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Abstract: The field of educational media and technology is growing into a fifth, more advanced ‘age’ in which new forms of e-leadership are emerging (Jameson, 2013) following four prior ‘ages’ (Winn, 2002) of: (1) instructional design; (2) differentiated media design; (3) constructivist scaffolding and (4) distributed cognition/social learning. These ‘ages’ are still with us, but we are also now moving inexorably into a new era. With around ten billion web connected devices, technology is now rated as the most trusted global industry sector. Yet, paradoxically, unprecedented web-based media challenges are emerging about surveillance, ethics, cybercrime and reputational risk, for which new forms of distributed, transformational e-leadership are needed. Technological innovation in advanced ICT systems needs to be guided by authentic e-leaders with a values-based, barefoot human focus on nurturing high trust, living educational ecosystems through good communication and sustainable, realistic policies. This paper recommends a distributed e-leadership framework for that purpose.   



Introduction
The current era might, in theory, be described as the best time ever for educational media and technology. This paper argues that the field is growing into a fifth, more advanced ‘age’ of e-leadership (Jameson, 2013a) after a long period of gestation and development that has encompassed four prior ‘ages’ of educational technology research and practice, as identified by Winn (2002:331) in the following way: (1) an ‘age’ dominated by an instructional design content focus (‘the content to be learned’); (2) an ‘age’ of differentiated design based on media format (‘the format of instructional messages’); (3) a scaffolding of student learning, constructivist phase (‘the interaction between students and computers’); and (4) a distributed cognition, social learning in communities ‘age’ (focused on ‘the study of learning in complete, complex, and interactive learning environments’ [ibid.]), all to an extent still with us, but moving inexorably now also into a new era. This paper argues that we are now gravitating slowly to take on the additional demands of a new ‘fifth age’ in which, gradually, there is an emerging focus on the need for distributed, transformational, collaborative e-leadership of learning as part of systemic understandings of the role of educational media and technology in the wider educational ecosystem. 
To clarify these terms, ‘leadership’ in this context is interpreted as ‘a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal’ (Northouse, 2004:3). Leadership is ‘about taking action and communicating values in the context of a relationship....it applies to all kinds of people at all levels in organisations.’ (Field, 2002). In a relational, professional context, leadership is most effective in a ‘heterarchy’ in which ‘communication occurs via an egalitarian ‘exchange model’ rather than in a hierarchy with linear or centralised ‘top down’ expectations of command and control in a ‘transmission model’ (Grint, 2005; Jameson, 2006:3). The notion of ‘distributed e-leadership’ therefore places the emphasis of digital leadership on all levels of staff and students enacting in a flexible relational process in a heterarchy within the education workplace, instead of just at senior management levels, whether these are hierarchical or centralised. Figure 1 displays these potential leadership structures: the first structure is a top-down hierarchical model, with only one main authoritarian leader-manager at the top, who controls and delegates tasks to others below, but without allocating power to others; the second structure portrays the spider-model of a centralised structure, with a team of senior managers at the top having power, while the final structure depicts a heterarchy, with a flexible network structure in which there are many nodes of distributed leadership and authority.    

This focus on a post-heroic form of ‘leadership’ rather than ‘management’ uncouples ‘leadership’ from management titles, positional authority and coercive power. The concept of ‘transformation’ signals not only ‘transformational leadership’ as a model and process, but also recognises that education is going through a time of profound changes stimulated by technological advancement and that there is a need for transformative approaches at a whole organisation and system-wide level to respond effectively to this. The focus on ‘collaborative e-leadership of learning’ highlights the need for educators in all positions to come together as e-leaders to investigate, problematise, critique and develop more effective practices for deeper student learning with advanced educational media technologies. 
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Figure 1: Hierarchical, centralised and heterarchical models of organisational leadership
 
