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Abstract 

Research studies have consistently demonstrated the statistically significant relationships between principals’ 

transformational leadership practices and teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies 

and classroom management. What is less studied and very much less researched is the extent to which principals’ 

transformational leadership practices account for the variances in teachers’ sense of efficacies in tertiary 

institutions. This current study investigates tutors’ perceptions of the specific principals’ transformational 

leadership practices which impact on their sense of efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management in the university colleges of education in Ghana. Data was garnered using the PLQ and 

TSES questionnaire instruments. Following cluster sampling procedures, 629 tutors from 15 university colleges 

were selected for the study. Descriptive statistics, correlational and multiple regression analyses were to index the 

specific principals’ transformational leadership practices which accounted for the total variances in the three 

dimensions of tutors’ sense of efficacy. Findings indicate that principals’ transformational leadership practices 

such as providing vision and direction and holding high performance expectations accounted for most of the 

variances in tutors’ sense of efficacy in all three factors. This implies that principals who frequently exercise these 

leadership qualities are more likely to enhance their tutors’ self-efficacy beliefs in student engagement, 

instructional strategies and classroom management.  
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1. Introduction 

Remarkable attempts have been made by governments and institutions of learning to raise the standards of 

education for all students through educational research and reforms (Day et al., 2016). While most of these research 

studies have contributed to informing educational policy development and implementation, most of these policies 

emphasise on the need to maximise student achievements with limited available resources.  Most of the research 

studies that focus on school improvements and effectiveness principals’ leadership practices as a significant factor 

(Marks and Printy, 2003; Hallinger and Heck, 2010; Shatzer et al., 2014; Day et al., 2016). For instance, Day and 

colleagues (2016) report that principal leadership practices have the potential to influence positively or negatively 

various elements of the school such as the organisation of the school, its culture, teacher and staff attitude, student 

learning and academic achievements (p.222-223).  

Within the context of efforts in school improvement and effectiveness, the role of teachers as ‘leaders of 

teaching and learning in the classroom’ is vital (Rhodes and Brundrett, 2010:156). To be effective leaders of 

teaching and learning, Rhodes and Brundrett (2010) emphasise that ‘teachers need to know how to lead lessons, 

inspire learners, have high expectations, enable good learning experiences through planning… probe knowledge 

and understanding, monitor performance and give feedbacks’ (p.156). For teachers to achieve such significant 

levels of performance, they need the support and guidance of good and effective principal leadership. This study 

therefore investigates the impact of principals’ leadership on teacher efficacy beliefs. Empirical studies in the area 

consistently demonstrate that teacher efficacy is a significant predictor of their performance (Hipp, 1996; Goddard 

et al., 2004; Ross and Bruce, 2007; Gavora, 2010; Versland and Erickson, 2017). What is less studied and much 

less researched is the impact of principal transformational leadership practices on tutors’ sense of efficacy in the 

colleges of education in Ghana. 

Research studies show that school principals are strategically placed to influence various elements of the 

school including school climate and teacher effect variables such as teacher sense of efficacy (Hipp, 1996; 

Bredeson and Johannsen, 2000; Espinoza, 2013; Gkolia et al., 2018). Tutor self-efficacy beliefs represents tutors’ 

belief in their ability to plan instructional materials and achieve instructional goals. Since the role of college 

principals also involves positively influencing tutor behaviour to enhance their teaching performance, this study 

examines tutors’ perceptions of how their principal transformational leadership behaviours impact on their self-

efficacy beliefs in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management. In the many studies 

that have been conducted in this area, there is hardly a study which examines the relationship between these two 

key variables in tertiary institutions. As the literature review shows, the scarcity of literature in this area gives 
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warrant to this current study 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1.  Principals’ Transformational Leadership Practices 

There are many leadership models in education which define and shape the sort of practices principals often 

exercise in their leadership oo schools. Some of these leadership models include managerial, transactional, 

instructional, transformational, distributed, moral, participative, emotional, contingent, and postmodern 

leadership (see, Bush, 2011: 36). While many research studies in education have explored the effects of these 

leadership styles on schools (see, Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger and Heck, 2012; Shatzer et al., 2014; Day et al., 2016), 

they identify ‘instructional leadership’ and ‘transformational leadership’ as the most effective leadership models 

for school improvements and effectiveness. Whereas transformational leadership is said to directly impact on 

school conditions and teacher performance, instructional leadership impacts directly on student learning Hallinger, 

2003; Shatzer et al., 2014). In this way, if transformational leadership is known to produce direct influence on 

school conditions and on teacher performance, then what essentially constitutes this leadership model?  

Literature on transformational leadership indicates that this form of leadership is based on the assumption 

that when the central focus of leadership is directed to the commitment and capacities of organisational members, 

it produces in the members, higher levels of personal commitment to organisational goals and greater capacity and 

motivation to accomplishing these goals (Leithwood et al., 1999; Leithwood and Sun, 2012). Thus, 

transformational leadership is built on the conception that given the requisite support, members of an organisation 

‘become highly engaged and motivated by goals that are inspirational because those goals are associated with 

values which they strongly believe’ (Leithwood and Sun, 2012: 388). So, what transformational leaders need to 

do is identify these goals and direct the kind of leadership practices that positively influence followers to work 

towards the realisation of the defined goals of the organisation (Leithwood and Sun, 2012: 389). In this way, the 

central focus of transformational leadership is the development of members and the improvement of working 

conditions as an effective means to accomplishing organisational goals.  

The concept was first developed by James McGregor Burns in 1978 to describe the ideal relations between 

leaders and followers in an organisation. He described it as the leader’s ability to appeal to or persuade followers 

to act in response to certain goals that represent the values, needs and motivations of both leader and followers. 

For Burns (1978), transformational leadership is not so much the exercise of one’s authority over others but the 

leader’s ability to appeal to the shared values of followers in response to organisational goals. Bass (1985) however 

extended Burns’ (1978) concept to embrace a two-factor theory of leadership where transformational and 

transactional leadership are viewed as two ends of a leadership continuum. According to Bass (1985), while 

transactional leadership practices involve an exchange process (e.g. salary recognition or offering contingent 

rewards for good performance) and are good for maintaining the standards of performance in the organisation in 

the short-term, transformational leadership practices appeal to the long-term shared goals and interests of both 

followers and leaders in the organisation (Bass and Bass, 1985; Avolio, 1994). In this way, Bass (1985) identified 

the following factors as characteristic of leaders who exercise transformational leadership practices: idealised 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualised consideration, contingent reward, 

management-by-exception and laissez-faire leadership. Bass and Avolio used their Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ Form 5X) to measure these leadership practices. 

Transformational leadership however ‘found a receptive audience in education in the 1990s due to the reaction 

against the top-down policy driven approach to school leadership that predominated the late 1970s and early 1980s’ 

(Leithwood, 1994: 500; Hallinger, 2003: 335). Leithwood and colleagues (1992; 1994; 1999) introduced the 

concept into education in response to the needs of the school restructuring initiatives in the 1990s. They extended 

Burns’ (1978) and Bass’ (1985) model to include other leadership characteristics such as: building school vision, 

establishing school goals; providing intellectual stimulation; offering individualized support; modelling best 

practices and important organizational values; demonstrating high performance expectations; creating a 

productive school culture; and developing structures to foster participation in school decision-making (Leithwood, 

1994; Leithwood et al., 1999; Leithwood and Sun, 2012: 399-401).  

Day and colleagues (2016) also indicate that principals who exercise forms of transformational leaders 

exercise practices engage in actions such as: providing vision and inspiration, setting directions, developing 

teachers, (re)designing the conditions of the school, and establishing structures that enhance the quality of 

teaching and learning (p.224). Leithwood and colleagues (1994; 1996) developed two instruments for measuring 

the aforementioned principals’ transformational leadership Nature of School Leadership Survey (NSLS) and 

Principal Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ). While some research studies identify weaknesses in the 

transformational leadership model (see, Yukl, 1999; Allix, 2000; Hartley, 2004; Bush, 2011: 86), other research 

studies consistently demonstrate the significant relationships between transformational leadership practices and 

positive teacher attitude, teacher commitment to school goals, teacher job satisfaction and teacher performance 

efficacy (Leithwood, 1994; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger and Heck, 2010; Urick and Bowers, 2013; Shatzer et al., 
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2014; Day et al., 2016). If transformational leadership practices influence teacher-effect-variables in this way, to 

what extent does it account for variances in tutors’ sense of efficacy in the university colleges of education in 

Ghana? 

