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Abstract

Leadership in the post-incorporation English Further Education system has not been distributed
in nature, but transactional, driven by the external demands of funding and inspection regimes.
There is, however, in light of the current rhetoric of localism in Further Education policy, a
view that distributed leadership would be an appropriate alternative form of leadership within
this context. This paper reviews the education literature, and argues that distributed leadership
should be introduced to the sector but that this, on its own, will be insufficient for addressing
the government’s agenda of meeting the human capital needs of businesses, needs-based equity
for disadvantaged adults or the wider benefits of education. This is because distributed
leadership, whilst involving a dispersion of responsibility, may not equate to a dispersion of
power. To disperse power to local areas, and to facilitate an authentic distributed leadership
focused on local stakeholders a policy of localism is needed which encourages self-governance
and open systems, and flexible accountability arrangements which encourage strategy and
leadership at the local level. Such distributed leadership embedded within a local governance
which facilitates dispersed power to key local stakeholders is similar to what is described as

Eco-Leadership in the leadership literature.

Key words: Distributed Leadership, Eco-Leadership, Further Education, Transactional
Leadership, Managerialism



Introduction

There has been a significant difference in leadership between the experience of post-
incorporation Further Education (FE) colleges in England and that of schools (Lumby, 2003).
Leadership in FE from 1993 has been driven by Incorporation and the resultant FE quasi-
market which, through centralised funding formulae and inspection frameworks, has created a
hierarchical and autocratic form of leadership (Jameson, 2008: 12), focused on achieving
government targets (Elliott, 1996; Randle and Brady, 1997; Boocock, 2013). Such
transactional, or managerial leadership, in which compliance is sought through rewards and
punishments, continued under the New Labour, Coalition and Conservative governments
between 1997 and 2017. This contrasts with the distributed leadership discussed in the school
literature. Within this context schools have operated more organically through ‘systemic
leadership’ involving many teachers adopting a leadership role throughout the school hierarchy

(Harris, 2014).

Distributed leadership, under the current Conservative administration, is now on the agenda as
part of a wider narrative of more devolved rather than central decision-making within a policy
of localism in the Further Education sector (Keep, 2016). Support for distributed leadership is
further promoted by the Education and Training Foundation (ETF) which was established in
2013 to ensure an ‘effective up-to-date workforce (in FE) supported by good leadership,
management and governance’ (Hughes, Berryman and Sheen, 2015: 4). Prior to the
introduction of the ETF the LSIS (Learning and Skills Information Service) also supported a
more distributed form of leadership in FE:

One of the key challenges facing the sector is to move away from the age of

the heroic leader to one where leadership within organisations is a genuine

team effort; where leadership is distributed throughout the organisation, and

senior teams and governance structures are created that contain the right

individuals with all the skills, knowledge and qualities needed to lead and
manage in a complex changing environment (LSIS, 2013: 6).



Distributed leadership is further suggested by Lord Lingfield in the report on Professionalism
in Further Education (Lingfield, 2012) which encourages increased trust in professionals to

direct the future success and priorities in FE Colleges.

In this article the funding and inspection of FE Colleges, which has shaped a transactional (or
managerial) form of leadership is outlined. A review of the FE policy literature on post-
incorporation FE colleges between 1993 and 2017 (under Conservative, New Labour and
Coalition governments and the current Conservative administration) leads to the key
conclusion that transactional leadership has led to a deprofessionalised and depoliticised work
environment and to impression management activity to meet the external needs of funding and
inspection regimes, at the expense of the needs of local businesses and communities (Elliott,
1996; Rennie, 2003; Kelly, 2005; Smith and Bailey, 2005; Boocock, 2014; Fletcher et al.,

2015; Dennis, 2016; Boocock, 2017).

A review of the English secondary school literature on distributed leadership (Harris and Muijs,
2004; Harris, 2009; Harris, 2014) further suggests that a more distributed form of leadership
may more effectively meet the needs of students, employers and the local community in Further
Education colleges through the utilisation of local knowledge and professional communities of
practice. Whilst there is a dearth of research on distributed leadership in FE (Lumby, 2003;
Fox et al., 2005; Jameson, 2008) research on the relationship between Further Education policy
and learning cultures also suggests the need for more respect for FE lecturers as pedagogic
leaders and for the productive potential of collaboration within learning cultures (Hodkinson,
1997; Bathmaker and Avis, 2003; Scaife, 2004; Hodkinson, 2005; Biesta and James, 2007;

Gleeson and James, 2007; Jameson, 2008; Coffield, 2014). A significant caveat relates to the



largely normative and descriptive nature of research on distributed leadership which disregards

both power relations and the impact of policy (Bolden, 2011; Lumby, 2013).

This article adds to the existing literature on education (and distributed) leadership in
illustrating the importance of power relations in FE, and the significance of this for meeting
the needs of businesses and local communities. A review of the literature on power relations
within distributed leadership in English secondary schools and on existing power relations
within leadership in FE Colleges, leads to the conclusion that for distributed leadership to be
effective in meeting the needs of students, local businesses and communities it will need to be
embedded within a policy of localism where far more autonomy at the local level is provided
in terms of funding and curriculum delivery (Gravatt, 2014); more particularly policy should
shift away from the funding and monitoring systems, driven by marketization, managerialism,
‘targets and terror’ (Keep, 2016: 4) to enable an authentic distributed leadership to emerge in
which trust in subordinate actors and local stakeholders is used to meet local needs (Keep,
2016). This would require government policy to focus on encouraging networking between
colleges and other local education providers and stakeholders at the local level (Coffield et al.,

2008; Coffield and Williamson, 2011; Hodgson and Spours, 2015; Boocock, 2017).

Such embedded leadership (i.e. distributed leadership embedded within a local governance
which facilitates dispersed power to key stakeholders) is similar to what is described as the
Eco-Leadership discourse in the leadership literature (Western, 2013). Eco-Leadership would
require colleges to be part of the fabric of the wider community, and leaders to be able to
challenge existing power relations to uncover which ‘discourses are privileged and which are
marginalised’ (Western, 2013: 257). Leaders, at each level within a college, would shift away

from the current neoliberal philosophy of competition and transactional relationships to the



principles of mutuality, reciprocal relationships and fraternal relations. In this way, the
introduction of Eco-Leadership would challenge the modernist hegemony in FE and facilitate
a shift from transactional to distributed leadership linked to local community and business

needs (Western, 2013).

Transactional Leadership in the Further Education Sector

As discussed in the introduction to this article, distributed leadership has not been as
emphasised within the Further Education sector as in the school sector. The Incorporation of
colleges in 1993 shifted the sector from Local Education Authority (LEA) control and historical
funding to a quasi-market (Goddard, Patel and Whitehead, 2000) in which demand was
determined by the state purchasing agency (the Further Education Funding Council — FEFC)
and supply by FE Colleges within decentralised management environments. The result has
been a series of external funding and inspection incentives, leading to a transactional (or

managerial) leadership style in the sector.

Under the Conservative administration (1993-1997) a transactional leadership style was
encouraged through FEFC funding incentives acting on leaders to increase the volume of
students at lower unit cost. Such incentives included convergence in the average level of
funding (the ALF) and 90% core funding (core funding was calculated at 90% of the previous
year’s total each year from 1993 to 2002) which required leaders to expand provision to receive
the same level of funds as the previous year (Lucas 1999). Transactional leadership was further
encouraged by the Demand Led Element (DLE) of the FEFC funding formula, in that it
incentivised colleges to increase student enrolment beyond the total number forecast in a
college’s strategic plan to realise extra funding (but at a reduced rate - a third of the standard

ALF - £6.50) (Lucas, 1999).