The concept of ‘systemic understandings’ recognises that the whole environment of education, including at policy, governance, management, administrative and teaching levels, is part of a complex, organic, dynamic self-organising system. Effective e-leadership needs therefore to aim to orchestrate effective delivery of learning for all students in responding to these changes, including, where possible, at systemic levels, in order that educational institutions can better develop their true role as ‘learning organisations’ in responding rapidly to change. Finally, the emphasis on ‘the wider educational ecosystem’ recognises that the generative role of education is to ‘grow people’s learning’, organically and holistically, in productive, optimistic, generous ways, with sensitivity, humane responsiveness and a respectful focus on the inherent personal rights and values of all our students. Taken together, these concepts call for a new kind of e-leadership. This paper argues that this form of e-leadership is already slowly emerging throughout the world, but is, as yet, insufficiently recognised, theorised and researched, except at instinctual levels.     
This emerging phenomenon may or may not already be recognised and practised overtly in the use of the term ‘e-leadership’. It may be called ‘virtual leadership’ (Caulat, 2012), ‘leadership of virtual teams’ (Malhotra, Majchrzak and Rosen, 2007) ‘online leadership’ (Murphrey and Boyd, 2001), ‘digital leadership’ (Sheninger, 2014), ‘post-industrial leadership in the digital age’ (Wilson, 2004), ‘information technology management’ (Boynton, Jacobs and  Zmud, 1992), ‘e-learning facilitation’ (Garrison, 2011), ‘pedagogic leadership of e-learning’ (Jameson et al., 2006) or any of numerous other nuanced terms reflecting the need for a new kind of influential oversight and directional guidance of media and technology provision at a variety of levels in education. At teacher-student level, pedagogic e-leadership may be intermingled with ‘learning design’ for students, with specialist direction and advisory support in educational technology provided by teachers in classroom and online support or in student mentoring and coaching. With whatever words the concept is described, though, this paper argues that it is time to recognise these emerging trends as ‘e-leadership’, and that this term, representing ‘electronic leadership’, arguably has a useful resonance, echoing the historical emergence of the term ‘e-learning’. While the debate still rages about whether the ‘e’ is needed in either case, for the present, this paper utilises the term ‘e-leadership’ in recognising and building on the contributions of prior literature in the field (Avolio and Kahai, 2003; Jameson, 2013).  

Need to Refocus and Adapt Teaching, Learning and Leadership for A Post-Industrial Digital Era

During past decades, constructivist theories of learning (Piaget, 1977; Vygotsky, 1978) have re-focused our ideas about teaching and learning using educational media and technology, at least in theory, if not always in practice. These theories have emphasised students’ active constructions of knowledge, the scaffolding of student learning by more experienced peers within the zone of proximal development (ZPD) and the role of active, democratic, engaged and situated learning in classrooms and online delivery (Dewey, 1916; Lave and Wenger, 1991). Social learning theory and related ideas on communities of practice and learning from experts through legitimate peripheral participation (Wenger, 1998) have envisaged learning to be part of a social system in which competence and experience interact (Wenger, 2000). Recognition of the importance of informal, tacit knowledge, cognitive apprenticeships, problem-solving and identity formation within learning have encouraged us to see social interaction in the classroom and online as part of a collaborative process of shared knowledge-building (Brown, Collins and Duguid, 1989). Connectivism has alerted us to the integration of connections between ‘chaos, network, and complexity and self-organization theories’ in the context of learning as ‘a process that occurs within nebulous environments of shifting core elements – not entirely under the control of the individual.’ (Siemens, 2005) Advancements in neuropsychology and neuroimaging research have begun to report factual evidence from neuroscience relating to specific techniques that stimulate learning within the human brain. Influenced by these and other theories giving insights into learning within the curricular, working and social life of educational organisations, the role of teachers has gradually been changing from solely being that of face-to-face instructor (‘the sage on the stage’) to encompass also more diverse facilitatory pedagogic models (‘the guide on the side’) incorporating student-centred learning design, collaborative inquiry, connectivism and social participation.   
Older models of teaching as authoritarian teacher-centred face-to-face didactic instruction in the classroom therefore have needed to be re-conceptualised and continuously updated by newer ideas of student-centred e-learning facilitation and scaffolding in collaborative, interactive online, virtual and classroom-based learning environments. In the same way, traditional top-down ‘command and control’ authoritarian hierarchical models for the management of educational media technologies now need to change. Fixed hierarchical understandings of leadership and management are gradually being found to be inadequate to cope with the rapid proliferation of social media and increasing technological know-how affecting educational institutions. There is an increasing need for whole institution, systemic, collaborative, interactive e-leadership in education in which an agreed vision for the role of educational media technology management and development is combined with shared decision making and aligned with overall institutional strategy. This needs simultaneously to be led by managers at the top and also distributed to e-leaders throughout the organisation. This implies that IT and media educational management, teaching and learning structures and systems should be designed to meet the rapidly changing pedagogical and technological needs of education institutions, staff and students (Boynton et al., 1992). This paper argues that the technological changes facing education are so immense, complex and unpredictable that all staff in educational institutions now need to take on an e-leadership role, so that the multiple decisions and tasks facing e-leaders are distributed throughout the system.   

