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ABSTRACT

This study aims: (1) to validate three constructs: instructional leadership (IL),
teacher collective efficacy (TCE), and teacher commitment (TC); (2) to examine the
overall levels of these variables perceived by teachers; (3) to compare the levels of
variables; (4) to examine their relationships; and (5) to analyze the impact of
independent variable (IL) on the dependent variable (TC) through a mediating variable
(TCE). A sample of 619 secondary resource school teachers was selected using simple
random sampling. The study employed quantitative approach including exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) to validate the sub-constructs in the Cambodian context, followed
by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess convergent and discriminant validity.
Data were also analyzed using descriptive statistics, inferential statistics, and structural
equation modeling (SEM).

The key findings were summarized as follows:

1. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of study variables in Cambodian context
displayed that IL emerged to two sub-factors: establishing a school mission (SM) and
developing a positive learning climate (PLC). Teacher commitment (TC) was reduced
to two sub-factors: teacher commitment to organization/school (TCO) and commitment
to teaching (TCT). TCE was reduced to a single dimensional factor. Factor loadings for
all 5 sub-factors were higher than 0.5, indicating that items have strong relationship
with underlying factors. These findings supported the construct validity of each factor.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirmed convergent and discriminant validity as
well as indicated measurement model fits the empirical data very well (y* (485) =
923.78, p <0.001, CFI=0.94, TLI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.040, RMSEA = 0.046).

2.The results of descriptive statistics showed teachers perceived high grand
mean scores for all variables: IL (M =4.13), TC (M =4.40), and TCE (M = 3.84).

3. The results of casual-comparative design showed that teachers in the Coastal
and Sea regions rated their principals’ ability to create school mission higher than those
in the Central Plain region, but teachers in three regions perceived no significant
differences in their directors’ ability to develop positive school learning climate.
Moreover, teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions also reported higher commitment to
teaching than those in the Central Plain region.

4. Pearson correlation analysis indicated significant positive correlation between

five components with coefficients ranging from » = 0.37 to » = 0.49 (p < 0.001).



5. This study employed both multiple regressions analysis and structural
equation modeling within a correlational study resign. Multiple regressions were
employed to assess direct relationships among key variables, offering an initial
understanding of predictive effects. Results showed that IL significantly predicted
teacher commitment to teaching (Adjusted R* = 0.206, F(5, 613) = 33.026, p < 0.001)
and commitment to school (Adjusted R* = 0.283, F(5, 613) = 49.683, p < 0.001).
Additionally, the IL significantly predicted teacher collective efficacy F(2, 616) =
87.142, p <0.0001, Adjusted R2=0.218). To further explore the complex
relationships among these variables, SEM was conducted and demonstrated that TCE
mediated the relationship between IL and teacher commitment. IL had effects on
teacher commitment both directly (B = 0.365, p < 0.001) and indirectly mediated by
teacher collective efficacy (B = 0.430, p < 0.001). The structural equation model
revealed an acceptable good fit (¥*(439) = 1129.53, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.050; CFI =
0.94; TLI = 0.92; and SRMR = 0.060).

Keywords: Instructional Leadership, Teacher Commitment, Teacher Collective

Efficacy, Secondary Resource Schools
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This section outlines the logical progression. First, the background discusses
learning crisis characterized by high dropout rate and low learning achievement. To
solve this critical issue, the effects of leadership styles on teacher attitudinal outcomes
including teacher commitment and collective efficacy, and the efforts made by the
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sport have been well-documented. The prior
literature indicates that these three key psychological constructs have positive impacts
on student learning achievement. Second, the research problem is stated focusing on
both low levels of teachers’ commitment in Cambodia and the limited studies on three
constructs in Asian countries as well as Cambodian nation. Third, the research
objectives and questions are raised to address the stated problem, and the conceptual
framework is developed for the present study drawing on both the previous correlational
research designs and theoretical perspectives. The empirical studies have primarily
paired the two variables for example, instructional leadership and teacher commitment;
instructional leadership and collective efficacy; teacher commitment and collective
efficacy. Based on this, the researcher is able to frame the relationship between
instructional leadership, teacher commitment and collective efficacy simultaneously.
The definitions of the study variables, significance of the study are also highlighted in

this section.

1.1 Background of the Study

A learning crisis engulfs the education institutions of developing nations,
preventing them from achieving sustainable development goal 4. This mainly
characterized by two key terms including high dropout rates and low student learning
achievement (Garg, 20924). The Sub-Saharan region has the highest secondary
education dropout rates, at 37.5%, followed by South Asia at 15.5% and the Middle
East at 11%, (Mnyawami et al., 2022). According to Ministry of Education Youth and
Sport (MoEYS), the completion rates of primary and lower secondary students in
Cambodia were 79.9% and 42.6%, respectively. In addition to this, the results of the
grade eight national tests administered in the academic year 2013—-2014 demonstrated
that eighth graders nationwide were able to correctly answer the questions in

mathematics (44%), physics (52.8%), and Khmer language (55.6%). According to
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PISA-D scores, only 8% of 15 year-old students could read at a basic level, while only
10% and 5% of 15 year-old children could achieve this basic level in math and science
respectively (MoEY'S, 2018).

Leadership styles and teacher’s attitudes play very important roles in addressing
this learning crisis. According to several studies (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018; Flessa et al.,
2017; Hallinger et al., 2017; Huber et al., 2017), school leadership styles impact
teachers, student learning achievement as well as the teaching processes. Thus,
enhancing the quality of education requires a strong emphasis on the leadership styles of
school principals, teacher commitment, and teacher collective efficacy. Goddar, Hoy
and Hoy (2004) claimed that teacher collective efficacy enhance teacher commitment to
school goals and increase student academic achievement. Some studies indicate that
perceived collective efficacy has strong relationship with student achievement in
schools (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000). Furthermore, research has demonstrated
a connection between student learning achievement and instructors’ commitment (Park,
2005; Shahzad & Naureen, 2017).  Despite the critical role of teacher commitment in
enhancing learning outcomes, research has revealed a lack of commitment among
Cambodian teachers. There were instances of teachers missing work, as well as a high
number of tardy (Bray et al., 2018). According to research, teacher commitment is
critical to the success and sustainability of education reform, as well as the effectiveness
of schools. It also has an impact on teacher performance, teacher turnover, and student
learning (Dee et al., 2006; Park, 2005). Additionally, Firestone and Pennell (1993) as
well as Smylie (1990) asserted that at least six key workplace variables—teacher
efficacy and autonomy, participation, feedback, teamwork, learning opportunities, and
resources—could influence teachers’ commitment.

Teacher commitment and leadership are the key factors in addressing low
learning achievement and ensuring school success. Given the critical role of
commitment to teaching in school improvement and student academic achievement
(Dannetta, 2002) and the strong relationship between students’ learning achievement
and teacher commitment to their teaching profession, school, and to students (Altun,
2017, Firestone & Rosenblum 1988), achieving quality education is impossible without
motivated and truly committed teaching staff (Manning & Patterson, 2005; Rikard,
1999). According to Cheung (2008), pupils who have highly effective teachers exhibit
high levels of academic accomplishment, autonomy, motivation, and a strong belief in

their own efficacy. Furthermore, research has shown that proficient leadership and
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management in schools have a positive impact on students’ academic progress and
performance (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2012; Morefeild, 2007). According to a meta-
analysis by Robinson et al. (2008), transformational leadership had an average influence
on student outcomes that was three to four times smaller than that of instructional
leadership.

Various leadership styles impact teachers’ attitudinal outcomes such as affective
commitment, job satisfaction, employment engagement, and organizational
commitment (Hoch, 2018). While authentic leadership has a positive correlation with
engagement and job satisfaction (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011; Wong et al., 2010),
transformational leadership influences followers through value internalization and work
engagement (Bono & Judge, 2003), and is strongly associated with follower
engagement and job satisfaction (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Authentic leadership has
positive correlation with performance (Clapp-Smith et al. 2009; Walumbwa et al. 2008),
psychological empowerment (Walumbwa et al. 2010), organizational citizenship
behavior (Peus et al. 2012; Walumbwa et al. 2008, 2010), trust in management (Clapp-
Smith et al. 2009, Walumbwa et al. 2010), organizational commitment (Peus et al.
2012), and with work engagement (Walumbwa et al. 2010). Furthermore, studies have
found that servant leadership (Chan & Mak, 2014) and ethical leadership (Den Hartog
& Belschak, 2012; Neubert, Carlson et al., 2009) positively correlate with engagement
and job satisfaction, while instructional leadership increases collective teacher efficacy
(Calik et al., 2012; Fancera & Bliss, 2011; Goddard et al., 2015; Hallinger et al., 2016).

In order to better align the school with its aims and objectives, boost teacher
motivation, and improve student achievement, school leaders employ a variety of
leadership philosophies (Arar & Abu Nasra, 2019; Bellibas & Liu, 2018). Therefore,
further research on affect-related mediators is necessary to fully understand how
instructional school leadership enhances teachers’ commitment, collective efficacy and
motivation. For instance, since the theoretical research indicates that transformational
leadership encourages a positive emotional development in followers, we recommend
that instructors’ emotional experiences warrant particular consideration (Bass, 1985).
According to research by Goddard et al. (2004), instructors who have high self-efficacy
views are considerably more adept at using classroom management strategies than those
who have low self-efficacy beliefs.

However, a few studies examined the relationship between instructional

leadership behaviors and teacher self-efficacy (Calik et al., 2012; Fackler & Malmberg,
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2016). In fact, Calik et al. (2012) discovered that self-efficacy and collective efficacy
were positively and significantly impacted by instructional leadership. Teachers that
exhibit low instructional self-efficacy are actually less committed to their work
(Bandura, 1997). A growing body of empirical research on instructional leadership has
emerged only recently from developing societies in Asia, Africa, and Latin America
(Bellibas et al., 2016; Bush, 2013; Fromm et al., 2016; Walker & Hallinger, 2015),
despite the fact that the field of instructional leadership has changed significantly over
the past few decades in Western societies (e.g., Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Wang,
2015; Leithwood et al., 2010; Marks & Printy, 2003; Robinson, 2006). Hallinger and
colleagues (2018a) noted that most Malaysian studies on instructional leadership adhere
to a basic conceptual model that solely employs descriptive statistics and correlational
analysis. Such a narrow statistical analysis may limit the ability of studies to produce
more comprehensive results.

While a few studies conducted on the interrelation of instructional leadership,
teacher commitment and collective efficacy, emerging researches indicate a positive
among these constructs and their collective effects on teacher engagement and student
learning achievement. In fact, a growing body of research on the related notion of
academic optimism (Hoy, 2008; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006) empirically supports the idea
that principals who exhibit achievement-directed actions and express positive efficacy
beliefs might boost teacher engagement. Moreover, research conducted by Hallinger et
al. (2018b) has shown that there is a positive association between principle instructional
leadership and teacher commitment among Iranian primary school teachers and school
administrators. The study’s conclusions support past studies that demonstrated a
significant relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and improved student
accomplishment. Teachers’ passion, commitment, and instructional methods impacted
this relationship (Mojavezi & Tamiz, 2012; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tournaki
& Podell, 2005; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). Research on how teacher collective
efficacy mediates the relationship between teacher commitment and instructional
leadership, however, was scant.

In the majority of countries, including Cambodia, efforts have been made to
train younger generations to deal with economic globalization, developments, and
international competitiveness (Cheong & Mok, 2007; Hang, 2018; Li et al., 2016).
National and local governments have implemented educational changes and made

efforts to enhance the efficiency of school systems. A reasonable salary can make
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teachers stop having second careers, which in turn allows them to have more time to
focus on research to update their knowledge and teaching methodology (Rautakivi et al.,
2019). The Cambodian government has made constant significant efforts to increase
education expenditures and made reforms in order to produce engaged, productive,
responsible, and global citizens who are able to respond to the social, political, and
economic needs of the future (Council of Ministries, 2015).

Despite this, Cambodia has continued to struggle with the challenges of a
learning crisis. In 2018, the enrollment rate for lower secondary schools was 55%,
despite the fact that the enrollment rate for primary schools had climbed to 98%. As a
matter of fact, Cambodia’s educational system has been plagued by a high dropout rate
during the transitional cycles that occur between different levels of academic
instruction. According to Bredenberg (2018), Chea and Ogawa (2020), and the Ministry
of Education and Youth Sport (2018), even though there was no change in the
magnitude of dropouts in the sector, the dropout rates at the upper secondary school
level have actually increased dramatically. According to Chea and Ogawa’s 2020
research, the national assessment conducted in 2013 revealed that the majority of
students, 66%, scored below the basic level of writing proficiency, while 39% scored
below the basic level of reading proficiency. Furthermore, less than 10% of students
aged 15 were able to achieve the standard of reading and mathematical competence.