The policies introduced to create such ‘managed competition’ are sometimes collectively
referred to as the New Public Sector Management Paradigm (NPM), a generic ‘private sector’
management model, introduced to the public sector in the 1980s and 1990s, predicated on
classical management and scientific management theories (Pollitt, 1995). The ideological basis
underpinning such reform is found within the discourse of neoclassical economics (and
neoliberalism). Financial incentives expressed within funding signals within the FEFC funding
methodology were assumed to induce competitive conduct in self-interested college agents

leading to improved academic attainment in students (Zanzig, 1997).

There is evidence that the introduction of NPM, and resultant transactional/managerial
leadership under the Conservative administration, had the desired effect in terms of an
increased number of students enrolled in the FE sector, at lower unit cost (McClure, 2000).
Financial incentives, in line with the assumptions of NPM, acted on colleges to improve advice
and guidance systems, induction, tracking and information systems, and a closer focus on

student retention (Ainley and Bailey, 1997; Leney, Lucas and Taubman, 1998; Lucas, 1999).

Research on FE suggests, however, that transactional leadership, driven by funding incentives,
also led to a significant deterioration in the quality of education outcomes. Cost-cutting
strategies such as the casualisation of lecturers and college restructuring undermined the quality
of teaching and learning (Guile and Lucas, 1996; Ainley and Bailey, 1997) and distracted
colleges from investing in the training and development of staff (Hewitt and Crawford, 1997,
Gleeson and Shain, 1999). A short-term management focus on satisfying the financial
requirements of the FEFC was also at the expense of needs-based equity for disadvantaged

students (requiring extra support) through a reduction in class contact (Lucas, 1999).



A significant final limitation of transactional leadership under the Conservative administration
(1993-1997) related to the introduction of strict rules and procedures, in line with an increased
demand for accountability (Ollin, 1996), which led to a proliferation of bureaucracy
undermining the previous professional focus on teamwork and the pedagogic process (Ollin,
1996), and to increased workloads and stress which caused lecturers to focus on individual

survival rather than educational goals (Hewitt and Crawford, 1997).

Under the New Labour administration (1997 — 2010) transactional leadership was also
emphasised, but through a more centralist or traditionalist interventionist approach to education
provision (Hodgson and Spours, 1999), including a more egalitarian approach to educational
inclusion and an intensification at the meso (institutional) level of the ‘New Managerialist’
policies, initially introduced by the Conservatives. The resultant new model of governance
associated with the discourse of modernisation (Newman, 2001) was constructed as a ‘third

way’ in politics, combining neoliberalism and social inclusion.

Transactional leadership was particularly encouraged by Ofsted (the new inspectorate for the
Learning and Skills sector) through a policy of benchmarking. This involved comparing
college retention, achievement and success rate data with national benchmarks (averages) for
16-18, 19+ and 19+ basic-skills provision to inform inspection grades. Such a policy may be
criticised for having little regard for the heterogeneity of education, the prior attainment of
students or differing levels of advantage/disadvantage in terms of social and cultural capital. It
meant that colleges with higher numbers of disadvantaged students were judged unfairly in the
education market as disadvantaged students were unable to achieve at the level of the average

student encapsulated in national benchmarks (Boocock, 2015).



Transactional leadership was also further encouraged by local LSCs (Learning and Skills
Councils) through the use of success rate benchmarks in the implementation of New Labour’s
policy of rationalisation at the local level. More specifically, successful colleges achieving
benchmarks would receive Centre of Vocational Excellence (COVE) status whilst college
provision not achieving benchmarks faced the threat of course closure. Whilst Local LSCs did
not have the power to fully implement New Labour’s rationalisation agenda the resultant
transactional leadership manifest in target-setting within colleges did lead to improved success
rates in the sector from 53% in 1998/99 to 77% in 2005/06 (Coffield et al., 2008) and 79% in

2009/10 (SfA, 2013).

The validity of such success rates as a proxy measure for improved student performance is,
however, questionable given the evidence of gaming behaviours including student plagiarism
and ghost writing (Ainley and Allen, 2010), lecturers marking student work repetitively until
all assessment criteria are achieved (i.e. criteria chasing) (Spours, Coffield and Gregson, 2006;
Boocock, 2014) and colleges enrolling students onto unchallenging courses to improve college
success rates (Wolf, 2011). In this way, transactional leadership was used to improve success
rates through gaming behaviours and grade inflation (‘education by numbers’) (Ainley, 1999;
Ainley and Allen, 2010) as a means of achieving effectiveness for the market and for Inspection
rather than a genuine improvement in line with New labour’s skills and egalitarian agenda

(Smith, 2007).

Transactional leadership in college leaders was further encouraged by a top-down Ofsted
inspection framework, including a prescribed approach to teaching and learning: what O’Leary
(2015), drawing on the work of Foucault (1980), describes as a ‘regime of truth’ and ‘apparatus

of control’. To ensure colleges were auditable Observation of Teaching and Learning (OTL)



policies were introduced within colleges, which required teaching staff to follow prescribed
pedagogical teaching practices. The grading of observed lessons became the norm in the FE
sector and evolved into a normalized, performative tool, with a focus on teacher accountability

rather than teacher development (O’Leary, 2015: 16).

Graded observations in Further Education, in being linked to capability and disciplinary
procedures (O’Leary, 2015), exemplify a transactional form of leadership in FE. Within this
‘new managerialist’ context OTL became the key means of collecting data (within quality
systems) to evidence continuous improvement in the quality of teaching and learning (O’ Leary,
2013). This is criticised by Gleeson et al., (2015) as creating a struggle between ‘structure’ and
‘teacher agency’; more specifically a tension between the developmental needs of staff and
homogenous OTL systems and procedures. Significantly, the emphasis on OTL as a
surveillance device has taken precedence over an emphasis on the productive potential of

collaboration within professional communities of practice.

More recently, under the Coalition government (2010-2015) managerial leadership continued
to be encouraged by a significant reduction in funds made available to FE Colleges in an era
of austerity, requiring senior leaders to focus on their role as CEO rather than leaders of
learning (Dennis, 2016). A fundamental change in policy also altered the nature of managerial
leadership. Rather than colleges (and leaders) being incentivised to supply human capital for
the state-purchasing agency a new demand-side approach involved the Skills Funding Agency
(SFA) allocating funds to employers to invest in the skills of their employees at an education
provider of their choice (Keep and Mayhew, 2013). The aim, of incentivising each FE College
to supply more vocationally relevant curricula in line with the human capital needs of

businesses, was intensified further by the increased competition created by the government
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allowing new private sector providers (of skills) to enter the market (Nash and Jones, 2015).

The evidence from the FE literature suggests that the use of the above centralised funding and
inspection directives has led to a transactional form of leadership which has not met the needs
of local communities, needs-based equity for disadvantaged students or the human capital
needs of businesses (Wolf, 2011; Lupton, Unwin and Thomas, 2015; Wolf, 2015). The
economising of education (Kenway, 1994), predicated on an assumption that educational goals
are best achieved through incentives acting on agent self-interest, has created a compliant
leadership in the face of a series of external funding and inspection regimes, and a disregard
for local knowledge and the productive potential of professional learning communities within
colleges (Hodkinson, 1997; Scaife, 2004; Biesta and James, 2007; Gleeson and James, 2007;
Jameson, 2008; Coffield, 2014, Boocock, 2017). Instead of a focus on meeting the needs of
local businesses and communities the leadership focus has been on impression management
and seeking legitimacy from funding and inspection regimes (Elliott, 1996; Rennie, 2003;

Kelly, 2005; Smith and Bailey, 2005; Fletcher et al., 2015).