A New Age of Significant Uncertainty and Risk: Perceptions of Self-Efficacy Needed

Global signals that a new ‘age’ is upon us requiring new forms of e-leadership at a time of significant uncertainty and risk can be deduced, for example, in the problematic growing disillusionment of international workforces with out of touch management and governance authorities. Increasingly, such authorities are struggling to cope with the requirements for speed, technical expertise, cognitive capacity, openness, sophisticated group social skills, informality, agility, cyber security awareness and flexibility required in an era in which increasing advances in social media and communications technologies are providing both new challenges and innovative potentials for advanced forms of digital learning and working. This is a veritable tsunami of social and technological changes for which many educational institutions are ill-prepared. Taken together, these massive changes have been compared with the shift that took place from agricultural to industrial society. As Wilson (2004) notes, “Today’s epoch is in the early stages of a transition from an industrial based society to a post industrial, digital society, and leadership patterns are beginning to reflect that transition”. Wilson goes on to observe that: 
“The new society -- variously called information society, knowledge society or networked society -- is marked by four key structural changes reshaping leadership......: rapid and far reaching technological changes, especially the digitalization of information and communications technology. (ICTs); accelerated globalization; a shift toward knowledge as the central factor of production (i.e. from brawn to brains); and more distributed, less hierarchical organizational forms with greatly accelerated movement within and across organizations and sectors. In this highly dynamic environment, leadership innovation and adaptability are critical, especially the leader’s capacity to channel the right knowledge to the right people at the right time in the right place.”(Wilson, 2004:1)
These changes and the increase in future unpredictability, challenge and risk, can be seen all around us. However, they are happening so rapidly we have barely caught up with one technological innovation before the next one comes along. The speed of information and knowledge accumulation on the web in this digital, participatory social media era is, as Siemens reminds us, in his discussion of the ‘shrinking half-life of knowledge’ (Siemens, 2005) terrifyingly fast. Hence the instinct of many educational leaders may be to retreat, block, resist or attempt to ignore these changes. Learning how to cope with relentless, continuing uncertainty and with the profileration of knowledge at unfathomable levels of complexity is one of the key issues facing e-leadership, and one of the reasons why the cultivation of trust and the cautious optimism of perceived self-efficacious attitudes in a social learning system (Bandura, 1994) is so important.  

Challenges and Barriers: Negative Reactions and Global Competition

Reactions to the call for e-leadership include dismissive, overly cautious, fearful and cynical responses. Some leaders of educational institutions may be attempting to ignore these changes, finding it hard to cope with the multiple adaptations needed to respond to rapid technology advancement. Senior policy makers and educational managers may optimistically lead national or institutional information communications technology (ICT) and e-Learning/ Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) Strategy formation, only to recognise that such strategies are rapidly out of date almost before they are printed. Strict social media policies may be introduced to control or forbid social networking, only to find that students and staff have ignored such policies and their institutions face a sudden reputational crisis from the latest Twitter-led frenzy about local shameful or embarrassing behaviour suddenly circulated to millions of people around the world. Staff may wake up one morning and find themselves instantly disciplined for making an incautious controversial comment on Facebook that has provoked a storm of furious responses. We have seen, and perhaps heard too much, of such public relations disasters. 
Similarly, ICT policy endorsements for investment in new technologies may be overly instrumental, hasty and risk-averse in linking massive funds to unrealistic institutional targets, without having planned for any adequate staff development and training actually to engage teaching staff and students in the use of the technologies. Cupboards and storerooms full of unused new computers may be left quietly to gather dust, as students read their IPhones underneath their desks while their teacher uses a chalk board. Failed ICT strategies and projects are the back stories of glamorous government-led and institution-led, sometimes egotistical, sometimes techno-centric, ambitions to achieve a glorious technological revolution in education too rapidly, without the full agreement and participation of reluctant teaching staff. Many teachers may still quietly be cyberphobiac laggards resisting educational technology implementation for their own well-tested, more trusted, methods. 
Informal student social media technologies usage may often race ahead of institutional competence, with top managers uneasily relegating the leadership of media technology innovation to lone ‘Fred/Martha in the Shed’ geeks who are possessively reluctant to share their knowledge with anyone, especially teaching departments. There are many fiascos of failures linked to once-glamorous, heavily promoted strategic ICT and media initiatives, while quieter, more cautiously designed, extensively tested technology initiatives may have prospered instead, in the garages and attics of the student campus, initially uncelebrated and unfunded. The serendipitous law of unintended consequences has tended to prevail more often than some ambitiously controlling, straight-laced policy makers and managers would like. 
Furthermore, although mobile telecommunications tools are continuing to provide significant potential learning opportunities for current and future student use in the classroom, in 2012 UNESCO reported findings from global mobile learning technologies research that many teachers, parents and students continue to resist the use of mobile devices at school. This research reported, in fact, that some respondents felt that there is a stigma attached to their usage (UNESCO, 2012). UNESCO also found that insufficient attention is being paid to mobile learning (m-learning) globally in education policies at a national, regional and local level, and that there is a significant lack of appreciation of the potential for mobile learning to facilitate improvements in pedagogical effectiveness for pupils in the classroom. And yet, as is clear from numerous research studies on the role of information communications technology (ICT), e-learning and m-learning in enriching both pedagogy and learning (de Freitas and Jameson, 2013), the opportunities provided by Web 2.0 interactive learning through mobile and related ICT devices for improved education are many and varied, particularly for populations that have difficulties with traditional face to face access to education, for example, people in poorer rural communities such as those in Africa, who are only able to communicate and access learning materials with expensive mobile phones rather than broadband internet access.
At a wider global level, facilitated by technological advancements, international competition for students, league table stratification, marketisation, excessive bureaucratisation and privatisation are stimuli driving a new public management audit culture. In this culture, performance to key indicators published online in league tables has superseded a focus on collegiality and on student learning for its own sake. Increasingly, in a ‘supercomplex’ (Barnet, 2000) digital educational ecosystem, continuous uncertainties of funding, student numbers, youth unemployment, student fee debts and managerialist restructurings threaten to destabilise an already over-stretched system. There is, therefore, a vital need for the deliberate identification of effective strategic and operational distributed, transformational e-leadership at senior, middle and lower levels. We are facing a time of massive change in which there are multiple challenges and barriers to our responses regarding the development of advanced information technology and its implications for our educational institutions and for student learning. It is time actively to face these challenges and consider ways in which to overcome the barriers, for these changes will not go away but will increase as technology advances further.  

