essential role in improving the fac-
ulty members’ teaching ability and the students’ learning
capability. This should not be a big surprise, as the core func-
tion of instructional leadership is to enhance teaching, learn-
ing, and curriculum.

As aresult, it is necessary to consider leadership practice
when looking at teacher professional development, as
instructional leadership contributes to improving instruc-
tional knowledge and skills. Therefore, there should be a
relationship between instructional leadership and teacher
professional development. In other words, a principal’s prac-
tice of instructional leadership should promote teacher aca-
demic development and capability. Research in Indonesia
revealed this to be the case, as Sumiati and Niemted (2020)
found a positive relationship between instructional leader-
ship practice and teacher efficiency in that country’s schools.

H? Instructional leadership practiced by the principals
in the selected schools in Jakarta has a direct effect on the
practice of distributed leadership.

The effect of distributed leadership on teacher profes-
sional development signifies that distributed leadership prac-
tice in schools can significantly improve relationships and
trust between teachers and principals. The improvement in
those relationships is due to the nature of distributed leader-
ship, which involves daily interactions between school
leaders, administrators, and school organization members
(Hamzah & Jamil, 2019; Spillane et al., 2004). Trust is
needed in the practice of distributed leadership, and the rela-
tionship between parties is dynamic (Smylie et al., 2007).
Due to the unidimensionality, researchers here cannot claim
that, the more distributed leadership is practiced in those
elected schools, the greater is the of instructional leadership.
However, when both models are employed simultaneously,
they compensate each other in regard to teacher professional
development.

In terms of teacher outcomes, the relationship shown here
between instructional leadership and distributed leadership
models supports the studies of Heck and Hallinger (2009),
Robinson et al. (2008), Liu et al. (2021). From the theoretical
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perspective, the instructional leadership model is believed to
improve teaching and learning and curriculum in schools. In
the Indonesian context, this could only take place when
instructional leadership is constantly practiced and applied
by the principals, who have been trained to do so in high
quality, easily accessible professional development pro-
grams. Similarly, the direct effect of distributed leadership in
this study aligns with the distributed leadership theory. This
advocates shared responsibilities, leadership, autonomy, and
accountability in schools, which all are part of teacher pro-
fessional development.

There is very little research on school leadership in
Indonesia, especially on principal distributed leadership prac-
tice. The same is true of instructional leadership and teacher
professional development. The study reported here fills those
gaps, finding that distributed and instructional leadership
practices among principals in selected schools in Jakarta
could influence teachers’ participation in the professional
development activities. Therefore, since teacher development
is paramount for student achievement, the researchers suggest
the combination of both models a framework for teaching
improvement and positive learning outcomes. Based on the
researchers’ best knowledge, this combination and investiga-
tion have yet to be carried out in Indonesia.

Research Implication and Future Study

The findings of this study can be used to improve relation-
ships between principals and teachers in schools in Jakarta,
specifically, and in Indonesia, generally. Further, they should
result in a call for further action to improve teacher quality.
Policymakers, stakeholders, school principals, and training
departments must meet to discuss how to raise the standard
and strengthen the academic practice of teachers in Indonesia.
The findings also show the advantage of shifting from one
leader (the principal) to multiple leaders (the faculty).
Teachers should be in charge of their classrooms, create their
syllabi, select teaching materials, and be accountable for
their student’s achievements.

The findings can also be used for teacher training. They
reveal the factors that contribute to teacher professional
development and lead to the best leadership practices in
schools in Indonesia. Once implemented, the ideas put forth
in this study will improve the academic advancement of the
country’s teachers. More importantly, it will enhance the pro-
fessional practice of their principals, who will be motivated
to engage in the leadership strategy most likely to contribute
to high student achievement. Because there is a scarcity of
research to explore the relationship between instructional
leadership and distributed leadership and on teacher profes-
sional development, this work appeals to future researchers
who can look at other roles that distributed and instructional
leadership can play in schools in Indonesia and around the
globe. The goal is to develop a theory that bridges both dis-
tributed leadership and instructional leadership, as both

models play a vital role in advancing the standard of teaching
and learning and other school-related activities. The applica-
tion of these two theories has proven again that they are cru-
cial in improving teacher academic performance, autonomy,
relationship, and responsibility.