Despite the vital role of leadership in influencing student learning achievement,
there is limited research conducted in Asian countries. There is a lot of evidence that
good leadership and management are important for achieving higher levels of education
in global education system as well as Cambodian nation (MoEYS, 2014; OECD, 2009).
The concept of instructional leadership has been increasingly included into the role set
of principalship all around the world over the course of the previous half-century
(Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Walker & Hallinger, 2015). Empirical studies of
instructional leadership have only recently begun to emerge from developing societies
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America (e.g. Bellibas et al., 2016; Fromm et al., 2016;
Walker & Hallinger, 2015), despite the fact that the knowledge base on instructional
leadership has undergone significant development over the course of the past several
decades in Western societies (Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Leithwood et
al., 2010; Robinson, 2006). The majority of principals believe that instructional
leadership can be utilized since it is centered on enhancing the outcomes of student

accomplishment (Yunita, 2015). Additionally, instructional leadership has garnered a
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lot of attention in the context of Chinese schools (Liu & Hallinger, 2021; Ng et al.,
2015). Ma and Marion (2021) and Zheng et al. (2019) are two examples of studies that
have focused on instructional leadership, teacher commitment, and self-efficacy among
elementary or high school teachers in mainland China. The majority of these studies
came from mainland China. According to Rizkita and Supriyanto’s research from 2020,
the leadership role of principals in Indonesia has not been focused on managing the
teaching and learning process in order to improve the school’s status. This is in contrast

to the situation in Malaysia.

1.2 Statements of the Problem

The primary objectives of the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) are to
establish a society that is peaceful, politically stable, and secure. It seeks to achieve this
by adhering to a path of sustainable and equitable development. Additionally, it
endeavors to educate and cultivate its people so that they can live in harmony within
their families and throughout society as a whole (MoEY, 2019). Pentagons are
Cambodia’s five strategic objectives, which are growth, employment, equity, efficiency,
and sustainability (RGC, 2018). Cambodia’s goal is to achieve the status of an upper-
middle-income country by the year 2030 and a high-income country by the year 2050.
Consequently, in order to effectively respond to these strategic objectives, it is essential
to make investments in the development of human capital. One of the most important
strategic pentagons is human capital development, which focuses on five important
aspects: (a) the improvement of the quality of education, sports, science, and
technology; (b) the training of technical skills; (c) the enhancement of people’s health
and well-being; (d) the strengthening of social protection systems and food systems; and
(e) the improvement of the quality of citizenship in a highly civilized society that is
characterized by morality, equity, and inclusiveness (RGC, 2023).

The Royal Government of Cambodia has worked hard to reach its goals and
strategic objectives. It has increased spending on education and made reforms to create
engaged, productive, responsible, global citizens who can meet the social, political, and
economic needs of the future (Council of Ministries, 2015). It has also listened to
Cambodian teachers who said the government should raise salaries to keep up with the
rising cost of living and to provide teachers with reasonable pay so they don’t have to
work second jobs and have more time to do research to improve their teaching methods

and knowledge (Rautakivi et al., 2019).



An investigation revealed that Cambodian educators exhibited a low level of
commitment. Bray et al. (2018) reported that teachers were occasionally absent from
school and frequently arrived late to class. There is a significant amount of time lost and
a lack of attention among Cambodian pupils, which result in learning possibilities that
are not comparable to those in PISA-D countries (MoEYS, 2018). The interviewees
believed that their low pay justified a lack of attention to their government classes, and
some of the teachers mentioned that in addition to their schoolwork, they had other
professions, such as running enterprises, raising animals, or working as tour guides.
Despite the fact that the teachers did not directly acknowledge the impact of their
absenteeism and tardiness had influence on their teachings, they did confess that they
were commonly unable to complete the syllabus during standard hours. The major
unspoken message from teachers in the hidden curriculum was that other commitments
could be valued more highly than teaching and learning during government school
hours (Bray, et al., 2018). A study that was carried out in Cambodia revealed that
teachers in government classrooms in Cambodia performed tricks on their students by
making fewer attempts, providing fewer additional materials or exercises, and giving
fewer exercises than they did in private tutoring sessions. On the other hand, the
teachers in the government schools did not complete the curriculum or perform any
activities. The majority of teachers carried out their duties in the government hours with
a lack of passion, concern, and excitement toward their work. As a result of their haste
to complete the curriculum, they did not make any effort to ensure that the students
understood the materials (Bray et al., 2018).

On the other hand, the above mention of teacher behaviors are the complete
opposite of those exhibited by a committed teacher. In fact, a committed teacher is
likely to: (a) be less tardy, work harder, and be less inclined to leave the workplace; (b)
devote more time to extracurricular activities in order to accomplish the goals of the
school and school system; (c) perform work better; (d) influence student achievement;
(e) believe in and act upon the goals of the schools and system; (f) exert efforts beyond
personal interest; and (g) intend to remain a member of the school system (Reyes,
1990).

Teachers with poor levels of commitment often exhibit low teaching
performance, and remain a big issue in their teaching profession. According to the
research that has been conducted, a low level of commitment to teaching among

instructors is a problem that the teaching profession is confronting in many countries.
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Despite the widespread recognition of the value of teachers’ dedication, this issue
persists. Research conducted by Billingsley (2004), Ruhland (2001), and Tait (2008)
has shown that a significant factor in influencing teacher turnover is a teacher’s level of
dedication to their profession. High rates of teacher turnover, which include quits,
absences, and instructors who are unhappy or unmotivated, show that people don’t care
much about teaching, as shown by the high rates of teacher turnover (Macdonald 1999;
Mulkeen et al. 2007).

Instructional leadership play very important role in enhancing teachers’
attitudinal outcome including teacher job satisfaction (Bellibas, and Liu, 2017), job
performance (Namutebi, 2019; Tatlah et al., 2019), commitment (Sarikaya, & Erdogan,
2016) and collective efficacy (Cansoy & Parlar, 2018). However, there have been few
studies on the relationship between instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy
and commitment mainly in Asian countries (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018; Hosseingholizadeh,
et al., 2023; Cansoy et al., 2022). Moreover, Hallinger and Walker (2017) found that
principals generally have less authority over the curriculum of their schools when they
studied five Asian societies: China, Taiwan, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam. These
societies constrain the instructional leadership role of curriculum coordination, as
suggested by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). Similarly, the Cambodian educational
system provides limited authority for school principals over the curriculum. Therefore,
conducting the present study on the relationship of instructional leadership, teacher
commitment and collective efficacy within Cambodian context is both needed and
relevant.

In conclusion, the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) aims to make
Cambodia a peaceful and stable nation by promoting long-term growth and focusing on
the improvement of human capital through education and other means. Although the
government has increased expenditure and made new reforms in education, Cambodian
teachers are not very committed, as shown by the fact that many of them miss daily
work, lose their teaching and student learning hours, and don’t try their best during
school hours. Such teaching behaviors negatively affect students learning achievement.
Inadequate wage and the need for teachers to seek second jobs exacerbate this lack of
commitment as they may be more committed to this additional employment. These
issues make it hard for teachers to be accountable and make their teachings less
effective, which stops schools from reaching their goals. It has been demonstrated that

instructional leadership have positive effects on teacher commitment and performance.
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However, a few studies have been conducted in Cambodian context. The purpose of this
study is to look into the link between instructional leadership, teacher commitment, and
collective efficacy in Cambodia. It is important to do more research into these

relationships because school principals don’t have much control over the curriculum.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
The objectives of correlational research design are fivefold

1. To validate the scales of instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy
and teacher commitment using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis.

2. To examine the levels of directors’ instructional leadership, teacher collective
efficacy, and teacher commitment as perceived by teachers.

3. To compare teachers’ perceptions of directors’ instructional leadership,
teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment across different regions.

4. To examine the relationships between instructional leadership, teacher
collective efficacy and teacher commitment.

5. To investigate the structural relationships and effect sizes of directors’
instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy on teacher commitment as

examined through multiple regressions and structural equation modeling.

1.4 Research Questions

This research aims to validate the measurement instruments for instructional
leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment within Cambodian
educational context and to understand teachers’ perceptions of instructional leadership
and commitment, as well as collective efficacy and to explore how these perceptions
differ across regions as well as the correlations between these key elements.

1. How can initial tools of instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and
teacher commitment be validated in the Cambodian context using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis?

2. To what extent do teachers perceive directors’ instructional leadership, as well as
their own collective efficacy and commitment?

3. How do teachers’ perceptions of directors’ instructional leadership, their own
collective efficacy, and commitment differ across regions?

4. What are the relationships among measures of instructional leadership

components, teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment?



5. What are the structural relationships and effect sizes of directors’ instructional
leadership and teacher collective efficacy on teacher commitment, as examined

through multiple regressions and structural equation modeling?

1.5 Significance of the Study

According to House (1996), the path-goal theory investigates the dynamic
interaction that occurs between nominally appointed superiors and subordinates in the
course of everyday operations. More specifically, the theory focuses on the ways in
which leaders impact the commitment and sense of self of their subordinates. The
purpose of this study is to provide more empirical support for the essential
characteristics that influence teacher commitment. More specifically, the study
investigates the impact of instructional leadership on teacher commitment, with
collective efficacy serving as a mediator. In doing so, it makes a significant contribution
to the existing body of literature by providing vital new insights.

In the context of Cambodia, where there is a paucity of research on instructional
leadership and where the management of the school curriculum continues to be heavily
centralized, the study plays a particularly important role. It is vital to do this research in
order to discover effective leadership models inside Cambodia’s education system,
which will result in the discovery of viable development pathways. The Ministry of
Education, Youth, and Sport (MoEYS) and other educational institutions can utilize the
scientific findings from this study to formulate leadership policies. Furthermore, the
research will encourage the adoption of evidence-based current leadership styles,
thereby enhancing the leadership skills of educational leaders, particularly school
directors. This research will also be helpful for teacher training institutions that offer
training for teachers and school directors, as it will serve as a resource for the
development of school leadership programs that incorporate both theoretical and
practical aspects of instructional leadership. Educational institutions that give training
for teachers and educational leaders will find this research to be relevant. The
educational leaders who participate in this program will have the opportunity to get a
more in-depth understanding of how to put the concepts of instructional leadership into
practice in actual school settings.

Additionally, the findings provide school administrators and policymakers with
actionable ideas to integrate instructional leadership strategies into their respective

school operations. This may result in the development of a robust leadership style at the
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national level, which will support high-quality instruction and improve the educational
experience for students at all levels. It is possible that this will be the case.

The findings of the study are particularly relevant to policymakers in Cambodia
and other contexts that are analogous, with the goal of improving school leadership and
nurturing a positive school atmosphere. This final point holds significant importance.
The findings of this research will contribute to the improvement of teacher attitudes,
teaching quality, and eventually, the outcomes of student learning. The enhancement of

principals’ leadership capacities will accomplish this.

1.6 Scope and Limitations of the Study

There are a few caveats in this study that warrant consideration. Due to the fact
that this study initially employed a survey methodology, it is possible that the researcher
and respondents did not discuss any concerns regarding the collecting of data. As a
result, the researcher recommends performing additional study in this area and
increasing the number of times that we communicate with respondents. Second,
although the sample size of this study was 619 participants, it was nevertheless
determined to be significant small with only 12 schools. Therefore, we recommend that
future studies consider a larger sample size. Third, there might be bias as participants
might be informed that the surveys are for research purpose rather than for
administrative reasons, so they may offer socially desirable responses, skewing the data,
and less honest compared to those of administrative purposes.

Korsgaard, Schweger, and Sapienza (2004) also informed the people who filled
out the surveys that the purpose of them was research, which may not have led to as
much self-improvement as collecting data for administrative reasons. Fourth, there is a
possibility that some members of the teaching staff have preconceived views and
expectations regarding the manner in which their principal ought to lead. This could
cause them to evaluate their principal’s leadership in a negative manner in an effort to
exact revenge and blacklist their principal. Fifth, some respondents may simply provide
their answers to the questions in order to turn in the instruments rather than providing
truthful thoughts.