 

2.2.  Techers’ Sense of Efficacy 

Teachers’ sense of efficacy is derived from Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory of ‘perceived self-efficacy’ 

which he presented as a self-regulatory mechanism which determines human performance. Bandura (1997) defined 

‘perceived self-efficacy as ‘beliefs in one’s capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action required to 

produce given attainments’ (3). For Bandura (1997), perceived self-efficacy is a performance predictor because it 

influences ‘the courses of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they put forth in given endeavours, 

how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles and failures, their resilience to adversity… and the level of 

accomplishment they realised’ (p.2). In this way, a teacher’s sense of efficacy refers to the teacher’s beliefs in his 

or her ability to plan classroom instructions and accomplish instructional objectives (Gavora, 2010). Tschannen-

Moran and colleagues (1998) defines it as the ‘teacher’s belief in his or her capacity to organise and execute 

courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context’ (p.233). For 

Ross and Gray (2006), it is ‘a teacher’s expectation that he or she will be able to bring about student leaning’ 

(p.182).  

According to Bandura (1997), ‘social cognitive theory posits multifaceted causal structures that address both 

the development of competence and the regulation of action’ (p.34). While competence is developed through the 

knowledge and skills one acquires, these competencies guide and determine the appropriateness of the actions 

required to achieve given outcomes within particular circumstances (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) assigned 

this development of knowledge and skills to personal capabilities (p.34). However, the regulation of action is 

determined by perceived self-efficacy. This is because perceived self-efficacy determines the degree to which the 

knowledge and skills acquired (personal capabilities) leads to expected or desired outcome. It ‘influences the 

course of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they put forth in given endeavours, how long they will 

persevere in the face of obstacles and failures, their resilience to adversity… and the level of accomplishment they 

realised’ (Bandura, 1997: 2).  

Perceived self-efficacy possesses such self-regulatory influence because it influences the person’s cognitive, 

motivational, affective and selection (decision-making) processes. As Bandura put it, self-efficacy beliefs 

determine whether people think productively, pessimistically, or optimistically (cognitive processes). They affect 

how well they motivate themselves and persevere in the face of difficulties (motivations). These beliefs influence 

the quality of the emotional well-being people achieve and their vulnerability to stress and depression (affective 

states). They affect the life choices they make which sets the course of their life paths (decision-making) (see, 

Bandura, 1997:116-161; Bandura, 2008; cited in Versland and Erickson, 2017:3). In other words, self-efficacy 

beliefs are robust predictors of personal performance.  

Perceived self-efficacy is different from ‘self-esteem’ because while perceived self-efficacy is concerned with 

judgements of personal capabilities, self-esteem is concerned with judgements of self-worth. However, self-worth 

is a judgement of how much one likes or dislikes oneself which is entirely different from the judgement of one’s 

capabilities. For Bandura (1997), there is no fixed relationship between the two, in that, people can judge 

themselves to be inefficacious in a given activity without suffering the loss of their self-esteem because they do 

not relate the task to their self-worth. In the same way, a person may regard himself or herself as highly skilled in 

a given activity but takes no pride in performing it well (Bandura, 1997:11). So, the judgements of self-esteem and 

perceived self-efficacy represent judgements of different phenomena in which self-liking does not necessarily 

begets performance attainments (Bandura, 1997:12).  

Goddard and colleagues (2004) indicates within the context of a teacher’s self-efficacy, perceived self-

efficacy can be referred to variously as teacher sense of efficacy, teacher efficacy beliefs, teacher efficacy 

judgements, or teacher perceived efficacy (p.4). Where these terms are used interchangeably in this study, they 

convey the same meaning. As a self-efficacy belief construct, teacher self-efficacy beliefs influence the teacher’s 

thoughts, motivations, emotions and decision-making processes. It therefore contributes to inhibiting or enabling 

their performance. As Ross and Bruce (2007) intimated, teachers with high sense of efficacy always believe that 

they will be successful. So, they set for themselves higher goals, try harder to achieve these goals, and persist 

through obstacles and difficulties. However, teachers with lower sense of efficacy have little belief in their 

successes. They avoid expending efforts since failure is inevitable, and repeated failure threatens self-esteem (p.50).  

Bandura’s (1997) identified four sources for the development of self-efficacy beliefs: mastery experience, 

vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and affective state. These four sources equally influence teachers’ efficacy 

beliefs in the same way. Considered briefly, mastery experience concerns a teacher’s demonstration of his or her 

successes in performing a teaching task, thereby building his or her competencies in undertaking the same teaching 

task. Vicarious experiences underline the teacher’s attainment of a high sense of efficacy through observation and 

modelling of successful teachers. Mentoring is vital here. Verbal persuasion however concerns the emotional 
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support, encouragement, coaching and feedbacks that teachers receive from their colleagues and superiors which 

augment their self-beliefs beliefs. Physiological or emotional state points to how teachers’ excitement and 

enthusiasm about a teaching task provides cues about anticipated teaching success, while their stress, anxiety and 

depression lead to negative judgements about their efficacy beliefs (Gavora, 2010:3). 

Since the development of the construct, various instruments such as the RAND Studies (1978), the Dembo 

and Gibson Scale (1984), Badura’s (1997) scale, most of these instruments focused on measuring two aspects of 

teachers’ sense of efficacy: personal teaching efficacy (PTE) and general teaching efficacy (GTE). Their 

reliabilities and validities have equally been questioned (see Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 1998). However, the only 

viable instrument for measuring teacher efficacy is the teacher sense of efficacy scale (TSES) developed by 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). Klassen and colleagues (2011: 40) described it as the best so far, for measuring 

teacher self-efficacy and collective efficacy beliefs. The instrument measures three areas of teachers’ sense of 

efficacy: student engagement, instructional practices, and classroom management (see, Tschannen-Moran and 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001: 783-805). While efficacy in student engagement focuses on teachers’ beliefs in their ability 

to create the conditions that ensure effective teaching and motivate student learning, efficacy in instructional 

strategies concerns teachers’ beliefs in their ability to organise the instructional programme to achieve instructional 

outcomes. However, efficacy in classroom management relates to teachers’ beliefs in their ability to handle 

problems and disruptive behaviours in the classroom to ensure effective teaching and learning. 

Over the past two decades, many research studies have explored the impact of this efficacy construct on 

teacher performance, job satisfaction, commitment and student achievements (Goddard et al., 2004; Ross and Gray, 

2006; Ross and Bruce, 2007; Klassen et al., 2011; Versland et al., 2017). For instance, in their systematic review 

of empirical research studies on teacher self-efficacy beliefs between 1998-2009, while Klassen and colleagues 

(2011) acknowledged the scholarly consensus that teacher efficacy is a significant predictor of teacher performance, 

most of the reviewed studies examined the impact of the concept in multifaceted   directions. While some research 

studies focus on exploring further the sources for the development of teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-

Moran et al., 1998; Henson, 2002; Goddard et al., 2004Tschannen-Moran and McMaster, 2009), others focused 

particular attention on the methodological approaches and measurements used for investigating the concept 

(Gibson and Dembo, 1984; Henson, 2002; Wheatley, 2005). Yet, other studies explored its effects on teacher 

performance, job satisfaction and professional commitment (Goddard and colleagues, 2004; Capara et al., 2006; 

Ware and Kitsantas, 2007; Demirdag, 2015).  

Klassen and colleagues (2011) also found studies which examined the relationship between principals’ 

transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy beliefs in schools (Ryan, 2007; Walker and Slear, 2011; 

Espinoza, 2013; Shumate, 2013; Ling et al., 2015; Short, 2016; Versland and Erickson, 2017). Having reviewed 

most of the above literature in the area, it is observed that few studies have examined the extent to which teachers 

or tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership practices impact on their self-efficacy beliefs. 

This current study investigates the relationship between these two key variables and identifies the specific 

leadership practices which directly impact the most on tutors’ sense of efficacy in the colleges of education in 

Ghana. 

 

2.3.  Leadership Factors Accounting for Variations in Teachers’ sense of efficacy 

This section explores literature on ‘the extent to which principals’ transformational leadership practices impact on 

teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and in classroom management. The 

purpose is to identify the number of research studies in the area and to define the research gap which this current 

study explores.  

2.3.1. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy in Student Engagement 

A teacher’s sense of efficacy in student engagement concerns the extent to which a teacher is able to creatively 

relate to students in ways that inspire and motivate them to set up and achieve higher learning goals for themselves. 