Conclusion

School leadership plays an essential role in school develop-
ment and will continue to be vital in underpinning teaching
and learning improvement. As the effort to improve teaching
and the educational system in Indonesia is ongoing, the
efforts of revamping the educational system for teacher
development could commence by focusing on school leader-
ship development. School leadership is widely agreed to be,
after classroom instruction, the most important factor con-
tributing to student achievement (Leithwood et al., 2004).
Therefore, to investigate the role that school leadership
plays, this study investigated the direct effect of instructional
and distributed leadership on teacher professional develop-
ment in selected schools in Jakarta, Indonesia. It also exam-
ined the effect of principal instructional leadership on
distributed leadership. The findings of this study suggest that
the implementation and practice of instructional leadership
and distributed leadership by the school principals can
improve teacher professional development. Moreover, dis-
tributed leadership is one of the mechanisms that will
improve teaching and teacher professional development.
School principal instructional leadership practice could sup-
port the practice of distributed leadership in schools for
teacher empowerment.

Thus, principals who practice instructional leadership can
improve teaching and learning. This approach offers teachers
an opportunity to advance their academic careers and
improve their professionalism when academic development
is a top priority of their school leaders. Schools with princi-
pals practicing instructional leadership tend to have regular
training for teachers, which results in improved instruction
and student outcomes.

As was reported in previous studies, distributed leader-
ship may be one of the newest theories in educational admin-
istration, but it already has made an impact. A school that
practices distributed leadership has the potential for improv-
ing relationships among its stakeholders and advancing
teaching and learning. This study has also shared other inter-
esting findings by reporting the little-studied effect of princi-
pal instructional leadership on distributed leadership. It will
be even more interesting to see which leadership practices
have the greatest impact on any related school variables. In
light of this, the researchers advocate for more training for
school leaders.

We also urge the Indonesian Ministry of Education and
other policymakers to intensify training to improve school
leadership capacity and instructional skills. It is vital for
school leaders in Jakarta and beyond to embrace changes by
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empowering teacher leadership in schools and encouraging
self-leadership to improve instruction and learning. Further
studies in Indonesia also are needed to report future changes
in school leadership practices and teacher development
for continuous improvement in teaching, learning, and
leadership.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: We
thank Universitas Muhammadiyah Prof. Dr. Hamka (Uhmaka),
Jakarta, Indonesia for the research grant and all the teachers that
participated in this study.

ORCID iD

Ismail Hussein Amzat /2" https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9973-9646

References

Ahmed, K. A. (2016). Instructional leadership practices in second-
ary schools of Assosa Zone, Ethiopia. International Journal
of Advanced Multidisciplinary Research and Review, 4(7),
191-211.

Ail, N. M. B. M., Taib, M. R. B., Jaafar, H. B., Salleh, W. A. R.
B. M., & Omar, M. N. B. (2015). Principals’ instructional
leadership and teachers’ commitment in three Mara junior
science colleges (MJSC) in Pahang, Malaysia. Procedia -
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 191, 1848—1853. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.512

Ainley, J., & Carstens, R. (2018). Teaching and Learning
International Survey (TALIS) 2018 Conceptual Framework
(OECD Education Working Papers, No. 187). OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/799337¢2-en

Al-Harthi, A. S. A., & Al-Mahdy, Y. F. H. (2017). Distributed
leadership and school effectiveness in Egypt and Oman: An
exploratory study. The International Journal of Educational
Management, 31(6), 801-813. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijem-
05-2016-0132

Alma, H. (2013). Reflections on distributed leadership. Journal of
MiE, 19(2), 10-12. https://doi.org/10.1177/089202060501900
20301

Al-Mahdy, Y. F. H.,, Emam, M. M., & Hallinger, P. (2018).
Assessing the contribution of principal instructional leader-
ship and collective teacher efficacy to teacher commitment in
Oman. Teaching and Teacher Education, 69, 191-201. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.10.007

Amzat, I. H. (2017). Teacher empowerment toward professional
development and practices. In I. H. Amzat & N. P. Valdez
(Eds.), Sharing school leadership. Principalship empowerment
or relegation? (pp. 43—58). Springer.