To secure compliance internally, college leaders and managers have also been required to de-
professionalise and depoliticise lecturing staff to inculcate a culture of performativity and
student commodification (Elliott, 1996; Randle and Brady, 1997; Stoten, 2013; Dennis, 2016).
This is manifest in gaming behaviours such as lowering standards to certify a larger volume of
students to meet achievement targets set (Ainley, 1999; Steer et al., 2007; Smith, 2007; Ainley
and Allen, 2010), withdrawing lower ability students from A level examinations to improve
student achievement captured by newspaper league tables (Boocock, 2013) and steering
students onto undemanding courses to improve student retention and achievement at the
expense of students’ employability and needs-based equity (Wolf, 2011). The introduction of

Ofsted’s common inspection framework, including the imposition of narrow pedagogies and
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excessive bureaucracy, has also incentivised leaders to create an ‘audit culture’ (Power, 1999)
which, it is argued, has undermined the altruism of lecturers, and marginalised the productive
potential of learning cultures and professional learning communities (Hodkinson, 1997;

Bathmaker and Avis, 2003; Biesta and James, 2007; Nixon et al., 2008).

Overall, distant government diktats, focused on quantitative measures of success, have
encouraged transactional leadership and rituals of verification, to meet the external
requirements of Ofsted and funding agencies and for survival within the FE quasi-market. This
has been at the expense of genuine (and more informed) improvements in teaching and
learning, which may be achieved through reflective practice within learning cultures, informed
by research on teaching and learning and knowledge of the needs of local communities and

businesses (Hodkinson, 2004; Lucas, 2004; Elliott, 2015a).

More recently Dennis (2016), in a critique of the FE leadership literature under the Coalition
government (2000-2015), discusses the deterioration of values, purpose and equity within
leaders in colleges (or ethical fading) in the face of huge funding cuts in the current era of
austerity (Keep, 2016). Dennis (2016) describes such ethical fading as college principals’
shifting role towards that of CEO to ensure college survival in meeting funding and inspection
targets, at the expense of that of ‘leader of learning’. Senior leadership, within this context, is
less about leading education institutions than facilitating target-hitting enterprises (i.e.
transactional leadership), with students reduced to funding units, and leadership more about
managing funding cuts and organisational change than teaching and learning. A significant
feature of such managerial leadership is an ethical silence regarding the needs of disadvantaged

learners and the local community which are not valued by outside agencies:

My suggestion is that the now dominant culture of education — managerialism
— implies ethical corrosion ... The ethical corrosion goes deeper and is more

12



fundamental, leading to ethical silence: the idea of ‘ethics’ itself as a resource
for educators in defining who they are, their motivations, and its purposes.
The sector no longer has the vocabulary that enables it to think and talk about
itself in terms of this ethical desire. For college leaders, what matters is being
outstanding; the future viability of the college depends on it. And being
outstanding means complying with the detailed specification bestowed by the
Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) according to criteria that change
on a triennial basis (Dennis, 2016: 125).

Time for a shift from Transactional to Distributed leadership?
Current policy narratives in FE regarding localism and distributed leadership have emerged in
response to the ineffectiveness of transactional/managerial leadership under successive
governments, driven by the funding and inspection steers discussed above. A particular
criticism relates to:
‘Measures of quality (in FE) ignore what is meaningful when what is
meaningful is difficult to measure’ (Orr, 2015: 175)
Distributed leadership moves the focus away from the individual leadership traits and
behaviours assumed in traditional ‘heroic’ leadership theories which include transactional
leadership (but also transformational, charismatic and situational leadership styles) (Lumby,

2013: 585).

A significant criticism of heroic leadership theories (within critical leadership studies) relates
to the social construction of leadership as a top-down leader-follower relationship predicated
on the assumed qualities of a few special individuals imposing change, the individualism of
western culture (Collinson, 2011) and the dualist assumption of leader versus follower;
particularly the assumption that leaders influence acquiescent followers but followers, as
knowledgeable agents, do not influence leaders — a supposition which ignores dialectics and
power asymmetries within organisational relations (Collinson, 2011). Criticism also relates to

the extent to which heroic leadership is correlated with improved organisational performance.
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Gemmill and Oakley (1992), for instance, describe such leadership as an ‘alienating social

myth’ and as an ideology inculcated in followers to create learned helplessness.

In discussing leadership in FE Fox et al., (2005) also dismiss the view of leadership as about a
few special individuals imposing change, arguing that it is instead a ‘complex network of
situated leadership practices involving staff from across the organization’ (Fox et al., 2005,
2.2). Jameson (2008) similarly argues for a shift from transactional leadership to a respect for
FE lecturers as pedagogic leaders who collaborate with managers to improve practice. This
requires effective leader-member exchanges, high trust cooperation and critical friendships to

achieve improved education outcomes (Jameson, 2008: 17).

The alternative post-heroic view of distributed leadership thus shifts attention away from the
assumption of a few exceptional individuals, adopting a more social and inclusive process,
involving fluid and emergent leadership, spontaneous collaboration, intuitive working
relationships and institutionalised practices based on conjoint agency (Gronn, 2002; Bolden,
2011). Three themes emerge as significant to distributed leadership. Firstly, it is an emergent
property of a group or network. Secondly leadership is not bounded and thirdly, ability and

knowledge is not the property of the few but the many (Bolden, 2011).

Harris (2014) provides a persuasive critique of the research on distributed leadership in English
schools as a means of transforming education: to alleviate an unequal society ‘which is
associated with lower life expectancy, homicides, imprisonment, poor mental health’ (Harris,
2014: 2). This requires a focus on planned social capital and collective professional capacity,
involving the development of cohesive teams and collaborative professional learning which is
realised through high levels of ‘transferring knowledge, trust and shared purposes’ (Harris,

2014: 14) and ‘reciprocal accountability and shared purpose’ (Harris, 2014: 16). Such

14



distributed leadership, research suggests, should be aligned with organisational goals (relating
to the needs of students, businesses and the wider community), and intrinsic motivation
rewarded to encourage the desired high performing and cohesive teams. International research
also suggests that high performing education systems (e.g. Finish, Singapore, Hong Kong, and
Shanghai education system), rather than focusing on quantitative targets (and transactional
leadership), as in the UK, emphasise instead teacher research and collaboration, professional
learning and teacher inquiry. A key argument here is that the creation of a professional learning
community through distributed leadership, in facilitating collaboration between professionals
within a stimulating social context, will lead to deeper learning in teachers who are challenged
in relation to practice. This also impacts positively on education outcomes as a mediated

relationship associated with staff morale (Harris, 2009).

The evidence in FE mirrors that of compulsory education in suggesting that distributed
leadership would be a more effective form of leadership than the dominant transactional
approach in tapping into the productive potential of communities of practice which generate
social capital (Fox et al., 2005; Jameson, 2008). Research into teaching and learning and
transforming cultures (a large-scale longitudinal research project) (James and Biesta, 2007),
for instance, emphasises the importance of leaders creating and supporting professional
learning cultures and teaching groups so that tutors can make decisions relating to teaching and
learning, informed by creativity, innovation and collaboration. Within these more positive
learning cultures tutor professionalism would be maximised through expansive work
environments in which mutual learning is encouraged and practice critically challenged with
reference to research on teaching and learning in differing contexts, rather than assumed

pedagogies (James and Biesta, 2007).
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Research on FE, however, also suggests that new managerialism and transactional leadership,
introduced in response to marketization, has undermined such learning cultures and expansive
work environments as the outcome has been one of individual lecturer performance embedded

within a corporate culture, rather than a learning one (Mather ef al., 2012; Dennis, 2016).