Studies show that that positive teacher-student engagement creates suitable conditions for teachers to teach and 

motivates students to learn and develop higher levels of self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2001:797; Tucker et al., 2002; Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2010). For instance, Ross and Bruce (2007) report 

that teachers with higher self-efficacy beliefs are more successful because they attend to the needs of both higher 

and lower ability students. Such teachers have positive attitudes and build friendly relationships with students 

which motivate them to learn better (Ross and Bruce, 2007: 51).  

While teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement is a vital factor in teacher performance efficacy, 

there are very few studies which investigate the impact of principals’ transformational leadership practices on this 

efficacy variable. For instance, Ryan (2007) conducted a study on principals’ transformational leadership effects 

on teachers’ sense of efficacy in elementary, middle and high schools in Texas, (U.S.A). Data was garnered from 

168 teachers to analyse the relationship between the two key variables. While the results of the analyses indicated 

that teacher efficacy in student engagement recorded the strongest relationship with all areas of principals’ 

transformational leadership behaviours (Ryan, 2007: 84), the study did not examine the extent to which principals’ 
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leadership impacted on teachers’ sense of efficacy. Other research studies also examined the relationships between 

the two key variables without ascertaining the degree of impact of the independent variable on the dependent (see, 

Shumate, 2011; Simmons, 2013; Short, 2016). 

 However, in the studies conducted by Espinoza (2013) involving 283 teachers in elementary and secondary 

schools in South Texas (USA), the study used the TSES and PLQ to gather data on the extent to which teachers’ 

perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership impacted on their sense of efficacy. Exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were to extract two factors of teachers’ sense of efficacy 

and two factors of principals’ transformational leadership. Thus, teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement 

was deselected. However, efficacy in instructional strategies and classroom management were analysed together 

with transformational leadership practices such as setting directions and redesigning the organisation. 

Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2016) also conducted a study in the area using a sample size of 254 elementary, 

middle and secondary school teachers in Iran. The study used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) 

and the Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) to garner data for analysis. Pearson’s correlation coefficient and 

stepwise regression analyses were used in SPSS for data analyses. Results indicate that while ‘idealised influence’ 

and ‘intellectual stimulation’ accounted for the highest variation in teachers’ sense of efficacy (predicting 32.1% 

of teacher sense of efficacy), ‘idealised influence’ was found to account for the variations in ‘teacher efficacy in 

student engagement’ (Mehdinezhad and Mansouri, 2016: 54). Their analyses can be described at best, as very 

limited, failing to ascertain the impact of factors of principals’ transformational leadership on the three factors of 

teachers’ sense of efficacy.  

The more recent study conducted by Gkolia and colleagues (2018) also used a sample size of 640 teachers 

from elementary and secondary school in Greece. The PLQ and the TSES were used for data collection. Data was 

analysed using multilevel structural equation modelling techniques (SEM). Though the analyses provided 

comprehensive tables and figures on the relationship between the two variables, there was little or no 

interpretations and discussions of the results of the analyses. For Gkolia and colleagues (2018), the 4 selected 

factors of principals’ transformational leadership behaviours (model behaviour, fosters commitment, provide 

intellectual stimulation and holds high performance expectations) significantly related to teachers’ sense of 

efficacy in student engagement (p.190). The effect size of the impact is not indicated in the study. 

In consequence, while higher teacher efficacy in student engagement facilitates teaching and learning and 

motivates students to develop higher levels of expectations and self-belief, literature in the area is very limited. 

While most of the reviewed studies in the area indicate that various elements of principals’ transformational 

leadership practices significantly relate to this subscale of teachers’ sense of efficacy (Ryan, 2007; Ling et al., 

2015; Mehdinezhad and Mansouri, 2016, Shumate, 2013, Short, 2016; Gkolia et al., 2018), very few studies 

investigate the degree of impact principals’ transformational leadership have on teachers’ sense of efficacy in 

student engagement.   

2.3.2. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 

Teacher Efficacy in instructional strategies entails teachers’ beliefs in their ability to respond to difficult questions 

from students, gauge students’ comprehension of what has been taught, craft good questions for students, adjust 

lessons to suit students’ abilities, use alternative explanations or examples to enable student understanding, use 

different assessment strategies, and provide appropriate challenges for very capable students (see, Tschannen-

Moran et al., 2001: 800). In other words, it focuses teachers’ abilities to organise instructional programs and 

achieve desired outcomes (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001; Ross and Bruce, 2007; Gavora, 2010). Ross and Bruce 

(2007) reported that teachers with such higher efficacy measures are ‘more likely to try new teaching ideas, 

particularly techniques that are difficult, involve risk, and require that control is shared with students (p.50). Thus, 

to what extent do principals’ transformational leadership practices impact on this efficacy variable?  

In the quantitative study conducted by Espinoza (2013) in elementary and secondary schools in Texas, 

findings indicate that ‘model best behaviour’ and ‘setting directions’ were significantly related to teachers’ sense 

of efficacy in instructional strategies – accounting for an overall 8% of the variance (see, ibid, p79). This meant 

that when principals increased their leadership practices of setting directions and modelling best behaviour, 

teachers’ efficacy in instructional strategies also increase correspondingly.  

Mehdinezhad and Mansouri’s (2016) study of elementary, middle and secondary schools in Iran also found 

significant relationships between principal transformational leadership practices and teachers’ efficacy in 

instructional engagement (p.54). While the researchers indicated that ‘idealised influence; and ‘intellectual 

stimulation’ had overall positive statistically significant relationship between principals’ leadership and teacher 

sense of efficacy, the study failed to indicate the degree of impact these leadership factors had on teachers’ sense 

of efficacy in instructional strategies.  

In the same way, Gkolia and colleagues’ (2018) study of 640 elementary and secondary school teachers in 

Greece also indicated positive correlations between principals’ transformational leadership practices and teachers’ 

sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (p.189). While leadership practices such as: ‘model behaviour’, ‘fosters 

commitment’, ‘individual support’ and ‘holds high performance expectations’ correlated positively with teachers’ 
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sense of efficacy in instructional strategies, Gkolia and colleagues (2018) do not equally indicate the degree of 

impact of these leadership practices on teachers’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies.  

In the case of Ling and colleagues (2015), they also used quantitative surveys to study the correlations 

between the 8 factors of the NSLS and the three factors of teacher sense of efficacy using 137 secondary school 

teachers in Malaysia. Surprisingly, the researchers did not analyse the relationship between domains of the 

independent and dependent variables. They only indicated that ‘model behaviour’ and ‘provides individual support’ 

significantly contributed to teacher efficacy in teaching (p.81). It is however unclear whether their reference to 

‘teacher efficacy in teaching’ implies efficacy in instructional strategies or efficacy in general.  

In consequence, while teachers’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies point to beliefs in their capability 

to organise instructional materials and achieve instructional outcomes, they reviewed literature supports the claim 

that various transformational leadership practices contribute to enhancing this teacher-effect variable. As a vital 

domain to teacher performance, it is known that mediatory factors such as teacher qualification, teacher continuous 

professional development and teacher motivation contributes to enhancing their efficacy in instructional strategies. 

Yet, principals’ transformational leadership practices equally impact on this efficacy variable. What is limited in 

the literature is the availability of research studies that demonstrate the degree of impact of principals’ 

transformational leadership practices on teachers’ sense of efficacy in tertiary institutions. 

2.3.3. Teachers’ sense of efficacy in classroom management 

Teachers’ sense of efficacy in classroom management concerns teachers’ beliefs in their ability to handle problems 

and disruptive behaviours in the classroom to ensure that the learning environment supports effective teaching and 

learning. It relates to the extent to which teachers believe that they have the capability to create the appropriate 

classroom conditions which support effective teaching and learning (Leithwood and Jantzi, 1999).  Thus, it 

involves teachers’ ability to respond to certain problems and disruptive behaviours in the classroom, their ability 

to get through to the most difficult student, help students think critically, help students believe in their capability 

and value learning (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy and Hoy, 2001).  

Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) indicate that creating the appropriate classroom conditions for teaching and 

learning ‘makes a substantially greater contribution to student achievements’ (p457). In the study conducted by 

Ross and Bruce (2007), they found that teachers with high sense of efficacy always use classroom management 

strategies that stimulate student learning and student autonomy. They found that teacher efficacy in classroom 

management led to higher student achievement ‘because those management strategies kept students on task more 

effectively than custodial management techniques’ (Ross and Bruce, 2007: 50).  