Anthony, A. B., Gimbert, B. G., Luke, J. B., & Hurt, M. H. (2019).
Distributed leadership in context: Teacher leaders’ contributions
to novice teacher induction. Journal of School Leadership,
29(1), 54-83. https://doi.org/10.1177/1052684618825086

Arshi, T. A., Rao, V., Viswanath, S., & Begum, V. (2021).
Measuring innovation effectiveness: A SEM-based cross-
lagged analysis. International Journal of Innovation Science,
13, 437-455. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijis-08-2020-0111

Asikin-Garmager, A. (2017). Indonesian public school princi-
pals’ enactment of agency within the boundaries set by social
systems [Doctoral dissertation]. University of lowa. https:/
ir.uiowa.edu/etd/5409/

Atkinson, M. (2013). Educational leadership and management in
an international school context. GRIN.

Babbie, E. R. (1973). Survey research methods. Wadsworth.

Bailey, K. D. (1987). Methods of social research (3rd ed.). Free
Press.

Barber, M., Whelan, F., & Clark, M. (2010). Capturing the leader-
ship premium: How the world’s top school systems are build-
ing leadership capacity for the future. McKinsey & Company.

Bautista, A., & Oretga-Ruiz, R. (2017). Teacher professional
development: International perspectives and approaches.
Psychology, Society, & Education, 7(3), 240-251. https://doi.
org/10.25115/psye.v7i3.1020

Beatty, A., Berkhout, E., Bima, L., Coen, T., Pradhan, M., &
Suryadarma, D. (2018). Indonesia got schooled: 15 years of
rising enrolment and flat learning profiles (RISE Working
Paper Series 18/026). [online] RISE Programme. https://learn-
ingportal.iiep.unesco.org/en/library/indonesia-got-schooled-
15-years-of-rising-enrolment-and-flat-learning-profiles

Bellibas, M. S., & Liu, Y. (2018). The effects of principals’ per-
ceived instructional and distributed leadership practices on
their perceptions of school climate. International Journal of
Leadership in Education, 21(2), 226-244. https://doi.org/10.10
80/13603124.2016.1147608

Best, J., & Dunlap, A. (2014). Continuous improvement in schools
and districts: Policy considerations. McREL International.

Bolden, R. (2011). Distributed leadership in organizations: A
review of theory and research. [International Journal of
Management Reviews, 13, 251-269. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1468-2370.2011.00306.x

Bush, T. (2015). Understanding instructional leadership.
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 43(4),
487-489.

Center for Education Policy Research. (2019). Policy brief:
Educational leadership and school management. /NOVASI.
https://www.inovasi.or.id/en/publikasi/policy-brief-school-
leadership-and-learning-october-2019/

Chang, M. C., Shaeffer, S., Al-Samarrai, S., Ragatz, A. B., de Ree,
J., & Stevenson, R. (2014). Teacher reform in Indonesia: The
role of politics and evidence in policy making. Directions
in development-human development, World Bank. Open
Knowledge Repository. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
handle/10986/16355

Choi, J.,, & Kang, W. (2019). Sustainability of cooperative
professional development: Focused on teachers’ efficacy.
Sustainability, 11(3), 585-593. https://doi.org/10.3390/
sul1030585

Dampson, D. G., Havor, F. M., & Laryea, P. (2019). Distributed
leadership an instrument for school improvement: The study
of public senior high schools in Ghana. Journal of Education
and e-Learning Research, 5(2), 79-85. https://files.eric.ed.gov/
fulltext/EJ1173265.pdf


https://www.inovasi.or.id/en/publikasi/policy-brief-school-leadership-and-learning-october-2019/
https://www.inovasi.or.id/en/publikasi/policy-brief-school-leadership-and-learning-october-2019/

16

SAGE Open

Dania, R., & Andriani, D. E. (2021). Instructional leadership prac-
tices of principals at public elementary schools in Indonesia in
the 2nd International on Meaningful Education (2nd ICMEd).
KnE Social Sciences, 2021, 364—380. https://doi.org/10.18502/
kss.v6i2.10001

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). The flat world and education: How
America’s commitment to equity will determine our future.
Teachers College Press.