Additionally, some educators may have provided a higher commitment rating in
an attempt to gain favor with their principal and themselves. All of these undesirable
actions could distort the validity and reliability of the instrument. Furthermore, some

expressed hesitation to complete the questionnaire out of concern that their principal
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would review and note their responses, which would have an impact on their yearly
performance report. Additionally, diverse cultural and international contexts may limit
the generalizability of the results. Because the values of the participants in this study
may not exactly represent those of other countries, it is uncertain whether the findings
will have the same implications for teachers in diverse cultural environments. To fully
comprehend, many of the constructs addressed in the study, comparative studies across

cultures and schools in various divisions or areas are required.

1.7 Conceptual Framework

Instructional Leadership Teacher Collective Teacher
Efficacy Commitment

e Create a school

Mission
e Manage Instructional > * Group '
Program : competency e Commitment
o Task S to school

e Commitment
Difficulties to students

e Develop a positive
school learning
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(Hallinger& Murphy, (Goddard, 2015) to teaching
1985). (Firestone &

\ 4

Rosenblum, 1988)

Figurel.1: Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework of this present study is grounded on both empirical
studies and some relevant theoretical perspectives. The researcher attempted to review
previous studies that investigated two-variable relationships among the three key
variables such as (1) the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher
collective efficacy; (2) the link between instructional leadership and teacher
commitment; and (3) the relationship between collective efficacy and teacher
commitment. Based on these findings, the current study combines all the three
constructs into a unified conceptual framework, investigating their relationships through
advanced data analysis methods.

The scientific evidences of previous studies have been found to support the
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conceptual framework of the current study. First, the interaction between instructional
leadership actions and leader self-efficacy beliefs shaped teacher commitment and
collective efficacy (Hallinger et al., 2018). Second, according to several studies (Calik
et al., 2012; Cansoy & Parlar, 2018; Goddard et al., 2015; Goddard et al., 2021; Qadach,
2020), claimed that instructional leadership significantly increased collective teacher
efficacy. Third, research suggests that instructional leadership positively impacts
organizational commitment (Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016; Sugandi, 2021). Furthermore,
research indicates that instructional leadership enhances teachers’ commitment to their
jobs (Ail et al., 2015; Tatlah et al., 2019). Fourth, the results showed a strong correlation
between collective teacher efficacy and teacher commitment to school mission,
professional community, and community partnership (Ross & Gray, 2006). Collective
teacher efficacy positively affects school commitment (Yurt, 2022). Collective teacher
efficacy and overall teacher effectiveness have a significant impact on educators’
commitment to their pupils (Lee et al., 2011). A small number of studies, meanwhile,
look into how instructional leadership simultaneously impacts both teachers’
commitment and collective efficacy. In addition to this, most of these studies employ
small sample sizes and diverse data analysis techniques, primarily in elementary school
settings. Indeed, those studies (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018; Cansoy et al., 2022; Hallinger et
al., 2018; Hosseingholizadeh et al., 2023; Thien et al., 2021) recommend conducting
more research with a larger sample. Based on the gaps found above, the new concepts
related to effects of school directors’ instructional leadership on teacher commitment
mediated by collective efficacy is framed for the current study.

The proposed conceptual framework of the current study is supported by Social
Cognitive Theory and the Path-goal Theory. The Social Cognitive Theory, which
maintains that people create their actions, values, and norms by observing others,
environmental conditions, and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986). The role of school
directors who employ instructional leadership style is to shape school environment that
may have impacts on teachers’ behaviors, performance, culture, collective efficacy and
commitment, which align with the principals of social cognitive theory. The path-goal
theory also emphasizes the relationship between officially designated superiors and
subordinates in their daily operations. It specifically examines how formally designated
superiors influence subordinators’ commitment and self-efficacy (House, 1996). It can
be understood that the path-goal theory as a process where leaders select specific

behaviors that suit their workforce and work environment, inspiring their subordinates
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to achieve predetermined goals (Evan, 1970). Effective instructional leadership
significantly raises teacher engagement by creating a climate that supports professional
development and setting clear goals (Robinson, Hohepa, & Lloyd, 2009). Researchers
have conducted studies on the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher
commitment (Dou et al., 2017; Cansoy et al., 2020; Matsko, 2019; Hosseingholizadeh et
al., 2020; Hallenger, 2018). In conclusion, the conceptual framework of the current
study visually represent the relationship officially appointed superiors (denoted by
school director’s instructional leadership, the independent variable) and subordinates’
daily behaviors (denoted by teacher collective efficacy and commitment, dependent
variables in the current study). Path-goal theory thus serves as the theoretical
explanation investigated correlational research design.

In summary, the conceptual framework of this research is proposed that school
principals’ instructional leadership as an independent variable influences teacher
commitment (dependent variable) through teacher collective efficacy as a mediating
variable. The conceptual framework is built on the foundation of Social Cognitive
Theory and Path-Goal Theory, which emphasize how directors’ instructional leadership
influences followers’ commitment and motivation. This theoretical perspectives support
correlational design of this current study and the application of advanced data analysis

methods such as structural equation modeling.

1.8 Operational Definitions
Collective Teacher Efficacy is the average teacher’s opinion of the faculty’s
ability to positively impact student progress (Goddard, 1998).

Task difficulties refers to a range of factors, including student talents and
motivations, the accessibility of educational resources, the existence of community
resources and limits, and the suitability of the physical facilities inside the school
(Goddard et al., 2000).

Group competencies refer to the faculty’s training, experience, techniques, and
teaching skills. Positive faculty views in the success of the students in their school may
also be considered in assessments of teaching competence (Goddard et al., 2000).

A teacher’s commitment to students is conceived as their involvement in the
learning process (Thien & Razak, 2014).

Teacher commitment to teaching refers to teachers’ willingness to put in extra

effort to teach effectively, their increased enthusiasm for the subject matter, and their

14



willingness to spend extra time with students, which is defined as a psychological bond
between them and their skills (Tyree, 1996).

Teacher commitment to the school is defined as the instructor’s belief in and
acceptance of the school’s goals and values as well as their attempts to realize these
goals and values and maintain their strong desire to be a part of the school community
(Thien & Razak, 2014).

Instructional leadership refers to school directors’ leadership practices
determined by instructional leadership scholars including school mission (goals),
instructional program management, and positive school learning climate development
(collaborative structure, and school environment) (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985;
Leithwood, 2012).

To avoid plagiarism and for paraphrasing purposes, this study adopted the terms
‘teacher’, ‘director’, and commitment’ in place of ‘instructor’, ‘principal’ and
‘dedication’ respectively.

In summary, this chapter aims to present an overview of the upcoming research
on the impact of instructional leadership (IL) by school principals on the commitment
levels of teachers in secondary resource schools in Cambodia, specifically through
collective efficacy. This chapter provides background of Cambodian educational system
that has faced learning crisis, characterized by low learning achievement, which hinder
both visions of Ministry of Education Youth and Sport as well as the economic
development goals of Royal Government of Cambodia. Teacher commitment has been
found low, which can be one of the causes of the learning crisis. This chapter also
presents a detailed breakdown and explanation of the fundamental concepts of
instructional leadership, collective efficacy, and teacher dedication. The instructional
leadership and collective efficacy not only have positive effects on student learning
achievement but also promote teacher commitment.

The fundamental issue with this study is that there have not been adequate
studies completed on the relationship between instructional leadership, teacher
collective efficacy, and teacher commitment. This represents the primary challenge
facing this study. This shortcoming in the research is the fundamental reason for the
problem. Moreover, no studies have explored the impact of the school’s demographics
on the factors under investigation. We also evaluate the study’s value, emphasizing its
potential to enhance teacher performance in Cambodia and provide insights to fortify

school leadership tactics.
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The conceptual framework draws on prior studies that connect instructional
leadership with heightened teacher collective efficacy and commitment. This framework
is also based on social cognitive and path-goal theories suggesting that effective
instructional leadership enhances teacher commitment by boosting collective efficacy,
fostering a supportive learning environment, and creating clear goals. The results will
guide policy and enhance programs for training teachers and school leaders. This
section appears to address operational definitions, the significance of the research, and

its limitations.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature relevant to the current
study regarding the influence of school principals’ instructional leadership on teachers’
collective efficacy and commitment. It addresses the background of secondary resource
schools, leadership policies within the Cambodian education system, and crucial
elements like previous research and pertinent theories associated with the conceptual
framework. This chapter also includes a thorough examination of the theories backing
this research. The definitions and components of these theories are discussed in detail,
while the tools used to implement these theoretical components are addressed in the
following chapter. In addition, it underscores prior research that investigates the
relationship among the study variables and stresses empirical investigations that reveal

research gaps prompting the creation of this current study.

2.1 Leadership in Cambodia

There are 6 standards for school director standards including (1) educational
level and experiences, (2) capacity and attributes of school director, (3) critical thinking
skills and innovation, (4) leadership and school administrative management, (5)
Leadership on curriculum teaching and learning, (6) the connection between school and
community (MoEYS, 2017). Each of the six standards is composed of its sub-
components. Through close inspection, it is found that the combinations of some sub-
components from the six standards such as school director are responsible for (1)
school vision, mission, strategies, action plans and disseminating school development
strategic plan to relevant stakeholders (2) leadership on school curriculum including
internal and permanent school inspection, giving feedback (3) Leadership and school
administrative management including personnel management, monitoring and
evaluating school services, giving incentives (MoEYS, 2017). These school director
standards and sub-components are likely comparable to the sub-component of
instructional leadership, (1) school mission, (2) Manage instructional program, (3)
develop positive school learning climate (Hallinger, 1985).

In order to strengthen governance and leadership at schools, the Primary

Education Department (PED) will build the capacity of school principals through

17



training and ongoing mentoring. When school principals use these strategies, they will
be able to lead and manage different parts of their schools, like planning, budgeting,
teaching and learning, assessment, and more, while still following Model School
Standards and taking care of school voluntary funds (MoEYS, 2023) and making sure
the school is independent and responsible. Four strategies exist to bolster leadership and
management in secondary education: (1) enhance the school-based management
approach at the school level by (a) carrying out assessments of student learning, (b)
creating a school improvement plan, and (c) setting up a school management
committee; (2) to broaden the application of the new-generation school model by (a)
applying the concept-based curriculum and student-centered approach, (b) enhancing
the infrastructure of secondary resource schools; (3) to create a framework for quality
assurance in secondary education by (a) establishing a mentoring and coaching system
for DTMTs, (b) enhancing the capacity of DTMTs to improve the knowledge and skills
of cluster mentors and school self-assessment, (c) providing training for school
principals on school self-assessment, (d) preparing a report and a monitoring and
evaluation (M & E) mechanism for teaching and learning that aligns with the new
curriculum; (4) to reinforce the M&E system for school inspection through (a) creating
a monitoring system for school operations and an effective timely national response
system, (b) providing orientation sessions for new teachers at the school level, (c)
overseeing and assessing the execution of inclusive education for secondary school
students, and amending the training curriculum for educational inspectors (MoEYS,

2019).

2.2 The Alignment of Leadership in Cambodia with IL Theory

The instructional leadership style is regarded as one of the most suitable
leadership styles applied within the Cambodian educational system. The approaches
detailed in the Education Strategic Plan (ESP) (2019-2023) for bolstering leadership and
management at the school level (MoEYS, 2019) are closely linked to key aspects of
Instructional Leadership (IL). According to Hallinger & Murphy (1985), instructional
leadership aims to enhance teaching and learning outcomes via leadership actions that
are clear and focused, benefiting both teachers and students. Several elements of the
ESP reflect these IL dimensions, particularly in developing school leadership capacity,
enhancing instructional quality, and fostering continuous learning and improvement.

As an example, the approach of “building the capacity of school principals
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through training and ongoing mentoring” (MoEY'S, 2019) is in direct alignment with the
IL aspect of professional development for school principals. Similar to how an
instructional leader guides and supports teachers (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985), this
strategy equips school directors with the necessary skills to promote effective
instruction and cultivate a positive learning environment.

In the same way, the focus on school-based management, including carrying out
standardized tests and developing school goals based on the test results (MoEYS, 2019),
fits with the IL components of designing school curriculum and improving teaching
methods. These strategies get school leaders involved in shaping the curriculum,
assessment methods, and the overall quality of instruction (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985)
by pushing for decisions based on data and a plan to improve school performance.

Additionally, the development of mentoring and coaching frameworks for
teachers, as stated in the education strategic plan (MoEYS, 2019), aligns with the IL
dimension of supervising and developing professionals. One of the fundamental duties
of instructional leadership is to provide teachers with mentorship and professional
development (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). By emphasizing this area, the plan bolsters
school directors’ roles in promoting instructional excellence.