Since principal transformational leadership practices directly impacts on teacher-effect variables, to what 

extent, if at all, do principals’ transformational leadership practices impact on teachers’ sense of efficacy in 

classroom management? While findings from Espinoza’s (2013) study indicated a positive statistically 

significance relationship between principals’ transformational leadership behaviours and teachers’ efficacy in 

classroom management, the leadership practice of ‘setting directions’ and ‘redesigning the organisation’ accounted 

for 10% of the variance in teacher efficacy in classroom management (see, Espinoza, 2013: 77).  

There are other research studies which demonstrate the statistically significant relationships between 

principals’ transformational leadership practices and teachers’ sense of efficacy in classroom management (Ryan, 

2007; Shumate, 2011; Ling et al., 2015; Short, 2016). While most of these studies indicate that leadership practices 

such as: ‘ ‘setting directions’, ‘redesigning the organisation’, ‘providing individual support’, ‘inspirational 

motivation’ significantly correlated with teachers’ sense of efficacy in classroom management, what is however 

lacking in the literature is the availability of studies that demonstrate: (i) the degree to which these practices impact 

on teachers’ sense of efficacy; and (ii) the specific leadership practice which impact the most on these teachers’ 

sense of efficacy. This current study therefore investigates the relationship between these two key variables in the 

University `Colleges of Education in Ghana. 

 

3. Research Questions and hypotheses 

3.1.  How much of the total variance of tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement (SE) is explained by 

their perceptions of the transformational leadership practices of their college principals? 

Ho1: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement (SE) is not a function of their perceptions of the 

transformational leadership practices of their principals. 

3.2.  How much of the total variance in tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (IS) is accounted for 

by their perceptions of the transformational leadership practices of their college principals? 

Ho2: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (IS) is not a function of their perceptions of the 

transformational leadership practices of their principals. 

3.3.  How much of the total variance of tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management (CM) is explained 

by their perceptions of the transformational leadership practices of their college principals? 

Ho3: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management is not a function of their perceptions of the 

transformational leadership practices of their principals. 
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4.  Research Methodology 

4.1.  Research Design 

The study is a descriptive and analytic survey, involving the use of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ) 

and the Teacher Sense of efficacy Scale (TSES) to measure tutors’ perceptions of leadership and their assessment 

of their self-efficacy beliefs. Cohen and colleagues (2016) indicate that descriptive surveys ‘describe, compare, 

contrast, classify and interpret entities and events that constitute their various fields of inquiry’ (p.257). They 

define the nature of prevailing conditions, practices, attitudes, perceptions and opinions that are held, processes 

that are on-going or trends that are developed. In this way, the study describes the impact of tutors’ perceptions of 

leadership on their sense of efficacy.  

The study is also an analytic survey because it involves the testing of hypotheses. Cohen and colleagues (2016) 

indicate that analytic surveys ‘operate with hypothesised predictor or explanatory variables that are tested for their 

influence on dependent variables’ (p.257). These tests are conducted to ascertain the extent to which the 

independent variable accounts for variances in the dependent. Here, tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ 

transformational leadership practices are tested to ascertain their moderating effects on their sense of efficacy in 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management.  

 

4.2.  Research Population and Sampling 

The research study was conducted in selected university colleges of education in Ghana. Thus, its target population 

was all tutors in the 43 public Colleges of Education in the country at the time. The estimated total number of 

tutors in these colleges at the time was about 1,700. Consequently, a representative sample of the target population 

was selected using cluster sampling procedures. Denscombe (2014) indicates that a representative sample involves 

the use of a cross-section of the population which matches the entire population in terms of its mix of ingredients. 

This sample is obtained by a selection procedure that: (i) includes all relevant factors; and (ii) matches proportions 

in the overall population’ (Denscombe, 2014: 32).  

To ensure that the sample was representative and generalizable, the study used cluster sampling methods and 

procedures. Cohen and colleagues (2016) indicate that cluster sampling is normally useful when the population is 

large and widely dispersed. At the time the study was conducted, there were 43 public colleges of education in the 

country. These colleges were spread across the 10 political and administrative regions of the country (with each 

region having at least two or more colleges). Thus, to study all the 1,700 tutors spread over a geographical area of 

238,540 square kilometres proved to be cumbersome.  

Consequently, 4 clusters (regions) were selected (i.e. Central, Eastern, Northern and Upper East Regions) for 

the study using random sampling procedures. Here, the name of each region/cluster was written on a piece of paper 

and placed in a box. The box was then shuffled, and each region selected after each shuffle until the four 

clusters/regions were obtained. In this way, all the ten regions/clusters together with all forty-three public colleges 

with each tutor in them had an equal chance of being selected. Hence, an estimated representative sample size of 

629 tutors from fifteen selected colleges in the four regions was anticipated for the study. 

 

4.3.  Instruments and Data Collection Procedures 

The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was used to garner data on tutors’ assessments of their sense of 

efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management. The instrument was developed 

by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) to measure three efficacy subscales: efficacy in student engagement, 

instructional strategies and classroom management. The Alpha reliabilities for each subscale were: 0.90 for 

efficacy in student engagement; 0.91 for efficacy in instructional strategies; and 0.87 for efficacy in classroom 

management (see, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, 2001:799). The instrument has a 9-point Likert scale 

ranging from: (1) Nothing; (3) Very Little; (5) Some Influence; (7) Quite a Bit; and (9) A Great Deal was used in 

this study. Table 1 shows the items distribution of the TSES following its three efficacy subscales. 

Table 1: Item Distribution of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. 

TSES factors or subscales Items 

Efficacy in Student Engagement SE) 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 12, 14, 22 

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (IS) 7, 10, 11, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24 

Efficacy in Classroom Management (CM) 3, 5, 8, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21 

To examine tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership practices, Jantzi and 

Leithwood’s (1996) Principals’ Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ) instrument was used. The PLQ contains twenty-

four questionnaire items designed on six dimensions of transformational leadership practices. It has a 4-point 

Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (4). See table 2 for the item distribution of the 

instrument.  
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Table 2: Item Distribution of the Principal Leadership Questionnaire. 

PLQ Dimensions Items 

Provides Vision (PV) 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Models Behaviour (MB) 6, 7, 8 

Fosters Commitment (FC) 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 

Provides Individual Support (IS) 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 

Provides Intellectual Stimulation (NS) 19, 20, 21 

Holds High Performance Expectation (HE) 22, 23, 24 

In relation to the validity and reliability of the instrument, Cronbach Alpha yielded strong reliability 

coefficient of 0.91, with a range from 0.73 to 0.88 for all six dimensions of transformational leadership behaviours 

(see, Jantzi and Leithwood, 1996: 524). Thus, tutors were asked to rate the leadership practices of their principals 

in relation to the following six leadership factors: provides vision (PV), fosters commitment (FC), provides 

individual support (IS), provides intellectual stimulation (NS), models behaviour (MB), and holds high 

performance expectation (HE). 

In consequence, paper-pencil questionnaire comprising the PLQ and TSES items were personally distributed 

to the 629 tutors from the 15 selected colleges in the 4 selected regions/clusters (that is, Central, Eastern, Northern 

and Upper East Regions). In each of the colleges visited, personal contacts were made to principals who supported 

the process. Tutors were informed about the rationale for the research and their contribution to it. Tutors were also 

informed about their freedom to opt out of the research at any stage of the study. Thus, out of the 629 questionnaires 

that were distributed, 444 were completed and returned representing a response rate of 70.5%. However, about 10 

responses were rejected due to the incompletion of some items. Thus, an overall valid response rate of 68.9% (434 

responses) was obtained for the analysis. 

 

5. Data Analysis Procedures 

Raw survey data which consisted of item-by-item responses by tutors in the TSES and PLQ instruments were first 

entered into Excel spreadsheet and then exported to SPSS version 26 (MAC) to establish descriptive and inferential 

statistics. SPSS was also used establish the test of normality and the reliability of the instrument. These needed to 

be established to allow for inferential statistics. 

Previous studies on normality test confirmed that with large enough sample sizes (> 30 or 40), the violation 

of the normality assumption should not cause major problems (Pallant, 2007) and that the sampling distribution 

tends to be normal, regardless of the shape of the data (Field, 2009; Elliot & Woodward, 2007). This implied that 

parametric procedures could be applied with samples consisting of hundreds of observations (Elliot & Woodward, 

2007; Altman & Bland, 1995). However, the test of normality of the TSES and PLQ found the items to be 

negatively skewed. Thus, log10 linear transformation was applied in SPSS to establish normality for parametric 

purposes. 