The importance of senior leaders in the creation of learning cultures in FE (James and Biesta
2007) resonates with research on school literature which also reveals senior leadership as
significant to developing a culture of collaboration involving professional connections focused
on teaching and learning (e.g. Leithwood and Jantzi , 2000; Harris and Muijs, 2004; Harris,
2014). Research suggests that the distribution of tasks by leaders, if undertaken effectively, has
a positive impact in terms of organisational change and the creation of professional learning
communities (Louis and Marks, 1998). Conversely, if task distribution and influence processes
are not appropriately considered by formal leaders there may be a negative impact on education
outcomes through less effective team work (Bolden, 2012). The senior leader (or leadership
team) thus has a crucial role in facilitating the inculcation of collegial norms and values relating
to collective inquiry (Harris, 2014), focussed on creative solutions to emerging teaching and

learning concerns, as opposed to standardised approaches or pre-determined ones.

Research into the impact of policy on post-compulsory education (Coffield ef al., 2008)
suggests that for such distributed leadership to be facilitated requires a devolved social
partnership which encourages professional-institutional collaboration and ‘professional
innovation and empowerment’ (172)

Teaching and learning is more than an individual task for all tutors; it is also

a collective responsibility, which requires an institutional strategy to create a

learning culture within the institution. The job of the senior management

team is to provide the necessary structures, resources, spaces and

opportunities for all members of the community to collaborate in a focus on
learning (Reed and Lodge, 2006: 8 cited in Coffield et al., 2008: 177).
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A shift from transactional to distributed leadership, as discussed above, would also allow
democratic professionalism to replace managerial professionalism; in other words,
‘collaborative, cooperative action between education professionals and other education
stakeholders’ (Taubman, 2015: 116), leading to a more democratic society in which local
community and business needs are emphasised rather than distant funding and inspection

diktats.

A key argument in the next section, however, is that democratic professionalism and a wider
regard for community and business needs, will not be realised in FE through a shift from
transactional to distributed leadership alone. A review of the literature on secondary education
suggests that distributed leadership, rather than increasing local democracy and decision-
making, has had the effect of further inculcating neoliberal values through the diffusion of

responsibility, rather than power, within educational hierarchies.

More specifically it is argued that for distributed leadership to succeed, it will need to be
embedded, not within neoliberal values and marketization, but a policy of localism which
genuinely encourages local collaboration, knowledge and democracy. This will require a
dispersion of power, as well as responsibility, to enable governance, leadership, teaching and
learning, within a more collaborative learning environment, to more effectively meet the needs

of local businesses, communities and students.

The limitations of Distributed leadership

A key question arises as to the extent to which distributed leadership might compensate for the
unethical leadership in FE described above, whilst education policy remains predicated on

neoliberal values and marketization. Harris (2014), in discussing the school sector, suggests
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that distributed leadership can be implemented irrespective of the dominant neoliberal ideology
underlying education policy. She challenges the argument, in the school literature, that
distributed leadership is normative and uncritical, ‘insidious’ and ‘a profoundly political
phenomenon’ (Harris, 2014: xiii). It is instead, she argues, merely an approach to leadership
practice which considers how influence may be configurated/reconfigurated within an
organisation to affect change. It is not, she emphasises, a means of controlling professionals to
implement education orthodoxy, neither is it a social construct imposed on education
professionals to manipulate them into the ideology of the government. Harris (2014) argues
that change is the responsibility of those within the school system rather than the product of
external accountability, and should focus on capacity building, group work, pedagogy and

systemic solutions to change the culture:

A significant alternative perspective in both the wider literature on leadership (e.g. Grint 2010)
and on education leadership in schools (Hatcher, 2005; Tseng, 2015) is that challenging
marketization through distributed leadership is unlikely to succeed. Hatcher (2005), for
instance, is critical of the lack of regard for power and resources in the use of distributed
leadership; more specifically in the school sector he argues that it has been encouraged by
government to control head teachers who, acting as agents for the government, adopt

distributed leadership to drive through the neoliberal agenda:

Thus officially sanctioned “distributed leadership” is always
delegated, licensed, exercised on behalf of and revocable by
authority (Hatcher, 2005: 268).

In the school sector Lumby (2013) also argues that ‘Distributed leadership has been used
largely to create a mirage, an apolitical workplace’ (Lumby, 2013: 581). She further considers
‘as dubious the claims that distributed leadership opens up new opportunities for staff or

empowers them’ but that it instead ‘reconciles staff to growing workloads and accountability’
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(Lumby 2013: 582). Distributed leadership, Lumby (2013) contends, does not consider
sufficiently or problematize the redistribution of power. Whilst it appears to be an improved
form of leadership, in reality its role is one of reconciling teachers to neoliberal values and
obscuring power structures. It seems to indicate a redistribution of power but in practice it uses
two and three-dimensional power. Two-dimensional power relates to the way in which
education policy and senior leaders shape what is acceptable and silences alternative
perspectives in the distribution of tasks. Three-dimensional power relates to the way middle
managers and teachers are socialised into the dominant neoliberal values, so that these values
are viewed as in the interest of managers and teachers leading to individuals supervising
themselves as if under ‘an inspecting gaze’ (Lumby 2013: 589). In this way, autonomy is
granted but embedded within the official agenda such that middle managers and teachers are
made more compliant with top-down diktats relating to funding, teaching and the market

(Lumby 2013).

Similarly, Tseng (2015) argues that school headship in England has shifted away from modern
professionalism based on participative administration and pedagogical headship towards
‘performative professionalism’ focused on performance indicators and accountability. The key
objective, Tseng (2015) suggests is one of reculturing schools to meet the requirements of the
market, with senior leaders viewed as entrepreneurial heroes. Within this context distributed
leadership is encouraged as a ‘political project’ designed to usurp the wider benefits of
education and democratic values in favour of the needs of the economy, through ‘simultaneous
empowerment and discipline’; that is, ‘the dispersal of power enables and empowers actors but
at the same time subjects them to new strategies of surveillance and control’ (Newman 2004 in
Tseng 2015: 491). More specifically, distributed leadership enables teachers to be ‘empowered
to govern themselves in approved ways’ (Newman and Clarke, 2009, cited in Tseng 2015:

294). In this way schools are colonised with the values of neoliberalism, and truths about
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effective schools are constructed within a framework of neoliberal power and knowledge.
Tseng discusses how distributed leadership is shaped, not by local democracy, but by
performance measures and targets, which are used by ‘government at a distance’ to normalize
the values of neoliberalism and marketization through ‘a twin process of automization plus

responsibilization’ (Tseng 2015: 494).

Similarly, whilst agreeing with the idea of a shift from leadership possessed by special
individuals to a relational ontology, Bolden (2011) argues that a critical perspective in
leadership research is required in the face of a literature which is largely normative and
descriptive and to compensate for the disregard for both power relations and a critique of policy

within distributed leadership.