Day, I. N. Z., van Blankenstein, F. M., Westenberg, P. M., &
Admiraal, W. F. (2018). Explaining individual student success
using continuous assessment types and student characteristics.
Higher Education Research & Development, 37(5), 937-951.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2018.1466868

Dillman, D. A., & Frey, J. H. (1974). Contribution of personaliza-
tion to mail questionnaire response as an element of a previ-
ously tested method. Journal of Applied Psychology, 59(3),
297-301. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036534

Duif, T., Harrison, C., van Dartel, N., & Sinyolo, D. (2013).
Distributed Leadership in practice: A descriptive analy-
sis of distributed leadership in European schools. European
School Heads Association. https://www.esha.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/09/Report-on-Distributed-Leadership-ESHA-
ETUCE-1.pdf

Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor.
Educational Leadership, 37(1), 15-24.

Elmore, R. F. (2000). Building a new structure for school leader-
ship. The Albert Shanker Institute.

Elmore, R. (2004). School reform from the inside out: Policy, prac-
tice, and performance. Harvard University Press.

Fincham, J. E. (2008). Response rates and responsiveness for
surveys, standards, and the journal. American Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education, 72(2), 43. https://doi.org/10.5688/
aj720243

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation
models with unobservable variables and measurement error.
JMR, Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50. https://doi.
org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Geleta, M. W. (2015). The role of school principal as instructional
leader: The case of Shambu primary school. Open Access
Library Journal, 02, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.4236/0alib.
1101709

Ghasemy, M., Hussin, S. B., Abdul Razak, A. Z. B., Maah, M. J. B.,
& Ghavifekr, S. (2018). Determining the key capacities of effec-
tive leaders in Malaysian public and private focused universities.
Sage Open, 8(4). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018807620

Gray, J. (2018). Instructional leadership of principals and its rela-
tionship with the academic achievement of high-poverty stu-
dents [Doctoral dissertation]. Murray State University. https://
digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/etd/122

Grissom, J. A., Egalite, A. J., & Lindsay, C. A. (2021). How prin-
cipals affect students and schools a systematic synthesis of
two decades of research. Wallace Foundation. https://www.
wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/How-
Principals-Affect-Students-and-Schools.pdf

Gronn, P. (2006). The significance of distributed leadership.
Educational Leadership Research, 7, 160—172.

Gumus, S., Bellibas, M. S., Esen, M., & Gumus, E. (2018). A
systematic review of studies on leadership models in educa-
tional research from 1980 to 2014. Educational Management

Administration & Leadership, 46(1), 25-48. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/1741143216659296

Gurley, K., Anast-May, L., O’Neal, M., & Dozier, R. (2016).
Principal instructional leadership behaviors: Teacher vs self-
perceptions. NCPEA International Journal of Educational
Leadership Preparation, 11(1), 1-16.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). 4
primer on partial least squares structural equation modeling
(PLS-SEM) (2nd ed.). SAGE Publishing.

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When
to use and how to report the results of PLS-SEM. European
Business Review, 31(1), 2—-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/ebr-11-
2018-0203

Hallinger, P. (1983). Assessing the instructional management
behavior of principals [Doctoral dissertation]. Stanford
University.

Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional leadership and the school
principal: A passing fancy that refuses to fade away.
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 221-239. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15700760500244793

Hallinger, P. (2009). Leadership for 21st century schools: From
instructional leadership to leadership for learning. The Hong
Kong Institute of Education.

Hallinger P., & Heck, R. H. (1998). Exploring the principal’s
contribution to school effectiveness: 1980-1995. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9(2), 157-191.

Hallinger, P., & Huber, S. (2012). School leadership that makes
a difference: International perspectives. School Effectiveness
and School Improvement, 23(4), 359—-367. https://doi.org/10.1
080/09243453.2012.681508

Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. (1985). Assessing the instructional
management behaviour of principals. The Elementary School
Journal, 86, 217-247. http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/461445

Halverson, R., & Clifford, M. (2013). Distributed instructional
leadership in high schools. Journal of School Leadership,
23(2), 389-419.

Hamzah, M. 1. M., & Jamil, M. F. (2019). The relationship of
distributed leadership and professional learning commu-
nity. Creative Education, 10(12), 2730-2741. https://doi.
org/10.4236/ce.2019.1012199

Harris, A. (2004). Distributed leadership in schools: Leading or
misleading? Educational Management, Administration and
Leadership, 32(1), 11-24.