The Cronbach alpha reliability was used to examine the reliability of the instruments for this study. Checking 

the reliability of the instrument used provides statistical confident for using the analyses of data in answering 

research questions and testing the formulated hypotheses. The Cronbach alpha provides a measure of the internal 

consistency of a test or scale. It is expressed as a number between 0 and 1. Research studies show that reliability 

values ranging from 0.70 and above are sufficient for conducting statistical analyses (Gall and Gall, 2003; Hair et 

al., 2010). Internal consistency normally describes the extent to which all the items in a test measure the same 

concept or construct (Cohen et al., 2016). 

Consequently, the results of the Cronbach alpha reliability analysis of TSES were between 0.80 to 0.93, 

revealing that all items met the threshold of 0.70 and above. The composite reliabilities recorded high accepted 

values 0.85, 0.92 and 0.86 for efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management 

respectively. The results of the Cronbach alpha reliability analysis for factors of the PLQ also revealed values 

ranging from 0.75 to 0.87;   revealing that the items were valid for the study. Composite reliabilities also recorded 

accepted values such as: PV = 0.86, MB = 0.85, FC = 0,87, ISL = 0.83, NS = 0.77 and HE = 0.75. In this way, 

univariate and bivariate analyses were conducted to establish the descriptive and inferential statistics such as means 

and standard deviations, correlation and regression analyses. 

 

6.  Results of the Analyses  

6.1.  Descriptive Statistics 

6.1.1. Gender, Academic Qualification and Experience 

From a total of 434 tutors who participated in the study, 318 (73.3%) were male and 116 (26.7%) female. This 

implied that more male tutors participated in the survey as compared to females. In terms of their academic 

qualifications, while 3 (0.7%) tutors obtained diplomas, 29 (6.7%) obtained first degrees and 3 (0.7%) obtained 

PhDs. However, a considerable number of 399 (91.9%) tutors obtained masters or MPhil degrees which is the 

recommended minimum level of qualification for tutors in these colleges. This implies that most of the tutors in 
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the studied colleges of education met the minimum qualification for teaching in the studied colleges. 

The descriptive statistics of tutors’ years of experience and their years of work with their current principals 

indicate that the minimum number of years of work as a tutor is 1 while maximum is 35. The minimum number 

of years with which tutors worked with their current principals was 1 and the maximum was 22. So, while the 

average years of experience as a tutor was 9, the average work experience with current principal was 4. 

6.1.2. Tutors’ Sense of Efficacy 

The TSES instrument was used to assess tutors’ self-efficacy beliefs in three areas: efficacy in student engagement, 

instructional strategies and classroom management. Tutors responded to each of the twenty-four items on a 9-

point Likert scale ranging from 1(nothing) to 9(a great deal). In this way, the higher the ratings, the greater the 

self-efficacy beliefs of tutors. While ratings from 1 to 5 (meaning ‘nothing’ to ‘very little’) demonstrate lower self-

efficacy belief, ratings from 6 to 9 (meaning ‘quite a bit’ to ‘a great deal’) show higher tutor scores in their self-

efficacy beliefs.  

The overall mean score of the self-efficacy beliefs of tutors in the 15 colleges was (M = 7.21, SD = 1.13). 

This implied that tutors rated themselves to have high sense of efficacy. However, while efficacy in student 

engagement recorded (M = 7.07, SD = 1.07), efficacy in instructional strategies recorded (M = 7.37, SD = 1.18) 

and efficacy in classroom management obtained (M = 7.19, SD = 1.14). These values equally indicate that tutors 

in the studied colleges of education in Ghana have high sense of efficacy. It can be seen that tutors’ sense of 

efficacy in instructional strategies (IS) obtained the highest value (M = 7.37, SD = 1.18). 

6.1.3. Tutors’ Perceptions of Leadership 

The Principal Leadership Questionnaire (PLQ) was used to measure tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ 

transformational leadership practices. Tutors’ perceptions were measured against the backdrop of the following 

six factors of the PLQ: provides vision (PV), models behaviour (MB), foster commitment (FC), provides individual 

support (ISL), provides intellectual stimulation (NS) and holds high performance expectations (HE). Following a 

4-point Likert scale, the higher the ratings, the more tutors considered their principals’ leadership practices to be 

transformational.  

Consequently, the overall average mean score of tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership practices 

was (M = 3.02, SD = 0.57); indicating that tutors agreed that their principals’ leadership practices were 

transformational. The mean score for each of the six factors of principals’ leadership practices obtained the 

following: provides vision (M = 3.03, SD = 0.59), modelling best behaviour (M = 3.05, SD = 0.64), fosters 

commitment (M = 3.05, SD = 0.57), providing individual support (M = 2.87, SD = 0.57), intellectual stimulation 

(M = 2.92, SD = 0.57) and holds high performance expectations (M = 3.24, SD = 0.54).  

 

6.2.  Correlational Analyses 

Pearson’s product moment coefficient of correlation with measures of association which range from -1.0 to 1.0 

was used. Cohen’s (1988; cited in Pallant, 2010) indicates that the magnitude of correlations ranges from: r = -1.0 

to 0.29 (small); r = 0.30 to 0.49 (medium); r = 0.50 to 1.0 (large). Thus, while the correlation coefficient (the R-

value) demonstrates the strength or magnitude of the relationship, statistical significance (the p-value) is 

distinguished by an asterisk at 0.05 levels and a double asterisk at 0.01 levels. As Cohen and colleagues (2016) 

indicated, ‘the greater the sample size, the lower the correlation coefficient has to be in order to be statistically 

significant’ (p.634). Correlational analyses were conducted in this study to ensure that there are linear relationships 

between factors of the dependent and those of independent variables.  Ensuring such linearity is part of the 

fundamental assumptions for conducting multiple regression analysis (see, Gorard, 2001: 213; Pallant 2007: 148; 

Cohen et al., 2016: 668-9). 

6.2.1. Transformational Leadership and Efficacy in Student Engagement 

Using the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient, a statistically significant correlation was found between 

tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement (SE) and five principal leadership practices such as: provides vision 

(r = .188, p = 0.000); foster commitment (r = .128, p = .008); provides individual support (r = .152, p = .001); 

intellectual stimulation (r = .112. p = .020); and holds high performance expectations (r = .160, p = .001).  

Without the implications of causality, the results implied that there were linearity between principals’ 

transformational leadership practices such as: providing vision, fostering commitment, providing individua support, 

intellectual stimulation and holding high performance expectations and tutors’ sense of efficacy in student 

engagement. However, the results did not find statistically significant relationship between tutors’ sense of efficacy 

in student engagement and principals’ transformational leadership practice of modelling best behaviour (r = .083, 

p = .085). 

6.2.2. Transformational Leadership and Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 

The results found statistically significant relationships between tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies 

and three principals’ transformational leadership practices such as: provides vision (r = .112, p = .020); provides 

individual support (r = .101, p = .035); and holds high performance expectations (r = .130, p = .007).  

These results thus implied that principals’ transformational leadership practices such as provide vision, 
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provide individual support and hold high performance expectations, positively related to tutors’ sense of efficacy 

in instructional strategies. However, principals’ transformational leadership practices such as: model best 

behaviour (r = .043, p = .369); fosters commitment (r = .063, p = .118); and provides intellectual stimulation (r 

= .037, p = .436) did not find statistically significant relationship with tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional 

strategies. 

6.2.3. Transformational Leadership and Efficacy in classroom Management 

Using Pearson product moment correlation coefficient, statistically significant relationships were found between 

tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management and four principal leadership practices such as: provides vision 

(r = .166, p = .001): fosters commitment (r = .127, p = .008); provides individual support (r = .148, p = .002); 

and holds high performance expectation (r = .135, p = .005).  

Whereas the relationship was positive, the magnitude was small following Cohen’s (188) rule of thumb. 

However, principals’ transformational leadership practices such as modelling best behaviour (r = .077, p = .111) 

and provides intellectual stimulation (r = .093, p = .053) did not find statistically significant relationships with 

their sense of efficacy in classroom management. 

 

6.3.  Regression Analyses 

Multiple regression analyses were used here because it enabled the researcher to take in a range of independent 

variables and calculate their relative effects or weightings on the dependent variable (Cohen et al., 2016:664). 