Lack of In-Depth, Daily, Accurate Global and Local Data on Media and Technology Use in Education

Yet, ironically, given the unfathomable growth of information on just about every subject on earth on the internet and the ever-swiftly diminishing ‘half-life of knowledge’, there is a lack of in-depth, instantly available accurate data about the actual effects of global technological trends on and within education. General global statistics on internet users and mobile phone subscriptions are far more readily available than specific, accurate, detailed statistics on, for example, the management of ICT or the pedagogic uses of media and technology in specific countries and institutions, as both UNESCO and the World Bank report. 
Hence despite the numbers of global, country-wide, regional and local committees, policies and strategies potentially available to collect such data, there is a lack of planned, daily focused action to do so. In comparison with commercially-sponsored, media-rich, rigorously monitored data updated daily about internet traffic, mobile phone subscriptions, Google searches and an incessant stream of constant facts about hourly trivial uses of social media, there is very little information about how these technological trends are affecting educational institutions locally on a daily basis. Despite a few international research studies in this area, which have been quickly outdated, such information is significantly lacking, as Trucano ruefully reported in 2012 on behalf of the World Bank on statistics on comparative global ICT use in Education:
“…. it can often be difficult to present evidence-based policy advice related to ICT use in education to inform large scale investments in educational technologies across an education system based on hard, rigorously collected data for the simple reason that there is actually not a lot of rigorously collected, globally comparable data out there.” (Trucano, 2012)
There is a therefore a strong need for e-leaders at international levels to collaborate on the gathering and management of such continuously updated educational data for comparative global analysis and strategic planning of media and educational technology innovations in education. Despite laudable recent European and North American initiatives focused on e-leadership to promote digital skills and jobs, such as the EU Commission work on e-Leadership: Skills for Competitiveness and Innovation (2014), there is still a significant lack of activity regarding the transformations needed in educational leadership and in pedagogic understandings of the current and future role of media and technology in education. Without such data, transformational e-leadership able to cope with uncertainty and a lack of information is sorely required. 

The Need for Transformational e-Leadership
New understandings and practices of e-leadership at a group and whole system level as well as in individual ways are therefore now needed to take us effectively into this different era, as observed by numerous researchers, including Avolio and Dodge (2000), Avolio and Kahai (2003), Caulat (2012), DasGupta (2011) Gurr (2004), Jameson (2013a, 2013b), Johns and Gratton (2013), Kayworth and Leidner (2002) and Sheninger (2014), amongst others. Such researchers argue that e-leadership is not just ‘more of the same’ type of leadership (Gurr, 2004) applied to electronic environments but that, in addition to the existing ingredients of effective leadership, different kinds of additional skills and approaches are also needed. This is not just a case of leadership adapting itself to new digital environments, tools and processes facilitated by technology, but it includes also something of a transformation in values, purposes, understandings and practices regarding the need for new forms of leadership roles and approaches. 
The nature of the transformation that is called for is profound and deep, with significant implications for the future: it is not just a top of the head change or rubber-stamping tokenistic exercise. The changes required do, also, significantly rely on the retention and development of key principles of effective leadership, including good people management and mentoring skills, communication, motivational skills, decisiveness, integrity, reliability, credibility, openness, competence, effective overall management expertise and trustworthiness. However, they also require more democratic, decentralised, interactive, agile, informal and inclusive understandings of leadership. Notably, e-leadership requires sophisticated, sensitive interpersonal and decision-making skills. Such e-leaders need to be capable of handling multiple shifting scenarios resulting, for example, from the complex, subtle behavioural issues that can rapidly emerge in online activities or virtual environments. This is a tall order for educational leaders and managers ill-equipped to handle the emergence of increasing digital learning and working. Yet failure to recognise and respond to the challenges of e-leadership has already resulted, at the most visible levels, in crisis management situations involving reputational risk and failure. These include social media disasters, loss of staff and students, cyberbullying and security breaches, and, at less visible levels, in reduced quality of provision, diminished innovatory responses and employee dissatisfaction. 