Harris, A. (2020, May 10). School leadership in lockdown. https://
my.chartered.college/impact_article/school-leadership-in-
lockdown/

Harris, A., & DeFlaminis, J. (2016). Distributed leadership
in practice: Evidence, misconceptions and possibilities.
Management in Education, 30(4), 141-146. https://doi.org
/10.1177/0892020616656734

Heck, R. H., & Hallinger, P. (2009). Assessing the contribution of
distributed leadership to school improvement and growth in
math achievement. American Educational Research Journal,
46(3), 659-689. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831209340042

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion
for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based struc-
tural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-
0403-8


https://doi.org/10.18502/kss.v6i2.10001
https://doi.org/10.18502/kss.v6i2.10001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/461445

Amzat et al.

17

Herath, T., & Rao, H. R. (2009). Protection motivation and deter-
rence: A framework for security policy compliance in organ-
isations. European Journal of Information Systems, 18(2),
106-125. https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2009.6

Hermann, K. R. (2016). The principal’s role; Distributed leader-
ship [Doctoral dissertation]. Old Dominion University. https://
doi:10.25777/a1s9-12z37

Hickey, N., Flaherty, A., & Mannix McNamara, P. (2022).
Distributed leadership: A scoping review mapping cur-
rent empirical research. Societies, 12(1), 15-20. https://doi.
org/10.3390/s0c12010015

Hidayat-ur-Rehman, 1., Akram, M. S., Malik, A., Mokhtar, S. A.,
Bhatti, Z. A., & Khan, M. A. (2020). Exploring the determi-
nants of digital content adoption by academics: The moderat-
ing role of environmental concerns and price value. Sage Open,
10(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020931856

Hinton, S. (2018, October 19). How the fourth industrial revolution
is impacting the future of work. Forbes. https://www.forbes.
com/sites/heyec/2018/10/19/how-the-fourth-industrial-revolu-
tion-isimpacting-the-future-of-work/

Hoffmann, A. O. 1., & Birnbrich, C. (2012). The impact of fraud
prevention on bank-customer relationships: An empirical
investigation in retail banking. The International Journal of
Bank Marketing, 30(5), 390-407. https://doi.org/10.1108
/02652321211247435

Hosseingholizadeh, R., Amrahi, A., & El-Farr, H. (2020).
Instructional leadership, and teacher’s collective efficacy,
commitment, and professional learning in primary schools:
A mediation model. Professional Development in Education.
1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2020.1850510

Hou, Y., Cui, Y., & Zhang, D. (2019). Impact of instructional
leadership on high school student academic achievement in
China. Asia Pacific Education Review, 20, 543-558. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12564-019-09574-4

Howard, J. C. (2016). Exploring distributed instructional leader-
ship: Case studies of assistant principals in an urban school
district [Doctoral dissertation]. The University of Louisville.
Institutional Repository, Electronic Theses and Dissertations.
Paper 2480. https://doi.org/10.18297/etd/2480

Joo, Y. H. (2020). The effects of distributed leadership on
teacher professionalism: The case of Korean middle schools.
International Journal of Educational Research, 99, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.101500

Kidder, L. H. (1981). Research methods in social relations.
Rinehart & Winston.

Kim, T., & Lee, Y. (2020). Principal instructional leadership for
teacher participation in professional development: Evidence
from Japan, Singapore, and South Korea. Asia Pacific
Education Review, 21, 261-278. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$12564-019-09616-x 2020.

Lakomski, G.(2008). Functionally adequatebutcausally idle: W(h)ither
distributed leadership? Journal of Educational Administration,
46(2), 159—171. https://doi.org/10.1108/09578230810863244

Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven
strong claims about successful school leadership. School
Leadership and Management, 28(1), 27-42. https://doi.org/10
.1080/13632430701800060

Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004).
How leadership influences student learning. The Wallace
Foundation.

Little, J. W. (1995). Contested ground: The basis of teacher leader-
ship in two restructuring high schools. The Elementary School
Journal, 96(1), 47-63. https://doi.org/10.1086/461814

Liu, C. T., Guo, Y. M., & Lee, C. H. (2011). The effects of rela-
tionship quality and switching barriers on customer loyalty.
International Journal of Information Management, 31(1),
71-79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2010.05.008

Liu, S., & Hallinger, P. (2018). Principal instructional leader-
ship, teacher self-efficacy, and teacher professional learn-
ing in China: Testing a mediated-effects model. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 54(4), 501-528. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0013161x18769048