Multiple regression analysis was therefore conducted to test three hypothesized relationship between tutors’ sense 

of efficacies in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management and the transformational 

leadership practices which significantly correlated with these efficacy factors. In this way, the analyses below 

presents responses to the stated research questions and hypotheses. 

6.3.1.  How much of the total variance of tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement (SE) is explained by 

their principals’ transformational leadership practices of: providing vision (PV), fostering commitment 

(FC), providing individual support (ISL), intellectual stimulation (NS) and holding high performance 

expectations (HE)? 

Ho1: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement (SE) is not a function of their principals’ transformational 

leadership practices. 

In response to this research question and null hypothesis (Ho1), multiple regression analysis was conducted 

using the above dependent variable (SE) and the following independent variables (PV, FC, ISL, NS, and HE). The 

obtained values between the dependent variable (SE) and the independent variables (R = .237) as shown in table 

3 was statistically significant F (6, 427) = 4.237, P < .000. The data therefore did not support the null hypothesis 

(Ho1) on the basis of the leadership practice of providing vision (p = .002). While the derived R2 shows that 

principals’ transformational leadership practices accounted for 5.6% of the total variance in tutors’ sense of 

efficacy in student engagement, the adjusted R2 is 4.3%.          

Table 3: Regression Analysis of Full Model between Student Engagement and Leadership Practices of College 

Principals. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2   df             F            P 

Student 

Engagement 

.237 .056 .043 6, 427      4.237      .000b 

Predictors: (Constant), PV, MB, FC, ISL, NS, and HE. b. Dependent Variable: SE. P < .05 

 

Table 4: Beta Coefficients Between Student Engagement and Six Leadership Practices. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. Beta Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .369 .021  17.598 .000 

Provides Vision .341 .111 .293 3.061 .002 

Fosters Commitment -.084 .113 -.071 -.745 .457 

Individual Support .114 .105 .089 1.092 .275 

Intellectual Stimulation -.021 .090 -.018 -.238 .812 

High Performance Exp. .111 .075 .095 1.488 .137 

P < .05. Adjusted R2 = 0.43, F (55, 427) = 4.237, P < .001. adjusted R square = 4.3 

Table 4 shows the unstandardized and standardized beta coefficients of each component variable. Using the 

unstandardized beta coefficients, one observes that, relative to each other, provides vision ( = .341,  = .002) 

exerted the greatest influence on tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement. The derived multiple regression 

value for the model of best fit and tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement R = .188 as shown in table 5 
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was considered statistically significant F(1, 432) = 15.865, P < .01. The adjusted R2 .033 demonstrates that 

principals’ leadership practices of providing vision accounted for about 3.3% of the variability in the full model 

4.3%. In this way, it could be said that the principal leadership practice of providing vision impacted more on 

tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement. 

Table 5: Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit between Student Engagement Principal Leadership Practices. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2       df                  F              P              

Student Engagement .188a .035 .033 1, 432          15.865      .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), PV    b. Dependent Variable: SE. P < .05 

6.3.2. How much of the total variance in tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (IS) is accounted 

for by perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership practices of providing vision (PV), 

individual support (ISL) and holding high performance expectation (HE)? 

Ho2: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (IS) is not a function of their principals’ transformational 

leadership practices. 

The derived multiple regression value R = .186 as shown in table 6 is viewed to be statistically significant F(6, 

427) = 2.563, P = .019. The null hypothesis (ho11) was therefore not supported. The value of adjusted R2 = .021 

in the analysis indicates that principals’ leadership practices accounted for about 2.1% of the total variance in 

tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies.  

Table 6: Regression Analysis between Efficacy in Instructional Strategies and Principals’ Leadership Practices. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2  df                  F                      P 

Instructional Strategies .186a .035 .021 6, 427         2.563               .019b 

a. Predictors: (Constant), PV, MB, FC, ISL, NS, and HE. b. Dependent Variable: IS.   P < .05 

Table 7: Beta Coefficients between Efficacy in Instructional Strategies and Principals’ Leadership Practices. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. Beta Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .334 .024  13.953 .000 

Provides Vision .228 .127 .173 1.794 .074 

Individual Support .181 .120 .125 1.515 .130 

Holds High Performance Expectation .180 .085 .136 2.108 .036 

P < 0.05. Adjusted = 0.21, F(22, 43332) = 2.563, P = .019. 

Table 7 shows the unstandardized and standardized beta coefficients of each component variable. Using the 

unstandardized beta coefficients, it was observed that relative to each other, the only variable which impacted on 

tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies was the leadership practice of holding high performance 

expectation ( = .180,  = .036). The leadership practices of providing vision and individual support exerted small 

but statistically nonsignificant effects on the dependent variable ( = .228,  = .074 and  = .181,  = .130 

respectively).  

However, the value for the model of best fit and tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (R = .130) 

as shown in table 8 is considered statistically significant F(1, 432) = 7.398, P = .007. The adjusted R2 (.015) 

demonstrates that principals’ leadership practices of holding high performance expectations accounted for about 

1.5% of the variance in the full model (2.1%).  

Table 8: Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit between Instructional Strategies and Transformational 

Leadership practices. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2        df           F                      P 

Instructional Strategies .130a .017 .015      1,432    7.398              .007b 

a. Predictors: (Constant), HE. b. Dependent Variable: IS.        P < .05 

6.3.3. How much of the total variance of tutors’ self-efficacy in classroom management (CM) is explained by 

perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership practices of ‘provides vision (PV), fosters 

commitment’ (FC), provides individual support (ISL) and holds high performance expectations (HE)? 

Ho3: Tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management is not a function of their perceptions of the 

transformational leadership practices of their principals. 

The results of multiple regression analysis as shown in table 9 was significant F(6,427) = 3.225, p = .004. So, the 

null hypothesis (Ho3) was rejected. The value of adjusted R2 (.030) in the analysis indicated that principals’ 

transformational leadership practices accounted for about 3.0% of the total variance in tutors’ sense of efficacy in 

classroom management. 
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Table 9: Regression Analysis between Efficacy in Classroom Management and Principals’ Leadership Practices. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2      df             F                      P 

 Classroom Management .208a .043 .030     6,427      3.225              .004b 

a. Predictors: (Constant), PV, MB, FC, ISL, NS and HE.   b. Dependent Variable: CM. P < .05 

Table 10: Beta Coefficients between Efficacy in Classroom Management and Principals’ Transformational 

Leadership Practices. 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Beta Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .347 .023  15.344 .000 

Provides Vision .276 .120 .222 2.303 .022 

Fosters Commitment -.013 .122 -.010 -.108 .914 

Individual Support .158 .113 .115 1.404 .161 

Holds High Performance 

Expectation 

.087 .081 .069 1.078 .282 

P < 0.05. Adjusted R2 = 0.030, F(6,427) = 3.225, p = .004. 

Table 10 shows the unstandardized and standardized beta coefficients of each component variable. Using the 

unstandardized beta coefficients, it is observed that relative to each leadership factor, the practice of providing 

vision positively impacted on tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management ( = .276,  = .022). The derived 

multiple regression value for the model of best fit (R = .166) as shown in table 11 is considered statistically 

significant F(1, 432) = 12.184, P = .001. The adjusted R2 (.025) demonstrates that principals’ leadership practices 

of providing vision (PV) accounted for about (2.5%) of the variance in the full model (3.0%). 

Table 11: Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit between Classroom Management and Transformational 

Leadership practices. 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2      df            F                      P 

Classroom 

Management 

.166a .027 .025    1,432      12.184              .001b 

a. Predictors: (Constant), PV 

b. Dependent Variable: CM    P < .05  

 

7. Discussion of Findings 

7.1.  Leadership Practices that Impact on tutors’ efficacy in student engagement 

Under tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement, the analyses in chapter four ascertained the extent to which 

the total variance in tutors’ efficacy in this area was explained by their perceptions of the transformational 

leadership practices of their college principals. The results of the analysis indicated that principals’ 

transformational leadership practices accounted for about 4.3% of the total variance in tutors’ sense of efficacy in 

student engagement.  The leadership practice of providing vision accounted for 3.3% of the total variance. This 

finding therefore implied that the more principals exercised the transformational leadership practice of providing 

vision, the better they enhance their tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement. 