Furthermore, the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system for school
operations and inclusive education (MoEYS, 2019) is a strategy that corresponds with
the IL aspect of accountability for teaching and learning. School principals are able to
ensure ongoing improvement of instructional practices by offering effective feedback
mechanisms and utilizing data to evaluate and adjust teaching methods. This approach
aligns closely with the evaluation systems found in successful instructional leadership
frameworks (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).

Therefore, the strategies detailed in the Education Strategic Plan are not only
practical measures for improving school leadership and management, but they also align
closely with the dimensions of Instructional Leadership, which emphasize professional
development, support for teaching, data-driven decision-making, and continuous
improvement. These overlapping priorities demonstrate the interconnectedness between
school leadership strategies in Cambodia and instructional leadership style developed
by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). , which support the present study focusing the effects
of instructional leadership practices on teacher collective efficacy and teacher
commitment in Cambodian context.

In this explanation, the researcher draws explicit connections between the
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strategies outlined in the strategic plan and the key components of instructional
leadership. The researcher demonstrates that the focus on school improvement plans or
school goals, classroom monitoring and evaluation for teacher support, and data-driven
decision-making reflects the core dimensions of IL, helping to ensure that the strategic
initiatives will likely enhance instructional quality and leadership at the school level.
Therefore, it is necessary and relevant to conduct a research on IL in order to improve

leadership and management policy and action plans based on the scientific evidences.

2.3 Strengthening Leadership: Training Programs in Cambodia

Several key initiatives aimed at improving the quality of education and the
professional development of educators have been the focus of leadership efforts. These
initiatives encompass the endorsement of guidelines for pedagogical internships at the
levels of higher education and bachelor’s degrees, along with the creation of evaluation
instruments aimed at measuring teachers’ performance and ensuring alignment among
effective teachers, principals, and schools. Moreover, principles, procedures, and
methods for assessing teacher trainees based on academic performance have been
developed (MoEYS, 2022).

As specified in Certificate No. 1779 issued on March 29, 2022, periodic
professional development services aimed at management training programs in schools
have been quality-accredited to guarantee ongoing improvement. A key emphasis has
been placed on capacity development, training 84 leaders and principals (16 females)
from pedagogical institutes and regional centers in the management of teacher training
institutions. In addition, 84 leaders and principals took part in a professional
development program in Japan, and 9 management team members from educational
institutes received training in institutional management there (MoEYSS, 2022).

Moreover, initiatives aimed at developing leadership skills have also targeted
school principals. A total of 14 principals (3 female) from teacher training institutions
have participated in training sessions focused on policy and management leadership as
well as leadership in education. Finally, 28 school principals (9 women) from 5 selected
primary schools in the Puok district of Siem Reap province received training in school
management, contributing to the development of leadership at the grassroots level
(MoEYS, 2022).

It is essential to connect the duty of education inspectors and school leadership

as well as the ongoing enhancement of educational quality in Cambodia. Inspectors are
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responsible for carrying out both thematic and regular inspections that assess different
facets of school performance, including teaching methods, curriculum implementation,
student learning achievement, and school management. Their responsible duties are to
cooperate with school directors by offering principals, teachers, and relevant
educational officials’ timely feedback, allowing for corrective measures and
enhancements to school practices. Education inspectors take comprehensive capacity-
building courses or workshops, including specialized training in analysis, report writing,
and electronic school assessments, to improve their effectiveness. This training equips
inspectors to provide enhanced support to school leadership by ensuring that schools
adhere to quality standards and align with the education assessment framework.
Moreover, making certain that inspection tools align with child-friendly school
guidelines and school management standards guarantees that inspectors collaborate
closely with school leaders to foster environments conducive to student learning and
development (MoEYS, 2022).

It should be emphasized that although education inspectors undergo thorough
and specialized training, the school directors in Cambodia have few opportunities for
training in relation to school management and leadership. Moreover, the training
programs for school directors are not available throughout the country. Moreover,
although both school directors and education inspectors benefit from those training
programs, there is an absence of specialized courses on leadership styles that can
enhance the development of effective school leadership. The current findings will
suggest that leadership skills for school directors are essential and should be integrated
into comprehensive training programs to better equip them for their roles and

responsibilities in improving school success.

2.4. Concepts of Leadership

According to Silva (2016), “Leadership” is a hard-defined word. The term is
defined variously from one to another. About 221 definitions of leadership included in
587 scholarly literatures have been found (Burns, 1996) while A total of 1,343 distinct
references to the leadership characteristics that define the categories outlined in the
leadership perspective framework were found in the 103 essays (Fairholm, 2004),
therefore, it can be assumed that there is no clear consensus about what leadership is,
and the search for better or latest definitions keeps going on. Stogdill (1950) defines

leadership as the process of influencing activities of an organized group in its task of
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goal setting, and goal achievement should be reexamined.

MOEYS (2009) defines “Leadership” as the ability to lead or motivate the
followers, particularly a group or unit, to work together and strive to reach their
common goals. In other words, a leader is a person who is recognized by each member
in the group or unit to lead and achieve his/her goals.

Leadership is the management styles that impact the group or individuals
towards the goal. The term has been used for different fields—politics, business,
academics, or social network. The leader of an organization plays important roles in

enhancing the followers’ job performance (McColl-Kennedy & Anderson, 2002).

2.5 Theoretical Foundations of the Connection between TC, TCE, and IL
According to Kerlinger and Lee (2000), a theory is a collection of connected
constructs (concepts), definitions, and propositions that offer a systematic phenomenon
by defining relationships between variables in an effort to both explain and predict the
phenomenon. The theoretical framework, drawing from existing literature, provides a
comprehensive, theory-based basis for understanding and evaluating the research
problem (Cresswell, 2014). In the current study, there are three concepts: teacher
commitment, teacher collective efficacy, and instructional leadership. Instructional
management or instructional leadership refers to the activities and tactics of principals
that aim to enhance the school’s instructional structure and learning climate to improve
student learning outcomes (Bossert et al., 1982). Perceived collective efficacy refers to a
group’s shared conviction in its collective ability to plan and carry out the action, which
are required to achieve specific goals (Bandura, 1997). The alternative definition of
commitment includes personal involvement or a behavioral desire to exert effort,
according to Mowday et al. (1979). It also describes a mental process that assesses the
benefits and drawbacks of investing in a significant objective (Becker, 1960; Hrebiniak
& Alutto, 1972). Kanter (1968) defines commitment as the primary function that
interconnects the personality and social system. Teacher commitment is defined by
Coladarci (1992) as a measure of psychological attachment to the teaching profession.
According to Park (2005), a teacher’s commitment to their students is characterized by
their level of dedication and responsibility for their education and affective domains.
A few theories including, path-goal theory, instructional leadership theory,
social cognitive theory, and commitment theory, are pertinent to the investigation at

hand. First, the path-goal theory, a dyadic theory of supervision, reflects the prevailing
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paradigm in the study of leadership. It deals with the working relationship between
officially designated superiors and subordinates on a daily basis. Leaders who
demonstrate achievement-oriented conduct inspire followers to strive for higher
performance standards and boost their confidence in achieving challenging goals
(House, 1996).

Second, according to Hallinger and Murphy (1985), the Instructional
Leadership Model places special emphasis on three areas: administering the
instructional program, establishing the school mission, vision as well as goals, and
creating a supportive learning environment. Vision and goals as well as other
dimensions of instructional leadership inspire teachers to make their efforts toward
attainment of collective school objectives (Kantabutra, 2010; Thompson, 1968;
Ylimaki, 2006) and then teachers may come to realize new aspirations and achieve
higher levels of performance (Sashkin, 1988; Seeley, 1992).

Third, the Social Cognitive Theory investigates how people pick up new
behaviors through observation, how they view their own skills, and how their
environment such as leadership style of school principal influences their behavior and
personal characteristics. This hypothesis consists of the following five parts: (1)
Observational learning: Through seeing others, people form their own standards, values,
and actions; (2) Reciprocal determinism emphasizes the dynamic and reciprocal
relationship between an individual’s behavior, environmental factors, and cognitive and
emotional processes; (3) Belief in one’s own ability to achieve in particular
circumstances is known as self-efficacy; (4) Behavioral capabilities are the abilities and
knowledge required to carry out a behavior; and (5) Reinforcement and Punishment
(Bandura, 1986).

Fourth, the organizational commitment—the study of how employees’ devotion
to their organization influences their conduct and productivity—is the emphasis of the
commitment theory. This notion highlights the psychological attachment that workers
have to their company. The commitment model consists of three parts: normalizing,
continuation, and affective commitment. The term affective commitment describes a
worker’s sentimental connection and engagement with their company. Workers who
exhibit a high level of affective commitment do so voluntarily. Continuance
commitment is an understanding of the expenses involved in quitting the company. Due
to the perceived consequences of quitting, employees with strong continuation

commitments stay because they must. Normative commitment describes the sense of
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duty to stick with the company. High normative commitment: employees stick around
because they think they should (Meyer & Allen, 1991).

One of the key leadership theories underpinning the present research on how
instructional leadership (IL) influence teacher collective efficacy (TCE) and teacher
commitment is the path-goal theory, which examines the effects that formally designed
leaders have on the job satisfaction and motivation of their subordinates (House, 1965).
Guskey’s (2002) research reveals that professional development influences teachers'
efficacy and behavior, thereby indirectly contributing to collective efficacy. Hattie and
Timperley (2007) examine the impact of feedback on both teacher effectiveness and
group efficacy. Bandura (1997) presents fundamental ideas on self-efficacy, which can
expand to collective efficacy and its effect on teacher dedication. Leithwood and Jantzi
(2000) investigate the relationship between teachers’ commitment and transformative
leadership, which is a facet of instructional leadership. In order to increase group
efficacy and commitment, instructional leadership techniques like professional
development and feedback are essential. These behaviors contribute to the development
of a more committed and productive team, which in turn improves student results by

enhancing teachers’ abilities, self-assurance, and sense of support.

2.6 Historical Development and Key Components of IL

Because of its relationship to and track record of improving student and school
outcomes, instructional leadership is one of the most well-known and durable leadership
styles (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Robinson et al., 2008). The USA is the primary source
of the vast and substantial body of information regarding instructional leadership
(Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Over several decades, a group of
international researchers developed models of instructional leadership practice that are
grounded in empirical research (Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger
et al., 2015; Leithwood et al., 2010). The primary focus of instructional leadership is on
the professional development of teachers, which has an indirect effect on the academic
accomplishment of students (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999).

The crucial dimensions of instructional leadership is the principals’ direct
involvement in teaching and learning progress, which has long been recognized as a
foundational component of the model (Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger & Heck, 1996a;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). However, transformational leadership emphasizes the

leader’s role in inspiring others toward a shared vision of change and in encouraging
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members to develop skills that lead to higher levels of performance (Bass, 1985).
Notably, Hallinger (2003), indicated that transformational leadership does not advocate
for principals to actively participate in teaching and learning. In fact, Hallinger and
Murphy (1985) identified three core component of instructional leadership: defining the
school mission, managing school curriculum, and creating a supportive learning
environment.

2.6.1 Define the School Mission

In a seminal synthesis of research on the effects of school leadership in the
1990s, Hallinger and Heck (1996a) found that the most important way that school
leaders influence learning is through their vision and goals. More recently, Robinson et
al. (2008) confirmed this finding in a meta-analysis of the literature on the effects of
school leadership. In fact, they ranked vision and goals as the second most important
way that principals may enhance student learning in the classroom. The term “vision”
describes an overarching goal that the school hopes to achieve (e.g., educating the
complete kid). On the other hand, goals are the particular objectives that must be met in
order to reach that vision (Hallinger & Heck, 2002).

According to the instructional leadership literature, goal-related constructs (such
as vision, mission, and goals) are expected to have an academic focus (e.g., Hallinger &
Heck 1996a; Murphy 1988, 2005; Robinson et al. 2008). There are two main ways that
vision and goals are implemented (Hallinger & Heck 2002; Sun & Leithwood 2015).
First, they motivate individuals to put in, or even give up, their best effort in order to
accomplish a group objective (Kantabutra, 2010; Thompson, 1968; Ylimaki, 2006).
Second, people may realize new goals and perform at greater levels by banding together
in an effort to accomplish a difficult but worthwhile goal (Sashkin, 1988; Seeley, 1992).
Setting goals makes it clearer what we will and won’t do (Sun & Leithwood 2015;
Kantabutra, 2010; Saphier & King, 1985).