Liu, Y., Bellibag, M. S., & Giimiis, S. (2021). The effect of
instructional leadership and distributed leadership on teacher
self-efficacy and job satisfaction: Mediating roles of sup-
portive school culture and teacher collaboration. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership, 49, 430-453.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220910438

Liu, Y., & Werblow, J. (2019). The operation of distributed leader-
ship and the relationship with organizational commitment and
job satisfaction of principals and teachers: A multi-level model
and meta-analysis using the 2013 TALIS data. International
Journal of Educational Research, 96, 41-55. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.05.005

Lizotte, J. O. (2013). A qualitative analysis of distributed lead-
ership and teacher perspective of principal leadership effec-
tiveness [Doctoral dissertation]. Northeastern University.
https://repository.library.northeastern.edu/files/neu:1217/
fulltext.pdf

Louis, K. S., Dretzke, B., & Wahlstrom, K. (2010). How does lead-
ership affect student achievement? Results from a national US
survey. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 21(3),
315-336. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2010.486586

Loyce, O. C., & Victor, A. A. (2017). Principals’ application of
instructional leadership practices for secondary school effec-
tiveness in Oyo State. Journal of the Nigerian Academy
of Education, 13(1), 32—44. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
ED580939.pdf

Lumban Gaol, N. T. (2021). School leadership in Indonesia:
A systematic literature review. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership. Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211010811

Lunenburg, F. C. (2010). The principal and the school: What do
principals do? National Forum of Educational Administration
and Supervision Journal, 27, 1-13.

Manaseh, A. M. (2016). Instructional leadership: The role of heads of
schools in managing the instructional programme. International
Journal of Educational Leadership and Management, 4(1),
30-47. https://doi.org/10.17583/ijelm.2016.1691

Manaze, M. (2019). Practice and challenges of distributed leader-
ship at public secondary schools of dessie city administration.
Asian Journal of Education and e-Learning, 7(4), 95-112.

Miller, A., Gore, J., Wallington, C., Harris, J., Prieto-Rodriguez, E.,
& Smith, M. (2019). Improving student outcomes through pro-
fessional development: Protocol for a cluster randomised con-
trolled trial of quality teaching rounds. International Journal of
Educational Research, 98, 146—158. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
1jer.2019.09.002

Morrison, K. (2002). School leadership and complexity theory.
Routledge Falmer.


https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020931856
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.09.002

18

SAGE Open

Mulford, W. (2007). Overview of research on Australian educa-
tional leadership 2001-2005. ACEL Monograph Series, No.
40. Australian Council for Educational Leaders.

Munna, A. S. (2021). Instructional leadership and role of module
leaders. International Journal of Educational Reform, 2021,
1-17. https://doi.org/10.1177/10567879211042321

Nulty, D. D. (2008). The adequacy of response rates to online and
paper surveys: what can be done? Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 33(3), 301-314.

OECD. (2012). Strong performers and successful reformers in edu-
cation lessons from Pisa for Japan. OECD.

Okada, R. (2021). Effects of perceived autonomy support on aca-
demic achievement and motivation among higher education
students: A meta-analysis. Japanese Psychological Research.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpr.12380

Pereira, J. D. (2016). School improvement as localized policy:
A review of the educational leadership and teacher devel-
opment literature in Indonesia and Malaysia. https:/www.
academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL _IMPROVEMENT _
AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_
EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND _TEACHER_
DEVELOPMENT LITERATURE IN INDONESIA AND
MALAYSIA THF Literature Review

Pina, R., Cabral, 1., & Alves, J. M. (2015). Principal’s leadership
on students’ outcomes. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 197, 949-954.

Poekert, P. E. (2012). Teacher leadership and professional develop-
ment: Examining links between two concepts central to school
improvement. Professional Development in Education, 38(2),
169—-188. https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2012.657824

Quek, S. J., Thomson, L., Houghton, R., Bramley, L., Davis, S.,
& Cooper, J. (2021). Distributed leadership as a predictor of
employee engagement, job satisfaction and turnover inten-
tion in UK nursing staff. Journal of Nursing Management, 29,
1544—-1553. https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.13321

Rahayu, S., Usman, H., & Wibawa, S. (2022). The pattern of
principal instructional leadership at Indonesian Senior
High Schools. Journal of Positive School Psychology, 6(3),
4356-4368.