In contrast to findings of the reviewed studies in the area (Ryan, 2007; Shumate, 2011; Espinoza, 2013; Ling 

et al., 2015; Mehdinezhad and Mansouri, 2015; Short, 2016; and Gkolia et al., 2018), whereas most of these studies 

did not conduct regression analyses on the relationship between the two variables, some of the studies also 

deselected teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement on the basis of factorial extractions. For instance, 

while Ryan (2007) did not conduct regression analysis to ascertain the predictability of principals’ leadership 

practices on teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement, Shumate (2011) too did not conduct such analyses, 

and so did Short (2016).  

Espinoza’s (2013) study used SEM to examine the extent to which the total variance in teachers’ sense of 

efficacy is accounted for by their principals’ transformational leadership practices. However, Espinoza’s (2013) 

study used of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) led to the deselection some factors of principals’ transformational 

leadership practices and teachers’ efficacy in student engagement. Hence, the relationship was not examined in 

the study. Ling and colleagues (2015) also performed multiple regression analyses in their study. But their analyses 

were limited because they only focused on the relationship between teachers’ sense of efficacy in general and 

factors of principals’ transformational leadership practices.  

Similarly, Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2015) also conducted a stepwise regression analyses which only 

identified idealised influence and intellectual stimulation as principals’ leadership practices which predicted 32.1% 
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of the total variance in teachers’ sense of efficacy in general (p.54).  Teachers’ sense of efficacy in student 

engagement was not considered in the analyses. In Gkolia and colleagues’ (2018) study of elementary and 

secondary school teachers in Greece, their analyses also indicated that the general factors of principals’ 

transformational leadership practices predicted 9.0% of the variance in teachers’ efficacy in student engagement 

(Gkolia et al., 2018: 189).  

While the result of this current study is consistent with those of Gkolia and colleagues’ (2018) on the basis 

of the understanding that principals’ leadership practices impacted on teachers’ sense of efficacy in student 

engagement, the percentages of variances between the two studies differed significantly. This could be due to the 

fact that this current study analysed the predictability of tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement based on 

the individual factors of principals’ transformational leadership practices. Gkolia and colleagues (2018) however 

performed their analysis on the basis of how the general factors of principals’ transformational leadership practices 

predicted teachers’ efficacy in student engagement. 

Consequently, the finding of this study is unique and relevant in that: (1) within the wealth of extant literature 

in the area, only this current study demonstrates that principals’ transformational leadership practice of providing 

vision impacts on tutors’ sense of efficacy in student engagement in the studied colleges of education in Ghana. 

The scarcity of studies in this area therefore demonstrates distinctiveness and relevance of this current study to the 

literature in this area. In this way, principals who know that their leadership practice of providing vision positively 

influences tutors’ efficacy in student engagement, can exercise this leadership practice as a means of enhancing 

their tutors’ abilities to create the sort of tutor-student relationships which support effective teaching and motivate 

student learning. 

 

7.2.  Leadership Practices that Impact on tutors’ efficacy in instructional strategies 

Whereas tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies refers to tutors’ beliefs in their ability to organise 

appropriate instructional programmes and achieve desired instructional outcomes, this efficacy factor obtained the 

highest mean score in the analysis on tutors’ assessments of their sense of efficacy. Following the review of 

literature in the area, studies show that teachers with high sense of efficacy in instructional strategies are more 

likely to be effective than those with low sense of efficacy (Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Ross and 

Bruce, 2007: 50; Ross and Gray, 2006). Consequently, if tutors in this study rated themselves to have high sense 

of efficacy in instructional strategies and rated their principals to practice transformational leadership, then how 

much of the total variance in their sense of efficacy in instructional strategies is explained by their principals’ 

transformational leadership practices?  

Findings of this study indicated that while the identified principals’ transformational leadership practices 

explained about 2.1% of the variability in tutors’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies, the specific leadership 

practice of holding higher performance expectations accounted for 1.5% of the total variance. This result suggested 

that the more principals exercised the leadership style of holding higher performance expectations in the studied 

colleges of education, the more tutors were likely to develop their sense of efficacies in instructional strategies. 

The leadership practice of holding higher performance expectations involves principals’ actions such as: insistence 

on best performance from tutors; reminding tutors of the higher expectations that are expected of them as 

professionals; and letting tutors know that second best performance will not be tolerated (Jantzi and Leithwood, 

1996: 534). 

Within the wider context of research studies in the area (e.g. Ryan, 2007; Espinoza, 2013; Shumate, 2011; 

Ling et al., 2015; Mehdinezhad and Mansouri, 2015; Short, 2016; and Gkolia et al., 2018), it was observed that 

none of these studies examined the relationship between these variables except the studies conducted by Espinoza 

(2013) and Gkolia and colleagues (2018). In Espinoza’s (2013) study, while findings indicated that principals 

influenced their teachers’ sense of efficacy through leadership practices such as setting directions, holding high 

performance expectations and providing individual support, the practice of setting directions (or providing vision) 

accounted for about 8.0% of the total variance in teachers’ efficacy in instructional strategies (see, Espinoza, 2013: 

90-91). In Gkolia and colleagues’ (2018) study, the general factors of principals’ transformational leadership 

accounted for 8.0% of the total variance in teachers’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies (p.189). 

Although consistent with the findings of this current study, the degrees of impact (8%) as found in Espinoza’s 

(2013) and Gkolia and colleagues’ (2018) are by contrast larger than those of this study (1.5%). Whereas Gkolia 

and colleagues’ (2018) used all the factors of transformational leadership to predict teachers’ efficacy in 

instructional strategies, it is also important to note that in Espinoza’s (2013) study, the leadership practices of 

setting directions and providing individual support other than ‘holding high performance expectations’ predicted 

7.0% of the variance in teachers’ sense of efficacy in instructional strategies. 

The reason for the stark differences in the percentage of impact in the findings of this current study and 

Espinoza’s (2013) study could be due to the differences in institutional context. Espinoza (2013) conducted his 

study in elementary and secondary schools. Principals in elementary and secondary schools are more likely to have 

direct effects on their teachers’ instructional strategies because of the relatively small sizes of these schools. The 
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small size of a school (in terms of its population) allow for direct daily encounters between students, teachers and 

principals. Such direct daily encounters create opportunities for principals to influence teachers in their respective 

tasks. Secondly, principals of basic schools also have relatively shared expertise in the curriculum of the school, 

and hence, can provide instructional support and leadership to teachers through instructional supervision, the 

provision of feedback and the resources teachers need for effective teaching. This explained why Jantzi and 

Leithwood (1996: 522) observed that small schools offer greater opportunities for teachers and school leaders to 

work together closely and thus, provide teachers with the evidence necessary to form perceptions of leadership. 

The situation is however different in tertiary institutions which are relatively bigger with complex 

administrative systems. Within tertiary institutions like the colleges of education in Ghana, principals may not 

possess the sort of tutor professional expertise that support effective and efficient delivery of instructional tasks. 

Principals in these colleges only play administrative roles as heads of institutions, and do not have direct daily 

classroom encounters with tutors. In this way, the degree of their leadership effects on tutors’ efficacy in 

instructional strategies is limited in contrast to those in elementary, middle and secondary schools. Yet, the 

understanding that principals’ leadership practice of holding high performance expectations impacted on tutors’ 

sense of efficacy in instructional strategies in the studied colleges of education, albeit the degree, was in itself 

unique and significant. Thus, principals who know that their leadership practice of holding high performance 

expectations contributes about 1.5% in enhancing their tutors’ efficacy in instructional strategies, may align their 

leadership practices in this way as means of facilitating tutor efficacy in this area.  

 

7.3.  Leadership Practices that Impact on tutors’ efficacy in classroom management 

While tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management concerns the extent to which they belief in their ability 

to create the appropriate classroom environment that support effective teaching and learning, this efficacy factor 

involves tutors’ beliefs such as: ‘their ability to control disruptive behaviours in the classroom; make known to 

students expectations of good classroom behaviour; establish routines to ensure smooth running of classroom 

activities; get students to follow classroom regulations; keep problem students from ruining class activities; and 

effectively responding to defiant students’ (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001).  

In the analysis on tutors’ assessments of their sense of efficacy in this study, efficacy in classroom 

management obtained the second highest mean score. By implication, this suggested that tutors in the studied 

colleges of education believed in their ability to create the classroom environment which support and sustain 

effective teaching and learning. This is vital because Leithwood and Jantzi (1999: 457) indicated that teachers 

make substantial contribution to student learning and academic achievements through their ability to create the 

appropriate classroom conditions that support effective teaching and learning. If tutors in these studied colleges 

rated themselves to be above average in their sense of efficacy in classroom management, then do their principals’ 

transformational leadership practices contribute to enhancing this efficacy variable? 