Therefore, two functions comprise the dimension that defines the school
mission: framing the school’s goals and communicating those goals. These
responsibilities center on the principal’s collaboration with staff to guarantee, that the
school’s mission can be both clear and student-centered (Andrews & Soder, 1987;
Bamburg & Andrews, 1990; Leithwood et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2008). This
dimension suggests that the principal is in charge of making sure the school has a

mission and spreading awareness of it among the personnel, even though it does not
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presuppose that the principal defines the mission alone. Establishing a learner-centered
school begins with this component (Hallinger & Heck, 2002; Knapp et al., 2009).
2.6.1.1 Frame the School Goals

Generally speaking instructionally successful schools have a mission statement
or set of objectives that are specific to student achievement. The emphasis lies on a
limited number of goals that can effectively allocate staff time and other school
resources. It looks like a small number of well-coordinated goals, each with a
reasonable scope, are ideal. The goals should include data on previous and present
student achievement, as well as staff responsibilities for achieving the goals. While
developing the school’s objectives, the opinions of staff and parents appeared to be
significant. Bossert et al. (1982), Clark (1980), Davies et al. (2005), Hallinger and Heck
(2002), and Robinson et al. (2008) recommend stating performance objectives in
quantifiable terms.

This paradigm argues that there is no one ideal way for a principal to define
goals. The principal or staff could work together to set the goals. In the end, the faculty
should support the school’s definite academic goals and integrate them into their regular
work. This image of goal-oriented, academically focused schools contrasts with the
prevailing scenario, which portrays schools as pursuing a range of nebulous, ill-defined,
and occasionally competing academic and non-academic aims (Hallinger, 2015).

2.6.1.2 Communicate the School Goals

This role deals with how the principal informs teachers, parents, students, and
others about the school’s main objectives. Throughout the school year, principals can
make sure that staff members understand the significance of the school’s goals by
regularly reviewing and discussing them, particularly when it comes to decisions about
curriculum, instruction, and funding. The main objective of the school can be
communicated through both formal and informal channels, such as goal statements,
staff bulletins, articles in the principal or site council newsletter, the school handbook,
assemblies, parent conferences, teacher conferences, curricular meetings, and other staff
discussions (Brookover et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1986; Heck, 2000).

2.6.2 Manage the Instructional Program

The second dimension, known as managing the instructional program,
coordinates and controls curriculum and instruction. This dimension includes three

leadership (or perhaps more appropriately, management) functions: overseeing and
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assessing instruction, planning the curriculum, and tracking students’ progress. This
dimension’s main emphasis is the principal’s function in “managing the technical core”
of the school (Hallinger 2003; Hallinger & Heck 1998; Marks & Printy 2003; Robinson
et al. 2008; Weick, 1982). It is evident in larger schools that other individuals, such as
head technical teachers, are more involved in overseeing and refining the educational
program than the principal. However, even in cases where day-to-day responsibilities
are heavily outsourced to others, this approach presumes that the principal has a major
leadership role in coordinating and overseeing the school’s academic program
(Hallinger et al., 2015)

To effectively implement this dimension, the principal and other leaders must
actively engage in promoting, overseeing, and monitoring teaching and learning within
the school. Even though time restrictions may limit the principal’s personal efforts in
this domain, it is crucial to model and organize the entire leadership team to ensure
successful implementation (e.g., Marshall 1996). The work of Hallinger and Heck
(2011a), Heck and Hallinger (2014), Hayes et al. (2004), and Kleine-Kracht (1993)
supports this point. Undoubtedly, these responsibilities necessitate the principal’s
commitment to the school’s advancement and their knowledge of both teaching and
learning. The principal must go “hip-deep” in the curriculum of the school in order to
address this dimension (Bossert et al., 1982; Cuban, 1984; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1986; Marshall, 2004).

2.6.2.1 Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

One of the principal’s main responsibilities is to ensure the implementation of
school goals in the classroom. This entails evaluating in-class instruction and matching
teachers’ goals with the school’s goals. It also entails providing instructional assistance
to teachers and having the principal and other instructional support personnel make
official and informal classroom visits to observe instruction (Attinello et al., 2006;
Goldring et al., 2009; Hallinger et al., 1996; Liu & Zhao, 2013; Robinson et al., 2008).

2.6.2.2 Coordinate Curriculum

The high level of curriculum synchronization is one feature of instructionally
effective schools that stands out. The subjects taught in the classroom and the school’s
accomplishment assessments directly link to the curriculum goals of the school.
Furthermore, there seems to be a satisfactory amount of consistency in the course series
utilized at all grade levels. More interaction between teachers within and across grade

levels on instructional and/or curricular issues is often supportive of this aspect of
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curricular coordination (Alexander and Cook, 1982; Cardno and Collett, 2004; Cohen
and Miller, 1980; Cooley and Leinhardt, 1980; Ho, 2010; Robinson et al., 2008).
2.6.2.3 Monitor Student Progress

Instructionally effective schools place a strong emphasis on both standardized
and criterion-referenced test. The school uses the tests to diagnose programmatic and
student weaknesses, evaluate the results of changes in its instructional program, and
assist in creating classroom assignments. The principal plays a key role in this area in
several ways. He or she can provide teachers with test results in a timely and useful
fashion, discuss test results with the staff as a whole, with grade level staff and
individual teachers, and provide interpretive analyses for teachers detailing the relevant
test data in a concise form (Anderson, Leithwood, & Strauss 2010; Edmonds 1979;
Heck 2000).

2.6.3 Develop a Positive School Learning Climate

Principals also seem to have an impact on learning by “enabling” teachers to do
their duties more effectively and efficiently. This is known as ‘“shaping academic
structures and processes”, (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). Leithwood et al. (2010) as well as
Leithwood and Sun (2012) later referred to this as “designing the organization”. Both
titles communicate the idea that leaders are vital contributors who keep work structures
and procedures organized. Research has demonstrated that work structures, such as
grade-level assignments and instructional teams, significantly influence teacher
engagement and interaction patterns (Oakes, 1989; Rosenholtz, 1985). These
institutions have the power to influence the school’s expectations, norms, and
adaptability, as well as its culture (Sashkin 1988; Saphier & King 1985). Principals have
a significant influence on the structure of these systems because of their formal standing
in the hierarchy (Hallinger, 2015).

Therefore, the third dimension, “Develops a Positive School Learning Climate”,
encompasses safeguarding instructional time, promoting professional development,
ensuring high visibility, providing incentives to teachers, and offering incentives for
learning. The second dimension is more focused and narrowly defined than the first one,
and it shares similarities with dimensions found in transformational leadership
frameworks (Hallinger, 2003; Leithwood et al., 2006). It is in line with the theory that
prosperous educational institutions establish a culture of continual learning and
development, together with high standards and expectations, in order to generate an

“academic press”.
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The cultures of continuous improvement that result from instructionally
effective schools are characterized by reward systems that are in line with goals and
procedures (Glasman 1984; Hallinger et al., 1996; Heck & Hallinger, 2011b; Heck &
Hallinger, 2011; Walker, 2012). Lastly, according to Halllinger (2003), Hallinger and
Murphy (1985), Leithwood et al. (2008), Leithwood and Sun (2012), as well as Marks
and Printy (2003), the principal needs to set an example of beliefs and practices that
promote teaching and learning’s ongoing progress.

2.6.3.1 Protect Instructional Time

The work of Jane Stallings and others on allotted learning time first highlighted
the significance of giving teachers blocks of uninterrupted work time. Announcements,
tardy pupils, and office demands can often stop teachers from fully utilizing improved
classroom management and instructional skills. By creating and enforcing school-wide
policies regarding disruptions to classroom instruction, the administrator can exert
control over this area (Bossert et al. 1982).

2.6.3.2 Maintain High Visibility

Teachers and pupils can learn about the principal’s priorities from the
circumstances in which they observe him or her. Even though much of the remaining
time is out of their control, the principal can set priorities. Being visible on campus and
in classrooms improves communication between the principal and both teachers and
students. According to Hallinger and Murphy (2012), Leithwood and Jantzi (2005),
Leithwood et al. (2008), Leithwood and Sun (2012), as well as Walker (2012), this may
have a beneficial impact on classroom behavior and student conduct.

2.6.3.3 Provide Incentive for Teachers

The overall goal of this role is to align objectives, results, and incentives in a
better-integrated human resource management system ( Milanowski et al. 2005; Odden
and Wallace 2008). There aren’t many financial incentives that principals can offer
teachers. The tenure structure and single compensation schedule limit principals’ ability
to employ financial incentives to inspire teachers. However, the effectiveness of money
as an incentive in schools may not exceed that of praise and recognition. This suggests
that the principal should fully utilize both formal and informal methods to motivate
teachers and foster a school culture based on mutual respect, trust, and success
(Anderson 1982; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood & Sun 2012; Saphier & King
1985).
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2.6.3.4 Promote Professional Development

The meta-analysis by Robinson et al. (2008) provides further insight into this
matter. According to their findings, the biggest impact on students’ learning outcomes
came from the principal’s encouragement of and involvement in staff professional
development. Teachers can get support from the principal in a number of ways as they
work to enhance instruction and learning. He/she can plan, supply, or alert educators to
pertinent staff development opportunities. Heck and Hallinger (2011), Kruger et al.
(2007), Robinson et al. (2008), and Hallinger and Heck (2011b) assert that the principal
can also facilitate staff development that aligns with the school’s objectives.

2.6.3.5 Provide Incentive for Learning

The School Learning Climate section concludes with a discussion of the
principal’s final role: providing learning incentives. It is feasible to establish a learning
environment in schools where pupils place a high priority on academic success.
Creating a successful environment for children means giving them numerous, obvious
chances to receive praise, and rewards for their progress and accomplishments in the
classroom. Both inside the classroom and in front of the entire school, students should
have the opportunity to receive acknowledgement for their accomplishments, without
the need for elaborate or costly awards (Hallinger et al. 1983; Lasley & Wayson 1982;
McDill et al. 1969). The aforementioned aspects of instructional leadership outline the
principal’s and the school’s leadership team’s range of duties in relation to directing
instruction. Nonetheless, it is also helpful to situate these duties within the larger
framework of how leadership functions in educational institutions (Hallinger et al.,
2015).

In brief, the researcher wants to concentrate on school leadership because recent
meta-analytic study evaluations show strong evidence of a favorable relationship
between student achievement and principal leadership (Robinson et al. 2008; Waters et
al. 2003). However, there is a significant difference between this study and most
leadership-achievement studies. In particular, research on how school leadership affects
academic performance frequently neglects to examine how excellent leadership
increases teachers’ collective efficacy. In order to solve this issue, the present researcher
looks at how school instructional leadership influences teacher collective efficacy and
commitment.

This study examines three dimensions as independent variables: defining school

missions (framing schools’ goals), managing the instructional program (supervising and
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evaluating instruction, coordinating curriculum), and creating a positive school learning
climate (protecting instructional time, providing teacher incentives, and promoting
professional development). Louis et al. (2010) used these dimensions to cover the

instructional leadership measure.

2.7 Summarized Definitions of Instructional Leadership

The USA’s Hallinger and Murphy (1985) created the most widely used notion of
PIL. This model suggested three components: establishing a school mission, overseeing
the curriculum, and cultivating a supportive learning environment (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Wang, 2015). The term “creates a school mission” refers to
the principal’s duty to clearly define and convey a learning direction and to garner
support for implementing the mission in the school’s daily operations. The term
“manages the instructional program” describes the leadership activities that create, plan,
and oversee the caliber of instruction and learning. The phrase “develops a positive
school learning climate” refers to the part principals play in fostering an environment
that encourages and supports educators and learners to participate in positive school
activities. More than 500 investigations have used this framework and its related survey
tool, the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS; Hallinger & Wang,
2015). Interestingly, the factors in this study have a significant deal of empirical support
from these PIMRS studies (see Hallinger & Wang, 2015).

The focus of instructional leadership is on the professional development of
teachers, which has an indirect effect on students’ academic performance (Leithwood &
Jantzi, 1999). The principal instructional management rating scale (PIMRS), a popular
conceptual framework, was created by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). It has three
dimensions: (a) establishing the school’s objective; (b) overseeing the instructional
program; and (c) creating a supportive learning environment.

The dimension of creating the school mission included two job functions: (a)
formulating school goals and (b) conveying school goals (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
The degree to which principals pinpoint the areas that the school needs to improve and
create performance targets for those areas is known as framing school goals. The
function of communicating school goals refers to the principal’s methods of conveying
the significance of the school’s objectives to staff, parents, and students. Working
closely with teachers in curricular and instruction-related areas is part of managing the

instructional program dimension (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). This dimension
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encompasses three job functions: curriculum coordination, student progress tracking,
and supervision and evaluation of instruction. The degree to which principals encourage
activities that offer teachers instructional support, observe classroom instruction through
unofficial visits, and match classroom practices with school objectives is known as
“supervising and evaluating instruction” (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Lu, 2014). Curriculum coordination refers to the activities
principals implement that enable staff to collaborate on aligning the curriculum with
standards and achievement exams. The degree to which principals use test results to
define objectives, evaluate the curriculum, review instruction, and track students’
progress toward school goals is known as the job function of monitoring student
progress (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).