Raman, A., & Thannimalai, R. (2019). Importance of technology
leadership for technology integration: Gender and professional
development perspective. SAGE Open, 9, 1-13. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2158244019893707

Revina, S., Pramana, R. P., Fillaili, R., & Suryadarma, D. (2020).
Systemic constraints facing teacher professional development
in a middle-income country: Indonesia’s experience over four
decades (RISE Working Paper Series. 20/054) https://doi.
org/10.35489/BSG-RISE-WP_2020/054

Richardson, J. T. E. (2005). Instruments for obtaining student feed-
back: A review of the literature. Assessment & Evaluation in
Higher Education, 30(4), 387—415.

Robinson, V. M. J., Lloyd, C. A., & Rowe, K. J. (2008). The
impact of leadership on student outcomes: An analysis of
the differential effects of leadership types. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 44(5), 635-674. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0013161x08321509

Rosser, A. (2018). Beyond access: Making Indonesia’s education
system work. Lowy Institute. https://www.lowyinstitute.org/
publications/beyond-access-making-indonesia-s-education-
system-work

SABER Country Report. (2015). Singapore teachers. http:/
wbgfiles.worldbank.org/documents/hdn/ed/saber/support-
ing_doc/CountryReports/TCH/SABER Teachers_Singapore
Country_Report.pdf

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Hair, J. F. (2017). Handbook of mar-
ket research. In C. Homburg, M. Klarmann, & A. Vomberg
(Eds.), Partial least squares structural equation modeling
(pp. 1-40). Springer.

Schott, C., van Roekel, H., & Tummers, L. G. (2020). Teacher lead-
ership: A systematic review, methodological quality assessment
and conceptual framework. Review of Educational Research,
31,100352. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100352

Schwab, K., & Davis, N. (2018). Shaping the fourth industrial revo-
lution. Crown Publishing Group.

Sebastian, J., Allensworth, E., & Huang, H. (2016). The role
of teacher leadership in how principals influence class-
room instruction and student learning. American Journal of
Education, 123(1), 69—-108. https://doi.org/10.1086/688169

Shin, H. S., & Joo, Y. H. (2016). Issues and challenges of distrib-
uted leadership research. The Korean, 1(1), 1-11. https://doi.
org/10.22553/keas.2016.1.1.1

Shmueli, G., Ray, S., Velasquez Estrada, J. M., & Chatla, S. B.
(2016). The elephant in the room: Predictive performance of
PLS models. Journal of Business Research, 69(10), 4552—
4564. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.03.049

Smylie, M. A., Mayrowetz, D., Murphy, J., & Louis, K. S.
(2007). Trust and the development of distributed leadership.
Journal of School Leadership, 17(4), 469-503. https://doi.
org/10.1177/105268460701700405

Sol, K. (2021). Distributed leadership in schools: A brief review
of the literature. Cambodian Journal of Educational Research,
1(1), 73-80.

Spillane, J., & Burch, P. (2006). The institutional environment
and instructional practice: Changing patterns of guidance
and control in public education. In H. Meyer, & B. Rowan
(Eds.), The new institutionalism in education (pp. 87-102).
SUNY Press.

Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2004). Towards
a theory of leadership practice: A distributed perspective.
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36(1), 3-34. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/0022027032000106726

Spillane, J. P., & Mertz, K. (2015). Distributed leadership. Oxford
bibliographies. https://doi:10.1093/0B0O/9780199756810-
0123

Sugandi, B., Tadesse, E., & Ghassani, N. (2021). A correlation
study between principals’ instructional leadership practice and
teachers’ organizational commitment in Yogyakarta Province,
Indonesia. International Journal of Scientific & Technology
Research, 10(6), 2277-8616.

Sumiati, S., & Niemted, W. (2020). The impact of instructional lead-
ership on Indonesian elementary teacher efficacy. Elementary
Education Online, 19(4), 2335-2346. https://doi.org/10.17051/
ilkonline.2020.764244

Sumintono, B., Hariri, H., Nugroho, P. J., Izzati, U. A., & Sriyanto,
J. (2019). The role of districts in supporting school leaders’
instructional leadership: A view and experience from a devel-
oping country. Journal of Educational Administration, 57(5),
591-600.