Stoten (2015), in his research of sixth form colleges, also shows how contemporary leadership
is more about compliance with Central Government than a more authentic leadership focus on
teaching and learning. His research suggests that the introduction of distributed leadership
equates to a dispersion of responsibility rather than democratic power, with this shaped by the
neoliberal ideology of marketization, competition and managerialism and an emphasis on
efficiency and effectiveness as the key means of judging organisational performance (Stoten,
2014). Significantly, distributed leadership is distorted by the education market, which directs
senior leaders, as CEOs, to a focus on narrow-minded institutional interests (driven by targets
and league tables) at the expense of local students, businesses and communities (Stoten, 2014).
In this way leaders only have a minor role in shaping strategy, and a diminished capacity to
consider issues of ‘educational purpose, value, utopia, democracy, equity, and vision’ (Dennis,
2016: 116) within a marketised and managerialist context which privileges the needs of the

education market.
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Analysis of the impact of distributed leadership in secondary schools above suggests that a
shift from transactional to distributed leadership in FE would further inculcate the values of
neoliberalism through a reculturing process in which autonomy is provided to meet the needs
of marketization rather than the needs of students, businesses and the local community. In other
words, distributed leadership would lead to a dispersion of responsibility given the current
controlling policy and leadership context, predicated on neoliberal values, rather than a
distribution of power. Indeed, the political context of FE, which involves far more
centralisation than schools through funding formulae, target-setting and benchmarking,
inspection regimes, accountability measures and managerialism, would likely lead to a form of
distributed leadership where increased autonomy is embedded within an even more controlling

performative culture.

A caveat to the above view is found in evidence of middle managers in FE subverting policy
through principled dissent and impression management as covert activity for prioritising
‘students and teachers over the systemic reporting structures and financial imperatives upon
which colleges are built’ (Page, 2015: 127). Such strategic compliance enables middle
managers and lecturers to attend to the demands of performativity, whilst also creating the
professional space required for staff to maintain educational values related to teaching and

learning (Shain and Gleeson, 2010).

Strategic compliance, however, is at the margins of practice, and does not fundamentally
challenge the irresistibility of managerialism in the FE sector, with middle managers having a
limited capacity to resist senior manager commands within authoritarian organisational

structures (Randle and Brady, 1997; Gleeson and Knight, 2008).
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Dennis (2016), in a review of eleven post-2010 leadership papers on FE, summarises the
controlling nature of the dominant professional-managerial paradigm underlying policy which,
if maintained in the sector, would significantly limit distributed leadership as a means of
dispersing power or facilitating local democracy. The evidence suggests a:

desolate post-apocalyptic educational landscape peopled by educators beset

by an ‘emotionality of despair’ (Allen, 2014). The landscape of hope — hope

for the impossibility of emancipation, hope in the likelihood of fulfilling the

ethical desire for equity, social justice, and democracy — is now laced with

repression, commodification, audit, and managerialism (Dennis, 2016: 125)
This is supported by Mather et al., (2012) in research within two FE Colleges which identified
organisational change management strategies being used to re-educate lecturers into an
uncritical acceptance of managerialist norms and values. More specifically, research revealed
senior managers introducing performative regimes as a means of replacing professional norms
and values with managerialist behavioural norms. In this way, the juxtaposition of
performativity and managerialism was used to create controlled standardisation in line with the
dominant managerialist discourse informed by neo-liberal values. This re-education of
lecturers was designed to separate task conception with task implementation, and to remove

the locus of control from teaching staff by socialising them into a can-do managerialist culture

(Mather et al., 2012: 535).

Such re-culturing of colleges by leaders through performativity regimes illustrates how
distributed leadership could be used as a further means of inculcating managerialist behavioural
norms, if embedded within the dominant professional-managerial paradigm rather than local

collaboration, knowledge and democracy.

Embedded leadership and Eco-Leadership
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Evidence from research on English secondary schools and FE suggest that the introduction of
distributed leadership to FE would not enable improvements in provision for the needs of local
communities and businesses whilst the sector remains embedded within the current dominant
ideology of neoliberalism, marketization and managerialism. If distributed leadership is used
merely as a means of allocating leadership tasks, in line with central funding and inspection

diktats, the dysfunctional and unintended consequences discussed above are likely to continue.

A significant barrier to the effectiveness of the introduction of distributed leadership relates to
leader conformity and compliance with funding and inspection diktats as a means of achieving
external legitimacy (Meyer and Rowan, 2004). This includes normative legitimacy - the need
to comply with the neoliberal values of the Conservative administration, evidenced through the
achievement of targets and benchmarks. The second type of legitimacy is cognitive legitimacy
—the need to conform to the belief systems of Ofsted in terms of assumed teaching and learning
technologies (Washington, Boal and Davis, 2008). To meet the requirements of these outside
agencies external supporting mechanisms, based on managerialist ideologies, have been

introduced which:

Serve to identify and construct the external version of an institutional leader
— an individual who utilizes institutional supporting mechanisms, existing
governance mechanisms and cognitive frameworks to alter power
arrangements through explicit institutional strategies (Washington, Boal and
Davis, 2008: 728).

Discussion of the application of distributed leadership within FE requires more regard for the
wider political and governance context of such leadership. In other words, a broader framework
than distributed leadership alone is required to understand how leadership decisions are shaped

by (and are embedded within) education policy; we might call this Embedded Leadership
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(drawing on an Economic Sociology view of leadership in FE). Unlike orthodox economics,
which underlies current assumptions of transactional leadership in FE, Economic Sociology
views economic phenomena (such as leadership of teaching and learning) as embedded within
social, cultural and political contexts, an epistemology which enables a focus on the impact of
policy and governance on leadership behaviour and, in turn, on norms and values, trust and

networks within the individual FE College (Granovetter, 1985).

Embedded Leadership compensates for the apolitical nature of distributed leadership in
recognising that the policy context in which leadership is situated shapes the nature of such
leadership; in particular that the introduction of distributed leadership in FE would need to be
embedded within a governance which encourages local decision-making, rather than
conformity to distant government diktats, with this requiring a shift in the sector away from the
current hierarchical and rational goal forms of governance towards open systems and self-
governance (Newman, 2001). This would provide the local democracy required for a genuine

dispersion of power (rather than just tasks).

The current Conservative administration’s policy of localism could provide the necessary
context for a shift towards open-systems and self-governance, to facilitate a more effective
distributed leadership (i.e. dispersion of power) but only if such localism enables colleges in
collaboration with local stakeholders to make decisions based on local need. This is unlikely
given the values of the Conservative administration of neoliberalism and marketization which
emphasise centralised funding and inspection targets, at the expense of local business and
community needs:

The overall impression that comes across from reading the

government’s (2015) guidance...is that the fundamental balance

of power between the central and the local is not intended to
change to any great extent. The power relationships embedded in
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the process remain firmly within the traditional top-down mould,
whereby ministers and central government make the key decision
and set the overall parameters within which action can occur — in
this case overall spending levels and the process model for
undertaking Area Reviews (Keep, 2015: 3)

Indeed, the research of Elliott (2015b) on FE leadership suggests that the first stage of localism
in Further Education of mergers and rationalisation has limited the ability of leadership to meet
the needs of local communities and businesses as the individual FE College is now operating
in a real education market rather than a quasi (or near) market, where commercial success is
emphasised at the expense of collaborative partnerships and community needs:

There is no sign that merger activity in FE is slowing in the FE sector, quite

the reverse ... From the evidence of this study, commercial success in a

marketised FE landscape can carry a high cost of reduced community

engagement, fewer educational opportunities and severing of formerly

collaborative partnership arrangements... we fear for the future of the sector

as an engine of widening participation and educational opportunity (Elliott,

2015b: 34)
For distributed leadership to be effective in institutionalising practices based on conjoint
agency, a much more democratic form of localism will be required which genuinely empowers
both colleges and their stakeholders: students, lecturers, businesses and local communities,
through decentralisation and local decision-making. Such embedded leadership (i.e. distributed
leadership embedded within a local governance which facilitates dispersed power to key

stakeholders) is similar to what is described as the Eco-Leadership discourse in the leadership

literature (Western, 2013).