The third dimension of PIMRS encompasses five job functions: (a) protecting
instructional time; (b) promoting professional development; (c¢) maintaining high
visibility; (d) providing incentives to teachers; and (e) providing learning incentives
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). These five job functions collectively refer to the
principals’ implementation of “clear, explicit standards embodying what the school
expects from students; through the careful use of school time; and through the selection
and implementation of high-quality staff development programs” in order to foster a

positive learning environment in the school (Hallinger & Murphy, 2005, p. 223).

2.8 Dimensions and Definitions of IL in Different Contexts

According to Hallinger (1982) and Hallinger (2011), the original PIMRS
comprised 72 items divided into 10 subscales, which included defining school goals,
communicating school goals, coordinating curriculum, supervising and evaluating
instruction, monitoring student progress, safeguarding instructional time, offering
incentives to teachers, offering incentives for learning, encouraging professional
development, and maintaining high visibility. Later, Halllinger (1990) revised the
instrument to include 50 items and 10 subscales.

The research and development process led to the trimming of the PIMRS
Teacher Form from 50 elements to 22. The resulting PIMRS Teacher Short Form can
generate scores for three aspects of instructional leadership in addition to a full-scale
score: establishes a positive school learning environment, managing the instructional
program, and defines the school’s mission. According to the results, the PIMRS Teacher

Short Form consistently generates data that meets high standards of reliability (i.e.,
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above 0.90) for both the three dimensions and the full scale, demonstrating that the use
of a Generalizability Theory (Gen Theory) test results in more valid reliability
assessments (Cronbach et al., 1972; Kane et al., 1976). In the PIMRS Teacher Short
Form, the correlation between creating a school mission and managing an instructional
program was 0.90, the correlation between creating a school mission and developing a
positive school learning climate was 0.81, and the correlation between managing an
instructional program and developing a positive school learning climate was 0.89
(Hallinger et al., 2015)

One of the more frequently explored conceptual frameworks for school principal
leadership is the instructional leadership model. There are many different definitions of
instructional leadership, and in the last few decades, the concept has become more
accurate due to the description and classification of leaders’ actions and behaviors in
this field (Lima, 2011). For instance, two key factors linked to the development of
principled effective leadership in the educational field were recognized by Blase and
Blase (2000) who claimed two key factors: (1) communication with the teaching staff to
encourage introspection, and (2) advancement of the professional growth of teachers.

2.8.1 Dimensions and Definitions of IL in UK

Building vision and defining directions, understanding and developing people,
redesigning the organization, as well as managing the teaching and learning program are
the four categories of leadership activities that Leithwood et al. (2008) found to impact
students’ learning. The latter group includes particular leadership strategies related to
curriculum coordination, student progress monitoring, instructor supervision and
evaluation, and safeguarding classroom learning time. Day et al. (2010) conducted
comprehensive impact research in the UK and identified eight essential components of
effective school instructional leadership: (1) establishing the vision and values of the
leaders in order to set goals, provide guidance, and foster trust; (2) changing the
environment for teaching and learning; (3) restructuring school and redesigning
leadership roles and duties; (4) improving the curriculum; (5) improving the caliber of
teachers; (6) improving instruction and learning; (7) fostering cooperative relationships
within the school community; and (8) fostering strong relationships outside of it.
Numerous tools for assessing instructional leadership are available, according to the
literature (Bolivar, 2015). The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
(PIMRS), which is based on a conceptual framework created by Hallinger and Murphy

(1985), is one of the more popular ones used globally.
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2.8.2 Dimensions and Definitions of IL in China

According Standardization of Professional Practices for Mandatory Education,
the school principal’s proposal (Liu et al., 2017) expects principals to fulfill six
professional responsibilities. These responsibilities include establishing the school
development plan, fostering a school culture that is nurturing, engaging in curriculum
and instruction, facilitating teacher development, optimizing internal organizational
management, and adapting to external contexts.

The criteria reflect the experiences of Anglo-American nations such as the
United States of America and the United Kingdom. The standards for Chinese
principals, akin to the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Standards 2008, underscore
the principal’s role in instructional leadership and provide precise guidance on the
knowledge and skills of instructional leadership. These standards include activities such
as routinely observing lessons, evaluating teachers’ teaching, and improving the
teaching environments for both teachers and students (Liu et al., 2017).

The standards imply that principals need to go beyond their traditional duties as
school managers and policy implementers and take on additional obligations in order to
provide a better environment for student learning and to assist teacher development
(Qian et al., 2017a; Walker and Qian, 2015). This is because the standards require
principals to take on those responsibilities. Three domains further characterize
instructional leadership: identifying the school’s values and goals, directing teaching
and curriculum programming, and developing the school as a professional learning
community (Hopkins, 2003).

According to Li (2015), a Chinese model of instructional leadership should have
six components: (1) establishing direction and purpose; (2) assessing and tracking
instruction; (3) creating a rich learning environment; (4) curriculum alignment; (5)
encouraging professional development; and (6) encouraging external communication to
enhance learning. Upon closer inspection, it appears that Hallinger’s model is
comparable to five of the six dimensions. Similarly, Walker and Qian (2022) found that
the modified model of IL in China composed of six dimensions and 17 sub-constructs
was developed and the way the Chinese principals enacted the sub-constructs of IL is

somewhat different from principal in the Western context.

2.9 Deleting MIP of PIMRS in Some Contexts

Some societies eliminated specific PIMRS scales related to curricular
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coordination. Principals rarely interfere in classroom operations, despite the fact that the
majority of them have teaching training and apply it to leadership roles (Rodrigues &
Avila de Lima, 2024). For instance, Antoniou and Lu (2018) found that some of the
PIMRS’s items were not relevant and appropriate for measuring instructional leadership
in China. The MOoE tightly regulates the curriculum, and principals have limited
authority to implement modifications or enhancements, making several aspects of the
principal’s curriculum coordination inapplicable to this educational system. In a study
of five Asian countries including China, Taiwan, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam,
Hallinger and Walker (2017) found that school directors typically have limited authority
over curriculum development. Consequently, schools in these contexts often face
challenges in fulfilling the instructional leadership responsibility of coordinating the
curriculum, as outlined by Hallinger and Murphy (1985).

Participants offered several explanations for the apparent disappearance of the
principal’s role in overseeing the instructional program. First, they don’t have enough
time to frequently examine curriculum development or witness classroom instruction.
Second, the principal of the school mentioned that teacher resistance made it difficult to
execute these procedures. Teachers often found their presence unwelcome in the
classroom, as it was typically considered their domain. Third, there is a perception that
the school principal lacks curricular-area competence and doesn’t actively oversee the
curriculum. Lastly, meetings with individual instructors to discuss students’
development were extremely difficult for the school principals, especially in large

schools (Rodrigues & Avila de Lima, 2024).

2.10 Teacher Commitment

The researchers refer to teachers’ affective involvement with the school and its
transformational efforts as teacher commitment (Geijsel et al., 2003; Hallinger & Lu,
2014; Ross & Gray, 2006). For these teacher attitudes to flourish in a school setting,
research indicates that leadership is necessary (Geijsel et al., 2003; Leithwood & Louis,
2011; Leithwood et al., 2010; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). Teacher commitment,
according to Mowday et al. (1982), is the degree to which instructors identify with and
participate in school administration. Since teachers take on increasingly central roles in
the educational process, their need for greater responsibility, variety, and challenge in
their work has grown. Therefore, emphasizing teacher commitment is essential (Zheng

et al., 2020). Research finding has shown that teacher commitment is a key indicator of
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both educational quality and teacher performance (Meyer et al., 2012). The concept of
teacher commitment is multifaceted, reflecting teachers’ strong connections to their
profession, colleagues, students, professional communities, and schools (Chan et al.,
2008; Firestone & Pennell, 1993; Riehl & Sipple, 1996). Thien and Razak (2014)
identified four core dimensions of teacher commitment: (a) commitment to profession;
(b) commitment to students; (c) commitment to teaching; and (d) commitment to
school.

To clarify the nature of different psychological states, Allen (1997) identified
three types of commitment: a) affective commitment, referring to an employee’s
emotional attachment, identification and involvement in the organization; (b)
continuance commitment, which involves the employee’s awareness of the costs
associated with leaving the organization; and (c) normative commitment, which reflect a
sense of obligation to stay with the organization.

In contrast to an uncommitted teacher, Reyes (1990) noted the beneficial traits
of a highly devoted teacher. A dedicated teacher is also more likely to: (a) be less tardy,
work harder, and be less likely to leave the workplace; (b) devote more time to
extracurricular activities in order to accomplish the goals of the school and school
system; (c) perform better; (d) influence student achievement; (e) believe in and act
upon the goals of the schools and system; (f) exert efforts beyond personal interest; and
(g) intend to remain a member of the school system, according to Reyes’ (1990) study
linking teacher commitment to performance and productivity.

Teacher commitment is a multifaceted concept that can take many different
forms, including dedication to the school, to student learning, to teaching, and to
professionalism. Louis (1991) argued that the interconnectedness of these forms of
commitment made their independent measurement challenging. It was beneficial to treat
them as distinct entities because depending on the sort of commitment involved,
teachers may have different opinions, attitudes, and behaviors (Singh and Billingsley
1998).

2.10.1 Commitment to School

The definition of teacher commitment to school expects highly dedicated
teachers to support the school’s objectives, exceed expectations, and remain employed
by the company (Abd Razak, 2010). Compared to other aspects of teacher commitment,
teacher commitment to school has been the subject of more thorough definitions,

assessments, and studies (Reichers 1985; Yousef 2000). Many scholars have examined
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the nature and impact of teacher commitment to school (e.g., John & Taylor 1999;
Kushman 1992; Somech & Bogler 2002). Compared to high school instructors,
elementary school teachers exhibit noticeably higher levels of organizational
commitment, according to these writers. Teachers who are highly committed to their
school strive to meet school objectives, exceed expectations, and remain loyal to the
company. This study defines teacher commitment to school as teachers’ belief in and
acceptance of the school’s values and aims, as well as their efforts to make these values
and goals a reality and maintain their strong desire to be a part of the school.

2.10.2 Commitment to Students

Commitment to pupils is based on the notion of strong teacher efficacy and
expectations, according to Kushman (1992). Kushman (1992) asserts that schools
demonstrate their dedication to students not only through their focus on students but
also through their teaching methods and student accomplishment missions. Louis (1998)
asserts that teachers who dedicate themselves to their pupils are more likely to assist
them during personal crises and to recognize their growth and accomplishments more
keenly. In addition to impacting student accomplishment, low levels of commitment to
students may also lead to a decrease in empathy for students and a reduced capacity to
tolerate dissatisfaction in the classroom (Firestone & Pennell 1993; Louis 1998).
Rosenholtz (1989) posits that dedicated teachers are more inclined to engage positively
with their students, enhance the significance of class activities, introduce innovative
learning strategies, and modify the presentation of materials to enhance their relevance
and arouse students’ interest. Highly dedicated teachers were more likely to work on
extracurricular activities that strengthened students’ bonds with the school and its
curriculum. After adjusting for the influence of socioeconomic position, Rosenholtz’s
(1989) study discovered a positive correlation between teacher dedication and student
accomplishment. Consequently, teachers perceive their responsibilities towards
students’ learning involvement as an integral part of their commitment to them.

2.10.3 Commitment to Teaching

According to Warr et al. (1979), commitment to teaching is the extent to which
an individual wishes to be involved in their work. According to Lodahl and Kejner
(1965), commitment to teaching is the degree to which an individual psychologically
identifies with and desires to participate in the teaching profession. Someone who is
very committed to their job will likely feel better about it. Teachers conceptualize their

commitment to teaching in an educational context as a psychological link between them
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and their teaching, as evidenced by their willingness to put in extra effort to teach
effectively, their increased enthusiasm for the subject, and their willingness to spend
more time with students (Tyree 1996). Their level of dedication to the job actually
influences the length of time a teacher stays in the teaching profession (Chapman 1983;
Chapman & Lowther 1982; McCracken & Etuk 1986). In this context, they regard
teachers’ willingness to participate in teaching activities as a measure of their
commitment to teaching

2.10.4 Different Types and Definitions of Teacher Commitment

There are numerous definitions, types, and items for assessing the commitment
of teachers. Louis (1991) identified the four categories of teacher commitment—
commitment to the teaching profession, commitment to student learning, and
commitment to the school and commitment to the work of teaching—but proposed that
they are interrelated and difficult to measure separately. Celep (2000) identified four
characteristics of organizational commitment: dedication to profession, work group,
teaching, and school. Additionally, he found a large positive association between school
and teaching work, a high correlation between school and group work, and a significant
correlation between devotion to work of teaching and devotion to teaching occupation.
The scale that measures the different kinds of teacher dedication has some overlap.