Suratno, T. (2014). The education system in Indonesia at a time
of significant changes. Open Edition Journals. 1-6. http://


https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
https://www.academia.edu/35173772/SCHOOL_IMPROVEMENT_AS_LOCALIZED_POLICY_A_REVIEW_OF_THE_EDUCATIONAL_LEADERSHIP_AND_TEACHER_DEVELOPMENT_LITERATURE_IN_INDONESIA_AND_MALAYSIA_THF_Literature_Review
http://journals.openedition.org/ries/3814

Amzat et al.

19

journals.openedition.org/ries/3814;
ries.3814

Tan,C.Y.,&Dimmock, C.(2014). Howa ‘top-performing’ Asianschool
system formulates and implements policy: The case of Singapore.
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 42(5),
743-763. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213510507

The Wallace Foundation Report (2013, 2021). The school princi-
pal as leader: Guiding schools to better teaching and learning.
Perspective. https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-
center/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-Guiding-
Schools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2nd-Ed.pdf

Torrance, D. (2015). Professional learning for distributed lead-
ership: primary headteachers’ perspectives. Professional
Development in Education, 41(3), 487-507. https://doi.org/10.
1080/19415257.2014.936025

Torrance, D., & Humes, W. (2015). The shifting discourses of educa-
tional leadership: International trends and Scotland’s response.
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 43(5),
792-810. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143214535748

Torres, D. G. (2019). Distributed leadership, professional collabo-
ration, and teachers’ job satisfaction in U.S. schools. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 79, 111-123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tate.2018.12.001

Usman, & Tafsir, M. (2016). Dimensions of principals distributed
leadership in improving school performance in secondary
school at South Sulawesi Indonesia. SSRN. https://sstn.com/
abstract=2736901

van Den Boom-Muilenburg, S. N., de Vries, S., van Veen, K.,
Poortman, C. L., & Schildkamp, K. (2021). Understanding
sustainable professional learning communities by consider-
ing school leaders’ interpretations and educational beliefs.
International Journal of Leadership in Education. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2021.19
37705

Vincent-Lancrin, S., Urgel, J., Kar, S., & Jacotin, G. (2019).
Measuring innovation in education 2019: What has changed in

https://doi.org/10.4000/

the classroom? Educational research and innovation. OECD
Publishing.

Wermke, W., Olason Rick, S., & Salokangas, M. (2019). Decision-
makin and control: Perceived autonomy of teachers in Germany
and Sweden. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 51(3), 306-325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2018.1482960

Winingsih, L. H., & Sulistiono, A. A. (2020). Factors influenc-
ing the principal’s leadership and its impact on learning qual-
ity and learning outcome. Journal of Educational and Social
Research, 10(2), 143-156.

Wold, H. O. A. (1982). Soft modeling: The basic design and some
extensions. In K. G. Joreskog & H. O. A. Wold (Eds.), Systems
under indirect observations. Part Il (pp. 1-54). North Holland.

Wong, K. K. K. (2013). Partial least squares structural equation
modeling (PLS-SEM) techniques using SmartPLS. Marketing
Bulletin, 24(1), 1-32.

Xu, S., Zhang, H., Dai, Y., Ma, J., & Lyu, L. (2021). Distributed
leadership and new generation employees’ proactive behavior:
Roles of idiosyncratic deals and meaningfulness of work.
Frontiers in Psychology, 12(755513), 1-13. https://doi.org
/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.755513

Yee, L. W. (2016). Peer coaching for improvement of teaching and
learning. Journal for Interdisciplinary Research in Education
(JIRE), 6(1), 64-70.

Weick, K. (1976). Educational organizations as loosely coupled
systems. Administrative Science Quarterly, 21(1), 1-19.

Zheng, X., Yin, H., & Li, Z. (2019). Exploring the relationships
among instructional leadership, professional learning com-
munities and teacher self-efficacy in China. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership, 47(6), 843—859.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218764176

Zuckerman, S. J., Wilcox, K. C., Durand, F. T., Lawson, H. A., &
Schiller, K. S. (2018). Drivers for change: A study of distributed
leadership and performance adaptation during policy innova-
tion implementation. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 17(4),
618-646. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2017.1384500


http://journals.openedition.org/ries/3814
https://doi.org/10.4000/ries.3814
https://doi.org/10.4000/ries.3814
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-Guiding-Schools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2nd-Ed.pdf
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-Guiding-Schools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2nd-Ed.pdf
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-Guiding-Schools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2nd-Ed.pdf