Global Leadership Disconnect: Loss of Trust in Management, Trust in Academics and Peers High

As wider workforce evidence that a shift is needed in global understandings of leadership and management, the third 2012 Kelly Global Workforce Index (KGWI), reporting on data collected from 168,000 respondents across three generational groups aged 19 to 66 from all industries across 30 countries in the Americas, APAC and EMEA regions, observed that there is now ‘a significant disconnect between the leadership/management styles workers are seeking and what they are getting’. The KGWI found that the most common style of senior workplace leadership and management is ‘authoritative’. Yet this is the ‘least preferred’ style of the global workforce, at least according to their numerous respondents. A large majority of workers (81%) would prefer their leaders to be ‘democratic, empowering, empathetic and visionary’, but the KGWI report notes that ‘just 43% say this is what they are actually seeing in their workplace’ (Kelly, 2012). 
This reported leadership disconnect is disturbing, as it signals a failure to embrace the challenges of a more flexible era requiring more responsive, interactive and collaborative, democratic leadership and management styles. There is a need to end the leader-centrism which prevailed in earlier eras and to move towards heterarchic, distributed e-leadership. As Kellerman observes: 
‘... once upon a time we simply obeyed orders issued by our superiors, our leaders and managers. Now we incline more to challenge them, emboldened to do so by the spread of democracy, by the rhetoric of empowerment, and by the practice of participation. The evidence of the decline in respect for authority is everywhere – and everywhere are leaders who labour to lead. The change is cultural, contextual. Norms are now such that followers demand more – and leaders succumb more often.’ (Kellerman, 29)    
A more flexible era requiring decentralised, distributed leadership has emerged. This is, in part, because of the massive international growth in the take-up of mobile technologies, social media and web-based internet access. With around ten billion web connected devices globally, when 91% of all people on earth now have a mobile phone (Super Monitoring, 2013), the rapid proliferation of educational media and technology innovations across all education sectors is extraordinary. This now includes a plethora of electronic tools, software apps, ICT platforms, social media networks, game-based learning systems, virtual environments, 3D printing systems, as well as Big Data, BYOD, open access, flipped classroom and MOOC initiatives, supported by countless educational policies, expert practitioners, online institutions, pedagogical and neurological research findings. 
In some ways, educational media and technology innovators have never had it so good. Not only is there now unparalleled access to affordable, rich, diverse, plentiful advanced IT and media devices, platforms, applications and opportunities, new technologies uptake across many countries is now stronger than ever. The 2014 Edelman Trust Barometer indicates, again, that technology is the most trusted global industry sector (79%), while trust in academic experts (67%) remains higher than CEOs (43%; Edelman, 2014). The equalising platform provided by new media technologies is providing unprecedented levels of democratisation for learning, self-expression and publication for all who are capable of grasping and running with the opportunities available. 
However, the Barometer also indicates that there is a profound shift away from trust in government and top management and towards qualified experts, businesses and innovators, as the general public’s access to information and communication power has increased: 
“Our research shows a much greater degree of trust is afforded those with specific credentials or those with similar perspective (trust in the CEO is at 43 percent while an academic is 67 percent and “a person like yourself” is 62 percent)... the new normal is consensus... between information conveyed top down from authoritative institutions, matched with the more personal, peer-to-peer horizontal flow of knowledge.’(Edelman, 2014).
While trust may sound like a fluffily vague concept, in fact it is big business, because, without trust, customer confidence and institutional reputations fail, employees leave and organisations face threats to their survival.  As an example of the power of trust, in the PricewaterhouseCoopers 16th CEO global survey (PWC, 2013) 56% of 1,330 CEOs across the world said that, in order to build trust, they were focusing on building a framework to support a culture of ethical behaviour as their highest priority. 