Eco-Leadership may be described as a network of distributed leadership based on an
environmental metaphor, which challenges modernity’s heroic leadership and myth of central
control, linearity and production lines. It replaces the market with a network society in which
social relations are transformed within internal ecosystems linked to external ones, with the

focus on human values beyond the instrumental. Within this context colleges would be part of
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the fabric of the wider community, and allowed to challenge existing power relations to
uncover which ‘discourses are privileged and which are marginalised’ (Western, 2013: 257).
Leaders, at each level within a college, would shift away from the current neoliberal philosophy
of competition and transactional relationships to the principles of mutuality, reciprocal
relationships and fraternal relations. In this way, the modernist hegemony in FE is replaced
with interdependence at the local level, and heroic leadership replaced with distributed. The

eco-leader, within this context is:

A generative leader who creates organizational spaces for
leadership to flourish. Eco-leaders think spatially and
connectedly; these leaders think like organisational architects,
connecting people and creating networks using processes and
technology... Eco-leaders are passionate about ethics,
humanizing the workplace, developing sustainable business
models, engaging with local communities and protecting the
natural environment (Western, 2013: 275).

Such Eco-Leadership involves a shift from transactional to distributed leadership within FE
Colleges embedded, not within a neoliberal agenda, but within a more democratic local
governance. Such democratic local governance is supported by a number of researchers in the
FE sector (Coffield et al., 2008; Coffield and Williamson, 2011; Hodgson and Spours, 2015).
Hodgson and Spours (2015), for instance, envisage ‘a more democratically accountable
regional and local landscape that is part of a wider rebalancing of policy and governance
relationships between national and local power and policymaking’ (Hodgson and Spours, 2015:
199). The objective of this model would be to shift the sector away from the current marketised
model, and enable colleges to more effectively respond to regional lifelong learning
ecosystems. Within this context leadership would be about accountability to learners, local
communities, local businesses and other local education providers, and to regional and national
professional associations, with this requiring a more collaborative and economically connected

local learning system.

26



In this way the introduction of Eco-Leadership (distributed leadership embedded within more
democratic local decision-making) shifts the embedded nature of leadership away from the
NPM paradigm (i.e. market incentives, policy levers, targets and performance indicators)
(Hendrikx and Van Gestel, 2016) which requires constant change in the sector, an over-
emphasis on college competition at the expense of local collaboration and to unethical and

inequitable education outcomes (Hodgson and Spours, 2015).

Eco-Leadership would instead involve a local governance in FE more in line with the NPG
(New Public Governance) model (Osborne, 2010), in which the government acts as the
facilitator of local planning and collaboration, and intervenes to address power inequalities in
the creation of a pluralist state (Hendrikx and Van Gestel, 2016). This is the view of Hodgson
and Spours who argue:
There needs to be a more facilitative national policy framework that sets
national standards, priorities and objectives, but encourages a climate of
longer-term planning, area-wide funding and jointly owned performance
measures related to progression and learner destinations. Alongside its
quality assurance role, the inspectorate should be promoting collaborative
practices that support effective and exciting area-based provision, closer
working arrangements between education providers and employers and
professional learning through subject and sectoral communities of practice

coming together to discuss curriculum development and to improve teaching,
learning and assessment (Hodgson and Spours, 2015: 9).

Within this NPG/local ecology policy context, distributed leadership would be used to
encourage lecturers to act as partners in co-creating effective teaching and learning strategies,
with practice aligned, not with the performativity agenda of new managerialism, but with the
needs of local stakeholders. Integral to this would be the freeing of lecturers from the
oppressive standardization of teaching and learning practice (NPM), with practice instead

embedded within network processes at the local level (NPG). More specifically local
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stakeholders (combined with research on teaching and learning) would inform the nature of the
curriculum and guide reflective practice within professional learning communities, so that the
needs of local businesses, the wider community and disadvantaged adults may be addressed

(Hendrikx and Van Gestel, 2016).

Conclusion

An Embedded Leadership perspective (based on an Economic Sociology epistemology)
conceives distributed leadership as flawed due to its lack of theory relating to the impact of
education policy and governance on the distribution of leadership (and power). Such a
perspective leads to the conclusion that an alternative to the normative perspectives of heroic
and distributed leadership is required: that college (distributed) leadership should be situated
within a change in governance which facilitates local decision-making and a dispersion of
power, rather than conformity to neoliberal values. This requires a shift in the sector away from
the current hierarchical and rational goal forms of governance (and NPM) towards open
systems and self-governance (Newman 2001) to enable distributed leadership to contribute to
a more democratic society in which local community and business needs are emphasised rather

than distant funding and inspection diktats.

Such a change in leadership is in line with Eco-Leadership in which leadership, at each level
within colleges would shift away from a neoliberal philosophy and transactional leadership to
the principles of mutuality and reciprocity. Colleges, in collaborating rather than competing
with other local education institutions, would no longer operate as unethical pseudo businesses
competing in a quasi-market, but be part of the fabric of the local community within a network
society (Western 2013) and a governance more in line with NPG than NPM. This more

collaborative and economically connected local learning system would provide more
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accountability to learners, local communities and local businesses, as it would shift the focus
of colleges (and leaders) away from central control to local educational, business and
community needs (Hodgson and Spours, 2015). It would also facilitate a more authentic and
inclusive distributed leadership, involving emergent leadership, spontaneous collaboration, and

institutionalised practices based on conjoint agency.

The Conservative administration’s policy of localism could provide the necessary context for
Eco-Leadership in the FE sector. A further shift in governance, however, will be required for
a more democratic and distributed leadership in the sector. More particularly, a greater regard
for local knowledge and the contributions of local stakeholders is needed from the Department
for Education (DfE), and more flexible accountability arrangements which encourage strategy
at the local level (Keep, 2016: 8). These new forms of governance and accountability
arrangements, this article argues, should also have a broader remit than skills for employability
at the local level, to include a concern for needs-based equity for adults and the wider benefits

of education.

An effective policy of localism (and Eco-Leadership) will also require a significant shift away
from funding and monitoring systems, driven by marketization, managerialism, ‘targets and
terror’ (Keep 2016: 4). If a national supply-led approach to skills (Keep, 2016) is simply
replicated at the local level through skill targets, Eco-Leadership, in terms of local democracy
and the network society, will be limited and distributed leadership reduced to a tool for
dispersing responsibility at the local level rather than power for the benefit of local employers,

disadvantaged adults and the wider community.

29



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Ainley P (1999) Learning Policy: Towards the Certified Society. London: Macmillan.

Allen M and Ainley P (2010) Lost generation? New strategies for youth and education.
London: Continuum.

Ainley P and Bailey B (1997) The Business of Learning: Staff and Student Experiences of
Further Education in the 1990s. London: Cassell.

Bathmaker AM and Avis J (2005) Becoming a lecturer in further education in England: the
construction of professional identity and the role of communities of practice. Journal of
Education for Teaching 31(1): 47-62.

Bolden R (2011) Distributed leadership in organizations: A review of theory and research.
International Journal of Management Review 13(3): 251-269.

Boocock, A. 2011. Quality Self-Assessment: A Process of Course Team Development or
Contrived Collegiality and Impression Management? Research in Post-Compulsory
Education 16 (4): 413433

Boocock, A. (2013). Further Education performance indicators: a motivational or a
performative tool?. Research in Post-Compulsory Education 18 (3): 309-325

Boocock, A. (2014). Increased success rates in an FE college: the product of a rational or a
performative college culture?. Journal of Education and Work, 27(4): 351-371.