Various authors have used attitude, conduct, motivation, and psychological
states to describe the concept of professional commitment. For instance, some authors
(Blau, 1989; Lee et al., 2000; Morrow & Wirth, 1989) defined professional commitment
primarily through attitude, while others (Benkhoff, 1997; Price & Mueller, 1981)
defined it primarily through behavior. Others also concentrated on both behavior and
attitude (Aranya & Ferris, 1984; Aranya, Kushnir, & Valency). Bagraim (2003), Meyer
et al. (1993), as well as Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) concentrated on psychological
states, whereas London (1983), Noe et al. (1990), and Grzeda and Prince (1997)
concentrated on motivation.

To sum up, there is disagreement about how the commitment construct is
defined, and it has been defined and assessed in a various ways. The number of
measuring items and dimensional structures of the construct have therefore been derived
differently depending on the definition of the construct and the scale’s creator. As a
result, the current commitment scales exhibit both similarities and significant
differences. Depending on how well the construct’s description aligns with the user’s

purpose to assess it, this flaw in evaluating professional commitment could reduce
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validity and have a weak relationship with the scale (Jaros, 2007; Blau, 2008; Xu &
Bassham, 2010). Proposals suggest that teacher commitment plays a crucial role in the
effectiveness of school education. (Firestone & Pennell, 1993; Park, 2005) It is
associated with children’s academic success, instructors’ work performance,
absenteeism, turnover, and attitude toward school.

2.10.5 Professional and Organizational Commitment: Absence of TCS

The literature and previous findings indicate that Meyer et al. (1993) first
identified three factors—such as affective commitment, normative commitment, and
continuation commitment—that adequately capture both organizational and professional
commitment. The bi-factor CFA results, however, showed that there was almost no
association between the two commitment factors and three sub-factors of teacher
commitment, and the factor loadings for the three sub-scale factors did not match those
between the organizational commitment and professional measurement scales. These
findings suggest that there may be two different ways to approach the concept of
commitment and that the two constructs—organizational commitment and professional
commitment—were probably not the same. They think more research is necessary to
elucidate this conjecture. Additionally, the scale in this study was created especially for
use with teachers, while Meyer et al.’s organizational commitment scale was created for

use with people in any field (Tansakul et al., 2015).

2.11 Relationship between IL and Learning Achievement

A wealth of empirical data spanning four decades has demonstrated the effects
of principals’ instructional leadership on teacher capacity and student achievement.
Most studies recommend instructional leadership as a fundamental leadership skill for
leaders to master (Day et al., 2011; Hallinger, 2011; Leithwood et al., 2017). Research
demonstrates that instructional leadership outperforms transformational leadership and
distributed leadership in enhancing teacher learning and student achievement (e.g., Day
et al., 2011; Hallinger, 2011). According to a meta-analysis by Robinson et al. (2008),
instructional leadership had a three- to four-times greater impact on student outcomes
than transformational leadership. Principals in China are unfamiliar with instructional
leadership, despite the fact that it has dominated the area of educational leadership in
Western nations for almost 40 years (Walker et al., 2012; Walker & Qian,

2015). Instructional leadership is to enhance the quality of education for students in
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grades K—12 by managing personnel well, resolving diversity-related issues, directing

teacher development, and encouraging organizational learning (Brazer & Bauer, 2013).

2.12 Teacher Collective Efficacy

Collective teacher efficacy is the notion that we can make a positive difference
in student learning, classroom issues, and adapting in changing situations (Hoy, 2008;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Ross & Gray, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Organized groups attain goals through collaborative effort in most occupational tasks.
Collective action requires more complicated, socially mediated ways to influence than
self-direction. Tasks and complementary roles require interdependence. Teamwork
needs interconnected tasks, talents, and roles. Coworkers’ beliefs, motivation, and
performance affect group members, who must coordinate their work with others’.
Collective efficacy beliefs affect a system’s mission and purpose, common commitment
to its goals, the group’s ability to collaborate and generate outcomes, and its resilience
in the face of challenges (Bandura, 1997).

Collective teacher efficacy measures instructors’ opinions about a faculty’s
collective potential to affect student achievement. Collective teacher efficacy refers to
the average instructor’s belief that faculty initiatives will enhance student
accomplishment. One must consider whether an assessment of collective teacher
efficacy should ask teachers about themselves or the faculty as a whole is debatable.
The following sample teacher competency items illustrate the distinction between these
two options: 1) Individual orientation: “I can reach the hardest students.” 2) Group
orientation: “This school’s teachers can reach the hardest students.” 1998 (Goddard).

Meanwhile, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998) further expanded the
development of collective teacher efficacy, building on the self-efficacy formulation
Bandura (1977) produced. The term “collective teacher efficacy” (CTE) describes the
impact that the collective efforts of the teaching staff have on the academic performance
of the students (Goddard et al., 2000).

Collective efficacy refers to an organization members’ perceptions of “the
performance capability of a social system as a whole” (Bandura, 1997, p. 469). The
relationship between performance and efficacy perceptions is strong. Similar to
perceived self-efficacy, collective efficacy beliefs affect group tasks, effort, persistence,
shared thinking, stress, and achievement. To understand collective efficacy’s normative

impact, one must appreciate that schools and their cultures create complex and
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influential social settings for students and teachers (Goddard et al., 2017). According to
Bandura (1997)
Analysis of the culture of organizations should be concerned not only with
traditions of how things are done but also with shared beliefs about the
organization’s capabilities to innovate and perform effectively. Because of their
diverse impact, an organization’s beliefs about its efficacy to produce results are

undoubtedly an important feature of its operative culture. (p. 476).

In the same way that individual teacher efficacy beliefs help to explain, at least
in part, the effect that teachers have on student achievement (for example, Anderson,
Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992), collective efficacy helps
to explain, from an organizational point of view, the different effects that schools have
on teachers and students (for example, Bandura, 1993; Goddard, 2001; Goddard &
Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & LoGerfo, 2004; Ross, 2003). This is because a strong
sense of collective efficacy among educators tends to encourage the kinds of effort,
creativity, and perseverance necessary to enhance student learning. They argue that
persistent effort not only promotes higher overall achievement but also contributes to
the reduction of achievement gaps. Because of this, even though the social cognitive
theories that they will talk about in the next few paragraphs have been used to explain
differences in average outcomes between groups in the past, they think that these same
theories may work in schools in ways that promote equity by closing achievement gaps
(Goddard, 2017).

Collective efficacy views influence individual and group behavior by setting
expectations that support some acts and inhibit other actions like stop doing things, not
contributing and behaving selfishly (Sampson, Morenoff, & Earls, 1999). Sampson et
al. contend that collective efficacy is crucial to group functioning because it explains
how coordinated activity produces results. Dense, trusting relational networks may
indicate considerable social capital in a group. However, Sampson et al. suggest that
social resources can best affect outcomes when a group’s collective efficacy is strong
enough to motivate members to achieve organizational goals.

Human agency—a key postulate of social cognition theory—explains this
relationship between efficacy beliefs and action. Efficacy for various pursuits
substantially influences the decisions individuals and groups (via individual members)

make. Collective efficacy plays a crucial role in organizational agency, as it encourages
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groups to persistently pursue goals they believe they can achieve. High expectations and
a strong sense of group efficacy encourage persistent corporate goals. Thus, collective
efficacy beliefs predict group results (Goddard, 2017).

2.12.1 Elements of Collective Efficacy

According to the Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) model of teacher efficacy, these
two factors are essential to collective teaching efficacy: task analysis/difficulties and
competence assessment. They also believe that teachers’ evaluations of group
competency depend on the difficulty of the teaching assignment. Despite discussing the
teaching task and group competency individually, teachers build impressions of
collective efficacy by weighing them together (Goddard, 2000).

Collective efficacy begins with instructional task analysis. The teaching task
analysis is how teachers determine what they need to teach. We conduct analysis both at
the individual and school levels. The research infers what it would take for instructors in
that school to succeed. Students’ abilities and motivations, educational materials,
community resources and limits, and the school’s physical facilities define the task. To
conclude, teachers assess their school’s teaching achievements, its challenges, and its
resources (Goddard, 2000).

The second is group competency. We assessed collective teacher efficacy using
a seven-item scale. A one-dimensional scale was envisioned. The items covered
instruction, motivation, student behavior management, student needs, and safety
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). For group competencies, teachers explicitly evaluate their
colleagues’ teaching skills based on their school’s teaching task. Teaching competence
analysis at the school level reveals faculty abilities, methodologies, training, and
expertise. Positive faculty beliefs in their students’ success may also be considered
teaching competence (Goddard et al., 2000).

2.12.2 Factors Influencing Collective Efficacy

To better understand the school factors that might affect collective efficacy, it’s
important to look at the sources of information that group members use to form their
beliefs about the group’s ability to reach its goals and how they personally interpret that
information (Goddard et al., 2017). This is because sources of efficacy—belief-shaping
information—are one of the factors that may influence collective efficacy. According to
Bandura’s 1997 social cognitive theory, one’s lived enactive mastery experiences serve
as the most potent source of information that can shape their sense of efficacy.

Collectively achieved past successes, also referred to as mastery experiences, tend to
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boost individuals’ confidence in their group’s potential to achieve similar success in the
future. According to Bandura’s social cognition theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986),
individuals of a group can gain a significant amount of knowledge about their own
capabilities by witnessing how others achieve success in situations that are comparable
to their own. A major tenet of social cognitive theory is that, in addition to vicarious
learning, social persuasion possesses the ability to alter an individual’s perception of
their own performance. Persuasion in the form of strong group norms and by official
and informal group leaders (such as administrators and teachers) has the ability to
impact the views of instructors and, as a result, the actions that they exhibit in the
classroom. Last but not least, affective states are also significant to organizations and
the subsequent efforts that they make in order to achieve group objectives. Factors such
as success and tragedy, reactions to public comments regarding academic performance,
and the emotional responses of group members to the complex and vast web of
interactions that characterize organizational life can potentially influence collective
efficacy views.

2.12.3 The Findings of One-Dimensional Construct of Collective Efficacy

Rather than consisting of two distinct and independent constructs, the multiple
loadings in Goddard’s (1988) study suggest that collective teacher efficacy is actually a
single construct and also based on the relationship between teachers’ views of group
competence and the task analysis. Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) created a
model of teacher efficacy that aligns with a single collective efficacy construct. In other
words, teachers find it challenging to distinguish between their opinions about the
teaching task analysis and their opinions on group competency. Pajares (1996b), who
contends that efficacy perceptions are task-specific, shares this opinion. Similarly, the
scale’s 21 components all loaded heavily on one factor (Goddard et al., 2000; Lim &
Eo, 2014). They then performed a principal axis factor analysis on the 12 items selected
for the short version. The results reveal the recovery of a single component from a one-
factor solution, which accounts for 64.10% of the variance and has an eigenvalue of

7.69 (Goddard, 2002).

2.13. Self-Efficacy in Social Cognitive Theory
According to Bandura (1997), social cognitive theory extends the idea of human
agency to collective agency. A fundamental component of collective agency is people’s

shared conviction that they can work together to achieve desired outcomes. In addition
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to the members’ common goals, expertise, and abilities, group accomplishments are the
result of their transactions’ interactive, coordinated, and synergistic dynamics. In
actuality, Bandura (2001) has largely limited human agency to individual, personal
agency, where agency refers to intentional acts. “Perceived self-efficacy is defined as
people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action
required to attain designated types of performance,” according to Bandura’s (1986)
formal definition of the concept (p. 391). The theoretical foundation of self-efficacy is
social cognitive theory, which emphasizes the development and use of human agency—
the notion that individuals have some control over their actions (Bandura, 2006a). He
underlined that individuals create intentions, establish objectives, predict probable
results, track and control behavior, and evaluate their own effectiveness. This idea
emphasizes how individual characteristics (such thoughts), actions, and surroundings
interact. According to this viewpoint, environmental factors impact self-efficacy, which
in turn influences one’s objectives and actions (Schunk & Meece, 2006).