Trust, Credibility and Leadership: Loneliness at the Top 

Trust has been described as a relational psychological state which requires us to place faith in others despite ‘uncertainty, vulnerability and risk’ (Dirks and Ferrin 2001). Trustworthiness is a value that is essential for effective leadership, as Kouzes and Posner (1993) assert, observing that the trust and credibility of managers is founded on values-oriented leadership inspired by integrity, honesty, openness, good standards of moral conduct and emotional intelligence. Hence the endorsement – or lack of it - by global public respondents is significant. The results of numerous research surveys and interviews indicate growing distrust in top leaders, with a correspondingly higher level of trust in academics and non-governmental organisations:   
‘CEOs and government leaders remain at the bottom of the list for both informed and general publics, with extremely low trust levels on key metrics.... to tell the truth and make ethical and moral decisions. Strong leadership sets the tone and tenor for engagement throughout an organization. The CEO is a critical voice and face for a company but should not be the only one. .... Academics.... continue to be highly trusted voices in general and can serve as credible third party validators, especially when communicating purpose-related trust attributes (like environmental consciousness and positive community impact). (Edelman, 2014)
 Industry investment, public trust and government policy endorsements in many countries are thus tending to favour educational media technologists, as professional specialists and academics. And yet, as many EdMedia practitioners might say, the picture does not feel quite so rosy for practitioners. Why is this? As global concerns have grown about surveillance, privacy, ethics, reputational risk, security, plagiarism and intellectual property rights regarding web-based media, some local institutions have impeded educational media and technology developments. Possibly this reaction occurs through a complex mixture of fear, ignorance and sensible caution, given the paradoxical push-pull tensions of this era, when so much remarkable innovative technological media opportunity is also combined with so much practical risk. The numerous local and global scandals regarding the problematic abuse of social media are an example, as is the prevalence of increasing cybercrime, careless loss of vulnerable public data and the damaging consequences of technology misuse. 
An increasing lack of public trust in formal authorities, in government, business and education is combined with a growing expectation that all should participate democratically in decision-making. As the general public has taken on the empowering ability to connect with others anywhere in the world rapidly online through, for example, email, social media and Skype, through web conferencing, message boards, community learning environments and numerous other platforms and devices, we are now living in a more informed, aware, informal and sceptical age than ever before. In this era, simultaneous shifts in power are taking place, from teachers to students, from managers to staff, and from formal authorities to informal leaders. 
As Kellerman (2012) notes in her book The End of Leadership, there has been a gradual but relentless transferral of power from leaders to followers, and it is time for all to wake up to and respond to this shift, because ‘nearly everywhere, leaders are found wanting, followers are restive, and the context is changing – sometimes at warp speed. So unless we get a grip, the prognosis is grim.’ (Kellerman, 2012: xxii) 
The difficulty that many senior leaders face is perhaps a sense of loneliness at the top in this struggle, a sense of paradoxical powerlessness, despite their authority, in the face of enormous challenges. Arguably, the solution is to share the problem.  


Distributed e-Leadership: Ending Heroic Leader-Centrism
Learning through educational media and technology is essentially both an intellectual and social experience, as learning theorists have observed for decades. And, as social animals, humans immediately recognise and tend to fit into hierarchical authority structures, whether these are in the classroom or the staffroom. Informal leaders naturally emerge, and are recognised, or not, within the formal positional hierarchies of educational institutions. Yet positional authorities do not tend to respect the role of informal leaders – those without the title of ‘manager’ – in institution-wide leadership, although many staff formally classified as ‘followers’ in fact frequently engage in acts of unrecognised leadership that are valuable to institutions. We have all heard stories of front-line staff who have saved the day by stepping in to lead in a crisis when formal managers were nowhere to be found. 
Arguably, given the changes in our institutions and educational systems that technology is stimulating, it is now time to recognise the role of leaders at all levels, whether in positions of formal power or not, and to distribute leadership powers, decision-making roles and tasks throughout institutions more equally than at present. New forms of collegial, distributed e-leadership are required to enable high trust entrepreneurial environments to emerge interactively. The development of technological innovation in advanced ICT systems needs to be guided by authentic e-leaders with a values-based, barefoot human focus on nurturing high trust, living educational ecosystems through good communication and sustainable, realistic policies. A distributed e-leadership framework for educational institutions ends the leader-centric ‘heroic’ culture of authoritarian hierarchies and brings in staff at all levels to help with the leadership and management of complexity and uncertainty at a time of massive technological changes. Placing trust in staff at numerous positional levels by distributing e-leadership increases a sense of ownership in institutional goals and encourages a reciprocal sense of trust in top leaders. As Baker notes: 
‘Technology provides a platform on which all people, in principle, have an equal opportunity to participate in the creation of knowledge, as well as in leadership. Through this knowledge economy, leadership is most usefully shared as people collaborate on what actions need to be taken, and how./If technology—or more specifically, social and new media platforms — in fact have created equitable and shared leadership possibilities, then leadership itself is becoming more collaborative and more relational.’ (Baker, 2013)    
In Figures 2-5, this paper outline a series of models and a framework for the intelligent distribution of e-leadership. This is intended to suggest some potential key factors involved in enabling a collaborative entrepreneurial engagement to take place in high trust learning environments to maximise institutional effectiveness when dealing with the challenges of multiple uncertainties in the management of new media technologies. 
Figure 2, Distributed e-Leadership: Key Elements of a Post-Heroic, Heterarchic Approach, portrays the different elements involved in a distribution of e-leadership. A transformative approach to handling technological challenges enables participative decision-making to take place in a community of practice facilitated by management. Advanced technological competencies are called on from specialist, qualified staff, who also draw on and feed back to the community, sharing tacit knowledge of detailed expert procedures.  A trusting entrepreneurial culture enables staff at all levels to participate in the community, which is supported by good management skills and sufficient resources to enable secure ongoing investments in new media and ICT technologies. Systemic learning and improvement is enabled via feedback loops, which monitor the health of the educational ecosystem. Enhanced people skills, including emotional intelligence, are fostered throughout the system, which combines a focus on a transformational approach to good leadership to be combined with a key priority on learning, facilitated by technology.  
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Figure 2: Distributed e-Leadership: Key Elements of a Post-Heroic, Heterarchic Approach
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Figure 3: The e-Leadership  Trust Cycle