Boocock, A. (2015) Knaves, knights or networks: which assumption of lecturer and manager
motivation should underlie further education policy?. Research in Post-Compulsory
Education, 20 (2): 173-192

Boocock, A. (2017) Caveats for the new localism in further education—-why the use of
principal-agent solutions at the local level will not work. Research in Post-Compulsory
Education 22 (2): 289-313.

Coffield F, Edward S, Finlay I, Hodgson A, Spours K and Steer, R (2008). Improving Learning,
Skills and Inclusion: The Impact of Policy on Post-Compulsory Education. Abingdon, UK:
Routledge. Coffield F (2014) Beyond Bulimic Learning: Improving Teaching in Further
Education. London: Institute of Education.

Coffield F and Williamson B. (2011). From exam factories to communities of discovery.
London: Institute of Education, University of London.

Collinson D (2011) Critical leadership studies. In English, F. W. (Ed.) The Sage handbook of
educational leadership: Advances in theory, research, and practice Sage: London, pp. 181-
194.

Dennis CA (2016) Further education colleges and leadership: Checking the ethical pulse.
London Review of Education 14 (1): 116-130. DOI: org/10.18546/LRE.14.1.11

Elliott G (1996) Educational Management and the Crisis of Reform in Further Education.
Journal  of Vocational Education and Training 48 (1): 5-23. DOL
org/10.1080/0305787960480101

Elliott G (2015a) Critical practice leadership in post-compulsory education. Educational
Management ~ Administration &  Leadership 43  (2):  308-322.  DOI:
org/10.1177/1741143213494891

Elliott G (2015b) Merger Talk in further education. Of whale and minnows, rhetoric and reality.
In Loo S and Jameson J (Eds) Vocationalism in Further and Higher Education: Policy,
Programmes and Pedagogy. Routledge: London, pp. 22-36

30


https://doi.org/10.18546/LRE.14.1.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0305787960480101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0305787960480101
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213494891

Fletcher M, Lucas N, Crowther N and Taubman, D (2015) The Further Education Workforce.
In Hodgson A (Ed) The Coming of age for FE? Reflections on the past and future role of
Sfurther education colleges in the UK. Institute of Education Press: London, pp. 89-111

Fox SR, Kerr M, Collinson DL, and Swan SE (2005). Foster Review of FE ‘think piece’: Local
management and leadership: DfES Research Report.

Gemmil G and Oakley J (1992). Leadership: an alienating social myth? Human relations 45
(2): 113-129. DOLI: org/10.1177/001872679204500201

Gleeson D and James D (2007) The paradox of professionalism in English Further Education:
a TLC project perspective. Educational Review 59(4): 451-467.

Gleeson D and Knights D (2008) Reluctant Leaders: An Analysis of Middle Managers’
Perceptions of Leadership in Further Education in England. Leadership 4 (1): 49-72. DOI:
org/10.1177/1742715007085769

Gleeson D and Shain F (1999). Managing Ambiguity: Between Markets and Managerialism —
A Case Study of Middle Managers in Further Education. The Sociological Review 47 (3):
461-490. DOI: 10.1111/1467-954X.00181

Gleeson D, Hughes J, O’Leary M and Smith R (2015) The state of professional practice and
policy in the English further education system: a view from below. Research in post-
compulsory education 20 (1):78-95.

Goddard-Patel P and Whitehead S (2000). Examining the crisis of further education: an
analysis of 'failing' colleges and failing policies. Policy studies 21 (3): 191-212. DOI:
org/10.1080/01442870020019499

Granovetter M (1985). Economic action and social structure. The problem of embeddedness.
American Journal of Sociology 91 (3): 481-510.

Gravatt J (2014) Briefing: Devolution of skills policy and funding — some practical issues,
London: Association of Colleges.

Grint K 2010 The sacred in leadership: separation, sacrifice and silence. Organization Studies
31(1): 89-107. DOI: org/10.1177/0170840609347054

Gronn P 2002 Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. The Leadership Quarterly 3 (4): 423-
451. DOLI: org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00120-0

Guile B and Lucas N (1996) Preparing for the future. The training and professional
development of staff in the FE sector. Teacher Development, 5(3): 47-55.

Harris A (2009) Distributed leadership: Different perspectives (Vol. 7). Dordrecht: Springer
Science & Business Media.

Harris A (2014) Distributed leadership matters: Perspectives, practicalities, and potential.
Corwin Press: London.

Harris A and Muijs D (2004). Improving schools through teacher leadership, Oxford
University Press: London.

Hatcher R (2005) The distribution of leadership and power in schools. British Journal of
Sociology of Education 26 (2): 253-267. DOI: org/10.1080/0142569042000294200

Hendrikx W and Van Gestel N (2016). The emergence of hybrid professional roles: GPs and
secondary school teachers in a context of public sector reform. Public Management Review,
1-19. DOI: org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1257062

Hewitt P and Crawford M (1997) Introducing new contracts: managing change in the context
of an enterprise culture. In Managing Change in FE, edited by R. Levacic and R. Glatter,
113-132. FEDA: London.

Hodgson A and Spours K (1999) New Labour’s Educational Agenda: Issues and Policies for
Education and Training from 14+. London: Kogan Page.

Hodgson A and Spours K (2015) The future for FE colleges in England: The case for a new
post-incorporation model. In Hodgson A (Ed) The Coming of age for FE? Reflections on

31


https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679204500201
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715007085769
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01442870020019499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01442870020019499
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609347054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00120-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0142569042000294200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1257062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2016.1257062

the past and future role of further education colleges in the UK. Institute of Education Press:
London, pp. 199-219

Hodkinson P (1997) Neo-Fordism and Teacher Professionalism. Teacher Development 1 (1):
69-82. DOLI: org/10.1080/13664539700200011

Hodkinson P (2005) Improving Learning in Further Education: A New Cultural Approach.
TLRP Research Briefing. No. 12.

Hodkinson P, Biesta G and James D (2004) Towards a cultural theory of college-based
learning. In Manchester Annual Conference of the British Educational Research
Association.

Hughes T, Berryman B and Sheen J (2015) Leadership insights from beyond the Sector. The
Education & Training Foundation. The Training and Education Foundation. CFE: Leicester

Iszatt-White M and Saunders C (2014) Leadership. Oxford: Oxford University Press

James D and Biesta G (2007) Improving Learning Cultures in Further Education. London:
Routledge.

Keep E (2015) What do Area Reviews Tell us about Government views on the nature of
Localism and devolution? Association of Colleges/SKOPE research on localism, Issues
Paper Number 1

Keep E (2016) Localism: Emerging Issues and Challenges for Leaders in the Further
Education System. Association of Colleges: London.

Keep, E and Mayhew K (2013) The Resources Dwindle, An Era Ends? The implications of
current and future government spending plans for education and training policy. SKOPE:
University of Oxford: Oxford

Kelly S, Iszatt-White M, and Rouncefield M (eds) (2005) Accounting for Leadership.
Proceedings of the CMS4 Conference. 4—6 July 2005. Lancaster: Lancaster University,
Centre for Excellence in Leadership.

Kenway J (1994) Economising education: The post-Fordist directions. Geelong: Deakin
University Press.

Jameson J (2008) Leadership: Professional communities of leadership practice in post-
compulsory education. Working Paper. Higher Education Academy Education Subject
Centre, Bristol, UK.

Leithwood K and Jantzi D (2000). The effects of different sources of leadership on student
engagement in school. In Leadership for change and school reform, edited by K. Riley and
K. Louis K, 50-66. London: Routledge.

Leney T, Lucas N, and Taubman D (1998). Learning Funding: The impact of FEFC funding,
evidence from twelve FE colleges. NATFHE/Institute of Education, University of London.