Findings of the study indicated that principals’ transformational leadership practices accounted for 3% of the 

total variance in tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management. Out of this percentage, the practice of 

providing vision accounted for 2.5% of the variance. Situating these findings within the context of extant research 

studies in the area (Ryan, 2007; Espinoza, 2013; Shumate, 2011; Ling et al., 2015; Mehdinezhad and Mansouri, 

2015; Short, 2016; and Gkolia et al., 2018), none of the studies performed analyses of this nature except the study 

conducted by Espinoza (2013). Findings from Espinoza’s (2013) study indicated that 10% of the total variance in 

teachers’ efficacy in classroom management was explained by their principals’ transformational leadership 

practices of setting direction and redesigning the organisation (Espinoza, 2013: 77). The practice of setting 

directions/providing vision however accounted for 9.0% of the total variance. 

In this way, the result of this current study was to some extent consistent with that of Espinoza’s (2013) study, 

albeit the differences in the degrees of impact which could be attributed to the differences in institutional context 

in which each research was conducted. The consistency of findings is derived from the fact that both studies 

identified the leadership practice of setting directions/providing vision as consequential. As mentioned earlier, the 

institutional size and context sometimes determine the extent to which principals’ transformational leadership 

practices influence teachers’ performance (see, Jantzi and Leithwood, 1996: 520). Tertiary institutions always 

operate within complex administrative structures in contrast to elementary and high schools. 

For instance, the organogram of leadership in the colleges of education in Ghana is a complex one. It has the 

principal of the college, followed by two vice principals (academic and administration), different faculty or 

departmental heads. Within the teaching staff, there are different ranks as well: chief tutor, principal tutor, senior 

tutor and tutor (see, The Harmonised Scheme of Service for Colleges of Education in Ghana, 2013). This different 

administrative structure reflects a chain of leadership which rarely support direct principal-tutor leadership 

relationships at the classroom level. Besides, tutors of these colleges are also professionals who hold unique 

expertise in their respective fields. So, principals may not have the expertise to influence tutors’ classroom 

management practices, the complex administrative character of these colleges do not also support direct principal 

leadership interventions in classroom management. Hence, the understanding that their leadership practice of 



Journal of Education and Practice                                                                                                                                                      www.iiste.org 

ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper)   ISSN 2222-288X (Online)  

Vol.11, No.3, 2020 

 

38 

providing vision accounted for 2.5% of the variance in tutors’ efficacy in classroom management was significant 

as it may provide leadership guidance to principals in respect of tutors’ sense of efficacy in classroom management. 

 

8. Implications of the Study 

First of all, the perceptions principals have about their own leadership practices and how these influence tutors’ 

performance and contribute to achieving college goals may not always be coterminous with the perceptions of 

their tutors. Where this state affair exists, it could create the principal-tutor disengagements which impede the sort 

of productive relationships that support principal-tutor collaborative efforts in response to college goals. This study 

therefore offers to principals, tutors’ views about their transformational leadership practices and how these impact 

on their performances. The results of this study can therefore help principals foster better leadership relationships 

with their tutors as an effective means to enhancing their performance.  

Secondly, the establishment of strong positive statistically significant relationships between all three factors 

of tutors’ sense of efficacy and most of the  of the factors of principals’ transformational leadership practices 

implied linear variations between them. Thus, this study together with extant research findings showed that there 

are positive statistically relationships between principals’ transformational leadership practices of providing vision, 

fostering commitment, providing individual support, intellectual stimulation and holding high performance 

expectations and tutors’/teachers’ sense of efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom 

management. Since high high students’ performance and performance and academic achievement are the ultimate 

goals of every school or college, it is important that principals know the extent to which their leadership practices 

potentially influence tutors’ performance and student learning. Hence, principals’ knowledge of these six factors 

of transformational leadership and how they influence their tutors’ sense of efficacy, could consciously exercise 

them to enhance tutor performance. 

Thirdly, the study also demonstrated that principals’ transformational leadership practices such as: providing 

vision and holding high performance expectations predominantly produced the most effects on tutors’ sense of 

efficacy in student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management. Whereas the leadership 

practice of providing vision involves practices such as: ‘setting directions and establishing goals, setting directions 

and establishing goals, identifying new opportunities for the school, developing, articulating and inspiring teachers 

to share in the vision for the school, principals who actively exercise this leadership practice may enable tutors to 

see the clear direction they want their colleges to go. In this way, principals who engage in the leadership practice 

of providing vision may may enable tutors to see the corporate way forward and the commitments that are that are 

needed for achieving shared college goals. 

Having a clearer college vision and sense of direction and sense of direction also sets the standards for best 

performance. Consequently, this study could help practitioners and stakeholders in education to channel resources 

towards workshops and professional development programs that focus on transformational leadership practices. 

Such professional development programs and workshops could be geared toward enabling school leaders and 

principals to acquire the requisite skills and knowledge on how to clearly define the visions of their schools and 

colleges. This is because principals with such knowledge will be able to work with their tutors to clearly develop 

and articulate their college vision in ways that inspire, motivate and galvanise tutors to work towards the 

achievement of such  goals with enthusiasm. 

Last but not least, the findings of this study contribute to advancing the literature on educational leadership 

and the effects of transformational leadership as a multidimension model of leadership in the administration of 

colleges and schools. Even though the results of this study are to some extent consistent with findings of previous 

research studies in the area, there is scarcity in research studies which particularly focus on the impact of principals’ 

transformational leadership practices on tutors’ sense of efficacy in tertiary institutions. Findings of this current 

study therefore contribute to the literature in this area. 

 

9. Limitations of the Study  

The first limitation deals with the sampling used for the study. Denscombe (2014) indicates that ‘reliance on 

findings from a sub-section of the total research population inevitably opens up the prospects that another sample 

from the same population might produce slightly different findings’ (p.52). Even though cluster sampling 

procedures were carefully followed to select the representative sample of 629 tutors for the study, sampling brings 

with it some levels of uncertainty when it comes to generalising findings on whole populations. 

Secondly, the study also used questionnaires for data collection. This brings with it some potential limitations. 

While the study used the 24 items of the TSES and the 24 items of the PLQ to garner data on tutors’ assessments 

of their self-efficacy beliefs and perceptions of their principals’ leadership practices respectively, such pre-coded 

questions always bring with them a structure. As Denscombe (2014) put it, questionnaires by their very nature 

impose a structure ‘on responses in a way that reflects the researcher’s thinking rather than the respondents’ (p.181). 

Although good and carefully constructed questionnaire may minimise the prospects of this problem, there is always 

the danger that options open to respondents may represent more of the researcher’s perspectives (Denscombe, 
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2014). 

Last but not least, the study examined tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership 

practices using only the six factors of the principal leadership questionnaire (PLQ): that is, providing vision, 

fostering commitment, modelling best behaviour, providing individual support, intellectual stimulation and 

holding high performance expectations. Principals of the studied colleges may also exercise other transformational 

leadership behaviours that are not covered by the PLQ construct. There are other instruments for measuring 

transformational leadership practices such as the MLQ and NSLS among others. These instruments measure other 

aspects of transformational leadership that are not constitutive of the PLQ. Consequently, limiting tutors’ 

perceptions of their principals’ transformational leadership practices to the six factors of the PLQ may have 

excluded other leadership practices that are worthy of note and analysis. 

 

10. Recommendations 

First of all, by using the six factors of the PLQ to measure tutors’ perceptions of their principals’ transformational 

leadership practices, it is possible that these principals exercised other forms of leadership behaviours that 

enhanced their tutors’ sense of efficacy. So, a follow-up study that uses qualitative methods such as interviews and 

focus groups may help uncover other leadership practices in this direction. This could also be done with the use of 

mixed methods research designs which allow for the triangulation of research findings.  

Secondly, a study which further investigates the perceptions of principals on their own leadership practices 

and self-efficacy beliefs is recommended.  It is true that tutors form their perceptions of the leadership practices 

of their college principals through their experience of leadership. It is also true that these perceptions influence 

tutors’ belief in their capability to organise instructional programmes and achieve intended outcomes. However, 

since perceptions are subjective in nature, a study that measures the way principals perceive their own leadership 

practices on the one hand and compares these perceptions with those of their tutors on the other, may offer a deeper 

and holistic picture on the subject on perceptions of principals’ transformational leadership practices. 
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