In Figure 3, an e-Leadership Trust Cycle is demonstrated, based on Zand’s Spiral Model of Trust (Zand, 1972) in organisations. A transformational, competent, flexible attitude to educational media technology demonstrated by top managers enables distributed leadership to take shape throughout the organisation. This includes collaborative participation by all staff in a collegial, democratic culture. Such participation leads to greater openness, a sharing of knowledge, creatively entrepreneurial responses and increased tolerance of uncertainty and complexity by involving others in solving problems and risks. 
A learning and problem-solving attitudinal approach involving truthful critique is developed, such as within a community of practice, which gradually enables a high trust culture to emerge. Trusting relationships within the educational community, built on the reciprocal sharing of expertise and tacit knowledge between experts and those who are learning through local ‘legitimate peripheral participation’ further augment the confidence of management to continue to take risks and engage in transformation of the organisation in appropriately competent, flexible ways. And so on, into further repetitions. The cycle incrementally leads to an accumulation of successive increases in trust over time, provided that leaders, managers and teaching staff continue to respect the integrity, purposes and values as well as the people within the system itself throughout. This trust cycle is complemented by consideration of the ways in which e-leadership may be utilising technology itself, as discussed in Figure 4 in the model below.  

The SAMR Model Applied to e-Leadership Transformation
There is a need for e-leaders to take on the task not just of using technology as a substitute for face-to-face versions of leadership, but also to benefit from technology usage more positively by learning how leadership can be augmented, modified and redefined at more advanced levels, through the application of the new technological tools and techniques now available. This requires courage, experimentation, willingness to take risks, and trust in technology itself. In Figure 4, The SAMR (Substitution, Augmentation, Modification, Redefinition) Model Applied to e-Leadership is demonstrated. Based on the work of Ruben R. Puentedura (2013), the original model examines the extent to which technology is used for teaching and learning in ways that enhance or transform classroom practice as it would be without the use of technological tools. 


file_7.emf
 

Substitution: e-Leadership acts as a direct substitute for 

face to face leadership, with no functional change  

Augmentation: e-Leadership acts as a direct substitute 

for face to face leadership, with functional improvement 

Modification: Technology enables e-Leadership to 

benefit from significant task redesign 

Redefinition: Technology enables e-Leadership to create 

new tasks and functions, previously inconceivable 


file_8.wmf
 

Substitution:

 

e

-

Leadership a

cts as a direct substitute for 

face to face leadership, with no functional change

 

Augmentation:

 

e

-

Leadership acts as a direct substitute 

for face to face leadership, with functional 

improvement

 

Modification:

 

Technology 

enables

 

e

-

Leadership to 

benefit from significant task redesign

 

Redefinition:

 

Technology 

enables 

e

-

Leadership to create 

new tasks and functions,

 

previously inconceivable

 




Figure 4:The SAMR Model (Puentedura, 2013) Applied to e-Leadership 
Applied to e-leadership, the model considers the extent to which leadership engages with technology in ways that are: (1) substitution for more of the same kind of leadership, in other words where e-leadership acts as a direct substitute for face-to-face leadership as it would ordinarily be (for example, sending out messages via email to alert staff to meetings and events); (2) augmentation, whereby e-leadership still acts as a direct substitute for face-to-face leadership, but incorporates also some functional improvements (for example, using a shared online electronic calendar system and web-based portal for communications and timetabling events and meetings with all staff);  (3) modification, whereby technology enables e-leaders to benefit from engaging in a significant task redesign (for example, using video conferencing combined with powerpoint displays in a shared content management system [CMS] to hold a meeting with staff in remote places); or (4) redefinition, whereby technology enables e-leadership to create new tasks and functions that were previously inconceivable (for example, asking staff in remote locations to project video diary recordings of student progress during a weekly bi-directional video conferencing meeting and then to vote on these using a web voting system linked to the shared CMS, as part of the judging panel process for student awards, which are reported in the staff Twitter newsletter ). 
The implications of the model are that, when technology is applied by e-leadership in education in productive, creative ways in a high trust culture, it makes the best use of technological innovations to change learning and working practices for the better and transform the institution. It therefore begins to answer the following key questions posed by Scheninger (2014) with regards to digital leadership: 
‘How do we establish a vision and implement a strategic process that creates a teaching and learning culture that provides students with essential skill sets: creativity, communication, collaboration, critical thinking, problem solving, technological proficiency and global awareness?’ (Scheninger, 2014). In response to these questions, this paper presents a one possible framework for distributed e-leadership below.  