Lingfield (2012). Professionalism in Further Education Review: Final Report. London: BIS

Louis KS and Marks H (1998) Does professional community affect the classroom? Teachers’
work and student work in restructuring schools. American Educational Research Journal,
33 (4): 757-798. DOI: 10.1086/444197

LSC (2002) Success for All- Reforming FE and Training. Our Vision for the Future. LSC/DfES
November 2002.

LSIS (2013) Leading Learning Organisations: An Analysis of Leadership in the Further
Education and Skills Sector. A report prepared for the Learning and Skills Improvement
Service. LSIS: Coventry

Lucas N (1999) Incorporated Colleges: Beyond the Further Education Funding Council’s
Model. In Green A and Lucas N (Eds) FE and Lifelong Learning: Realigning the Sector for
the 21st Century. London: Institute of Education, University of London, pp 42-68

Lucas N (2004) Teaching in Further Education. New Perspectives for a Changing Context.
London: Institute of Education, University of London.

32


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13664539700200011
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/people/marian-iszattwhite(09c966aa-43b5-47fa-b9f0-7b7cfba70e91).html
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/people/marian-iszattwhite(09c966aa-43b5-47fa-b9f0-7b7cfba70e91).html
http://www.research.lancs.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/leadership(eb03cadb-5f39-4598-a346-e421054cd6b8).html
http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/444197

Lumby J (2003) Distributed Leadership in Colleges Leading or Misleading? Educational

Management & Administration 31(3): 283-293. DOI: org/10.1177/0263211X03031003005

Lumby J (2013) Distributed leadership: the uses and abuses of power. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership 41(5): 581-597. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213489288

Lupton R., Unwin L and Thomson S (2013) The Coalition’s Record on Further and Higher
Education and Skills: Policy, Spending and Outcomes 2010-2015. London: Centre for
Analysis of Social Exclusion, LSE.

Mather M, Worrall L and Mather G (2012) Engineering compliance and worker resistance in
UK further education: The creation of the Stepford lecturer. Employee Relations Vol. 34
(5): 534 —554. DOI: org/10.1108/01425451211248541

Meyer JW and Rowan B (2004). Institutionalised Organisations: Formal Structure as Myth
and Ceremony. In Dobbin F (Ed) The New Economic Sociology — a Reader. Princeton
University Press, Woodstock, Oxfordshire, pp. 86-110

Nash I and Jones S (2015) The politicians’ tale. In Hodgson A (Ed) The Coming of age for FE?
Reflections on the past and future role of further education colleges in the UK. Institute of
Education Press, London, pp. 24-45

Newman J (2001) Modernising Governance — New Labour, Policy and Society. London: Sage.

Nixon L, Gregson M, Spedding T and Mearns A (2008) Practitioners’ Experiences of
Implementing National Education Policy at the Local Level: An Examination of 16—19
Policy. London: EPPI-Centre, SSRU, Institute of Education, University of London.

Ofsted (2012) Handbook for the Inspection of Further Education and Skills from September
2012. Manchester: Ofsted.

O’Leary M (2013) Surveillance, performativity and normalised practice: the use and impact of
graded lesson observations in Further Education colleges. Journal of further and higher
education 37 (5) 694-714.

O’Leary M (2015) Breaking free from the regulation of the State: the pursuit to reclaim lesson
observation as a tool for professional learning in Further Education. In M Daley, K Orr and
J Petrie (Eds) Further Education and the Twelve Dancing Princesses. London: IoE Press,
pp 73-88

Ollin R (1996) Learning from industry: human resource development and the quality of
lecturing staff in further education. Quality assurance in education, 4 (4), 29-36. DOI:
org/10.1108/09684889610146172

Osborne SP (2010) The New Public Governance? Emerging Perspectives on the Theory
and Practice of Public Governance. London: Routledge.

Pollitt C (1995) Justification by works or by faith? Evaluating the new public management.
Evaluation, 1(2), pp.133-154. DOI: org/10.1177/135638909500100202

Power M (1999) The Audit Society: rituals of verification. Oxford, Oxford University Press

Randle K. and Brady M (1997) Managerialism and Professionalism in the ‘Cinderella Service’.
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 49 (1): 121-139. DOL
org/10.1080/13636829700200007

Rennie S (2003) Stories from the Front Line — The Impact of Inspection on Practitioners.
Coventry, UK: LSDA.

Scaife T (2004) The Culture of the Now: Barriers to Research in FE. Paper presented to the
annual conference of Yorkshire and Humberside Learning and Skills Research Network.
Leeds, UK, July 2

SFA (Skills Funding Agency) (2015) Education and Training Success Rates. Accessed January
20, 2016. https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/sfa-national-success-rates-
tables-2013-t0-2014

33


https://doi.org/10.1177/0263211X03031003005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213489288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01425451211248541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09684889610146172
https://doi.org/10.1177/135638909500100202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13636829700200007
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/sfa-national-success-rates-tables-2013-to-2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/sfa-national-success-rates-tables-2013-to-2014

Shain F and Gleeson D (2010) Under new management: Changing conceptions of teacher
professionalism and policy in the further education sector. Journal of Education Policy, 14
(4): 445-62. DOLI: org/10.1080/026809399286288

Smith R. (2007) Work, Identity and the Quasi-Market: The FE Experience. Journal of
Educational Administration and History 39 (1): 33-47.

Smith A and Bailey A (2005) Measuring Cinderella: Measurement 2 — One Size Fits All.
Lancaster, UK: Centre for Excellence in Leadership, Lancaster University Management
School.

Spours K, Coffield F and Gregson M. 2006. Translation problems: FE colleges, policy levers
and local ecologies in the learning and skills sector. In BERA Annual Conference, Warwick,
September, pp. 6-9.

Steer R, Spours K and Hodgson A (2007) How is policy translated into practice? A framework
for analysing policy-practice interactions in the learning and skills sector. Paper presented
at BERA Annual Conference, 5-8th September.

Stoten D (2014) Authentic leadership in English education: what do college teachers tell us?
International Journal of Educational Management 28 (5): 510 — 522.

Stoten D (2015) Distributing leadership in English Sixth Form Colleges. International journal
of Educational Management 29 (5): 522 — 538. DOI: org/10.1108/IJEM-04-2013-0049

Taubman D (2015) Re-framing professionalism and reclaiming the dance. In M Daley, K Orr
and J Petrie (Eds) Further Education and the Twelve Dancing Princesses. London: IoE
Press. London: Institute of Education Press, pp 107-119

Tseng CY (2015) Changing headship, changing schools: how management discourse gives rise
to the performative professionalism in England (1980s—2010s). Journal of Education
Policy 30 (4): 483-499. DOLI: org/10.1080/02680939.2014.972988

Washington M, Boal KB and Davis JN (2008) Institutional leadership: Past, present, and future.
In Greenwood R, Oliver C, Suddaby R and Sahlin-Andersson K (Eds). The SAGE
Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism. Sage Publication, London, pp 721-737

Western S (2013) Leadership: A Critical Text (2™ Edition). Sage: London

Wolf A (2011) Review of vocational education. London: DfE.

Wolf A (2015) Heading for the precipice: Can further and higher education spending policies
be sustained? The Policy Institute. King’s College London.

Zanzig BR (1997) Measuring the impact of competition in local government education markets
on the cognitive achievement of students. Economics of Education Review 16 (4): 431-441.
DOI: org/10.1016/S0272-7757 (97) 00003-4

34


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/026809399286288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-04-2013-0049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2014.972988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0272-7757(97)00003-4

	Stratford Campus,
	Water Lane London
	United Kingdom
	E15 4LZ