file_9.emf
 

E

C

O

L

O

C

Y 

 

F

O

C

U 

S 

Cohesive Educational Vision: Empowerment/Ownership  

Fragmented Educational Vision: Helplessness/Fatalism 

Many: 

distributed 

e-leadership 

system-wide 

community: 

excellence & 

equity for all 

Few: 

centrist- 

driven 

single top 

or ‘expert’ 

delegated  

e-leaders  

Selective 

Adopters 

Creative 

Learning 

Innovators 

Complacent 

Traditionalists 

Inadvertent 

Users 

M

A

C

H

I

N

E 

 

F

O

C

U 

S 


file_10.wmf
 

E

C

O

L

O

C

Y

 

 

F

O

C

U

 

S

 

Cohesive 

E

ducational

 

Vision:

 

Empowerment/Ownership

 

Fragmented 

E

ducational

 

Vision: 

Helplessness/Fatalism

 

Many:

 

d

istributed 

e

-

leadership 

s

ystem

-

wide 

community

: 

excellence 

&

 

equity

 

for all

 

Few:

 

c

entrist

-

 

driven 

s

ingle t

op 

or 

‘expert’ 

delegated 

 

e

-

leader

s

 

 

Selective 

Adopter

s

 

Creative

 

Learning

 

I

nnovators

 

Complacent

 

Traditionalist

s

 

Inadvertent 

User

s

 

M

A

C

H

I

N

E

 

 

F

O

C

U

 

S

 




Figure 5: Framework for Distributed, Transformational e-Leadership
Finally, in Figure 5, a Framework for Distributed, Transformational e-Leadership is displayed, based on prior ICT Teacher Integration models. This framework complements the previous models in Figures 1-4 by suggesting that a cohesive educational e-leadership vision enables empowerment and ownership of the benefits, problems and challenges of new media and technologies usage. 
The framework depicts four quadrants of hypothetical types of responses to the opportunities provided by media and technology. Involvement of the ‘many’ in creative ways through transformational, highly skilled, trusting, flexible attitudes, with e-leadership distributed throughout the community has an ecology focus in which the aim is both excellence and equity for all. Senior managers distribute e-leadership across and through the organisation, enabling creative learning innovators to thrive in an entrepreneurial, democratic, open culture that can listen to and learn from criticism. Collaborative participation by all leads to a more collegial, democratic, generative culture in which perceptions of self-efficacy are strong and there is a ‘learning’ focus. 
The sharing of knowledge is a key factor, in comparison with a centrist-driven hierarchical culture with a machine focus in which the ‘few’ – usually a single top manager and/or delegated ‘expert’ –  are seen to hold all the power and decision-making authority. Their reluctance to share knowledge and decisions tends to lead to selective adoption or a complacent kind of traditionalism, depending on how cohesive the overall educational vision is. Involvement of the ‘many’ in a culture with a fragmented educational vision leads, however, to inadvertent use of technology and helplessness/fatalism at the organisational level. The framework suggests that distributed, transformational leadership in which all are involved leads to improved educational outcomes from investments in staff time, technological tools and facilities. 


Conclusion
This paper argues that it is time for every educational media technology practitioner and manager to recognise their own role as a leader within this new era, and for distributed, authentic understandings of the expertise, power, authority, vision and purposes of e-leadership in education to be shared between us at all levels of organisations rather than left only to senior management.  In the changing future landscape for education, in which unpredictable spontaneous digital innovation is continuing to accelerate, a collaborative distribution of e-leadership tasks and responsibilities to e-leaders at all formal and informal positional levels in institutions is needed. This is a risk and a challenge for leaders, managers, administrators and teachers, requiring transformative innovation and a willingness to trust others. 
This challenge particularly affects staff and students in the classroom and senior managers the top of institutions, who have day to day decision making power regarding what is to be learned and in what ways to achieve the best in the complex, subtle learning ecology of institutions. However, for students to become all that they can be in achieving productive learning, advanced digital skills and future employment, it is worth all the effort that it will take to meet this challenge. It is time to grow up to the demands and tasks enshrined in the responsibility of e-leadership of educational media and technology ourselves, as part of every role and at all levels in education, so that positional leaders and managers with senior authority in institutions can be assisted in the task of distributing e-leadership strategy, decision-making, operations and delivery wisely for a new era. 
To conclude, this paper argues that technological innovation in advanced ICT systems needs to be guided by authentic e-leaders distributed throughout education with a values-based, barefoot human focus on nurturing high trust, living educational ecosystems through good communication and sustainable, realistic policies.
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