Social cognitive theory holds that cognition, behavior, and the environment
interact in a triadic relationship. People learn by watching, interpreting, and responding
to their surroundings. Individual-level social cognitive theory constructs include self-
regulation, self-motivation, and self-efficacy (Goddard, et al., 2015).

2.13.1 Teacher Self-Efficacy

The term “self-efficacy” refers to the views that individuals have on their
capacity to successfully carry out a specific course of action (Bandura, 1997).
According to TschannenMoran and Hoy (2001), the term “teacher self-efficacy”
describes the belief that a teacher has in his or her own capacity to bring about the
desired outcomes of academic engagement and learning among students. Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy (2001) have demonstrated that teachers’ self-efficacy positively
influences their teaching behaviors. It is believed that teachers’ self-efficacy could
enhance student accomplishment and motivation. Evidence has shown that teachers’
self-efficacy influences their teaching practices as well as the motivation and
achievement of their students. Furthermore, studies (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; Zee & Koomen, 2016) have demonstrated the significant
role of teacher self-efficacy in both teaching effectiveness and school improvement.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(TSES), which is a task-specific construct that focuses on three areas of classroom

teaching: instructional techniques, classroom management, and student engagement.
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According to Klassen and Tze (2014) these three dimensions collectively reflect the
general teaching capacities of teachers and closely correlate with the measurement of
teaching effectiveness.

According to Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory, teacher self-efficacy is
defined as the result of a cognitive process in which individuals develop beliefs about
their capacity to perform at a specific level of competence. This definition is based on
understanding how people construct their beliefs. Bandura (1977) found that instructors
who have a high level of self-efficacy are more likely to set difficult goals for
themselves, whereas teachers who have a low level of self-efficacy are more likely to

tend to concentrate on their deficiencies.

2.14 Sources of Teacher Efficacy

Mastery, vicarious, linguistic (social), as well as physical and emotional
feelings (affective state) is four origins of self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1997).
Vicarious experience or verbal persuasion with principals and coworkers can boost
teachers’ self-efficacy (Fackler & Malmberg, 2016; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).

2.14.1 Mastery Experience

Enactive mastery experiences are widely considered as the most influential
source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). These experiences are
characterized by personal accomplishments that stem from previous performance
achievements. Bandura has referred to this source in various terms, such as
“performance accomplishments” (e.g., Bandura, 1977) and “enactive attainments™ (e.g.,
Bandura, 1986). Mastery experiences, therefore, involve the achievement of goals
through the execution of direct, personal actions. According to Bandura (1997), people
who perceive their past efforts as failures are more likely to doubt their capabilities,
whereas those who interpret previous attempts as successful are more likely to approach
similar tasks with confidence. Mastery experiences can be particularly impactful when
people succeed in fulfilling tasks that are extremely challenging. On the other hand,
their influence may not be strengthened if the achievement requires extra efforts or
relies heavily on external assistance. When success is attributed to factors other than
one’s own abilities or effort, it may not significantly enhance self-efficacy.

Mastery experiences are essential for organizations; in fact, a considerable body
of research is emerging on organizational learning (Huber, 1996; March, 1996; Simon,

1996). Mastery experiences are vital for organizations. According to Huber’s
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examination of learning organizations, schools, much like individuals, “tend to learn
well what they do, and tend to do what they learn well” (p. 152). This is consistent with
learning organizations. It should come as no surprise that the learning that takes place
within a group is what constitutes organizational learning. The teaching profession as a
whole is subject to both successes and failures. Failures have a tendency to impair a
sense of collective efficacy, whereas successes in the past at the school tend to reinforce
teachers’ faith in the potential of the faculty themselves. On the other hand, when
success is frequent and comes with little effort, even a single failure is likely to result in
feelings of discouragement. It is necessary to have previous experience in overcoming
challenges via consistent effort in order to develop a resilient sense of collective
efficacy.

2.14.2 Vicarious Experience

The act of witnessing a social model or even oneself carry out a task might result
in the development of a vicarious experience. Bandura (1997) observes that situations
where the work at hand is relatively novel can witness the substantial impact of a
vicarious experience on the development of self-efficacy. Vicarious experiences are also
more powerful when the individual perceives the model or comparison group to be
comparable to them. Kitsantas et al. (2000) and Schunk and Hanson (1989) found that
models who publicly struggle to overcome problems (also known as coping models) are
more likely to boost an observer’s self-efficacy than models who appear to make few
mistakes. They refer to these models as coping models. Referential comparisons, also
known as enactive mastery experiences, occur when an individual evaluates their skills
by comparing their own performance to those of others they have observed (Bandura
1986, 1991). A vicarious experience occurs when another individual imitates the ability
in question. When a model that the observer identifies with performs exceptionally well,
it 1s highly likely to strengthen the observer’s efficacy views. Goddard et al. (2004)
found that when a model performs poorly, the observer’s opinions of its efficacy tend to
decrease.

Observing successful organizations, particularly those that achieve similar goals
in the face of familiar opportunities and constraints, may enhance perceived collective
efficacy, just as observing successful models with similar characteristics enhances
teachers’ sense of efficacy (Gorrell & Capron, 1988; Schunk, 1981, 1983, 1987; Schunk
& Zimmerman, 1997). This is especially true for organizations that have been

successful in the past. Additionally, organizations have the opportunity to learn from
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counterparts who have achieved highly valued outcomes, even if they are quite
dissimilar. Schools commonly aspire to achieve similar levels of success by replicating
educational programs that have proven successful in a wide variety of settings. Indeed,
in the current high-stakes system of state-mandated testing and accountability, schools
that are interested in improving educational results may experience increases in
perceived collective efficacy by witnessing successful educational programs offered by
schools that have greater levels of achievement. An example of vicarious organizational
learning is borrowing from other organizations. According to Dutton and Freedman
(1985), this type of learning can often be just as beneficial as learning something
firsthand yourself.

2.14.3 Social Persuasion

Evaluative feedback in the form of social persuasions may also influence
efficacy beliefs. According to Bandura (1997), the perceived knowledge or credibility
of the person delivering the feedback frequently mediates the ability of social
persuasions to improve an individual's self-efficacy. The effectiveness of praise not only
depends on the presentation style of a message, but also on the individual delivering the
appreciation. Encouragements that are little more than ‘“knee-jerk praise or empty
inspirational homilies™ (Pajares 2006, p. 349) are not likely to have a significant impact
on the recipient. On the other hand, messages that are particular and honest have the
potential to have a significant impact on the development of an individual’s sense of
self-efficacy (Schunk 1984; Hattie & Timperley 2007). According to Bandura (1997), it
is possible that negative messages are more likely to undermine an individual’s self-
beliefs than positive persuasions are to increase them. When an individual has limited
experience in a particular field, social communications are especially effective because
of their broad appeal.

When it comes to determining what they are capable of doing in a particular
circumstance, individuals also consider their own physiological and emotional
conditions. The following are examples of such states: stress, weariness, anxiety, and
mood. It is also possible that the intensity of these emotions will affect one’s
understanding. A number of empirical data (Cassady & Johnson 2002; Keeley et al.
2008) support Bandura’s (1997) assertion that moderate arousal levels lead to optimal
performance.

It is possible for social persuasion to encompass talks regarding the capacity of

instructors to influence pupils in the teachers’ lounge, the community, or the media.
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Additionally, social persuasion may involve encouragement or specific performance
evaluation from a supervisor or a colleague. While social persuasion may not be able to
permanently alter efficacy beliefs, it can counteract periodic setbacks that could have
instilled self-doubt and disrupt persistence. According to Bandura (1986), persuasion
works best when the individual who does the persuading is shown as credible,
trustworthy, and knowledgeable.

2.14.4 Affective State

The level of arousal an individual experiences, whether it is anxiety or
excitement, can influence their perceptions of personal strength or weaknesses.
According to our premise, organizations respond to stress in much the same way
individuals do. For example, one significant factor influencing the attitude of local
schools is their recent performance on state-mandated examinations. When success is
documented and widely recognized, it can serve as a powerful influence. Organizations
with a high level of confidence in their collective abilities are often able to operate
without suffering negative consequences. This confidence enables them to resist
pressure, manage crises, and maintain normal functioning.

In fact, such organizations often learn to rise to the occasion and overcome
obstacles when faced with challenges that disrupt their operations. Conversely, there is
a strong correlation between organizational ineffectiveness and a higher risk of failure.
This is because less effective organizations are more likely to respond dysfunctionally
to stress, increasing the likelihood of negative outcomes. Affective states may therefore
shape how businesses perceive and respond to the challenges they encounter. Although
research on the influence of organizational affective states on participants’ collective
efficacy and performance is limited, future studies should explore this plausible

hypothesis (Goddard, 2004).

2.15 Relating IL and Teacher Self-Efficacy

Leithwood and Beatty (2008) pointed out that the majority of research on
leadership practices and teacher efficacy “primarily focused on transformational
leadership behaviors (p. 53).” However, there were very few exceptions that Leithwood
and Beatty (2008) examined the relationship between IL practices and teacher self-
efficacy. There are just a handful of studies that have examined the connection between
IL behaviors and teacher self-efficacy (Calik et al., 2012; Fackler & Malmberg, 2016).
For instance, Calik et al. (2012) discovered that IL had a favorable and substantial
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influence on self-efficacy, as well as a positive and significant effect on collective
efficacy. Furthermore, Blase and Blase (2002) observed that competent administrators
who focused on links between social and professional interactions with school
instructors were able to guide teachers to effectively complete their daily work duties.
Derbedek (2002), Ross (1994), Calik et al. (2012), and Zheng et al. (2019) are some of
the researchers that have established a connection between the instructional leadership
of school principals and the self-efficacy of teachers.

Principals’ instructional leadership behaviors, both at the school and individual
levels may have a connection to teachers’ self-efficacy. At the school level, teachers can
achieve a greater degree of efficacy by implementing leadership behaviors such as
establishing a favorable environment for instruction and formulating guidelines and
expectations for the institution (Fackler & Malmberg, 2016). Principals who have high
standards for teaching, attend teachers' classrooms, and provide feedback can facilitate
the development of efficacy at the individual level (Day et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran
and Hoy, 2007).

Examining the relevant literature carefully makes it easy to identify research that
supports this finding. As an illustration, Derbedek (2008) discovered that the
instructional leadership behaviors of school principals positively predicted teachers’
self-efficacy. Similarly, Howard (1996) provides evidence that there is a causal
connection between these two variables. Along the same lines, Ross (1994) asserts that
leadership is a significant factor in determining the level of self-efficacy that teachers
possess. Weisel and Dror (2006) observed a positive and significant association
between supportive and non-threatening leadership and teachers’ self-efficacy levels.
The research by Calik et al. (2012) looked at the connections between the different
aspects of instructional leadership and teachers’ self-efficacy. It was clear that the most
important link was found between evaluating the teaching process and students, which
is an aspect of instructional leadership, and teachers’ confidence in their ability to use
instructional strategies (=27, p <.01). However, Zheng et al., 2019 found no
statistically significant effect of IL on teachers’ self-efficacy.

In one study, collective teacher efficacy was conceptualized as teachers’ belief
in their abilities to positively impact student learning at school level and the school
development as a whole (Qadach et al., 2020; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004).
Previous studies have shown that instructional leadership strengthens collective teacher

efficacy at school level (Hallinger et al., 2018b; Salazar, 2014). Such finding is
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expected as instructional leadership emphasizes articulating an inspiring vision of
learning for the school, setting attainable goals, and developing a positive school
climate for student learning. Besides, instructional school leaders are keener to promote
collaboration among teachers and thus could improve collective teacher efficacy at

school level (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004).

2.16 Relationship between IL and Teacher Collective Efficacy

Goddard et al. (2015) conducted a study that demonstrates the significant role
of school leadership in determining the collective efficacy views of teachers. This
finding is significant. To be more specific, the higher the focus that school leaders have
on the development of instruction, the larger the amount of collaboration that teachers
undertake to improve instruction, and the greater their sense of collective efficacy. They
believe school leaders can influence teachers’ work and perceived school efficacy.
Therefore, they will now dive into a succinct analysis of the research on the impact of
school leadership (Goddard et al., 2017). According to the findings of Goddard et al.
(2015), the instructional leadership of principals is a major positive predictor of
collective efficacy views. This is because of the instructional leadership’s influence on
the collaborative work of teachers.

Furthermore, school administrators’ instructional leadership behaviors cultivate
collective efficacy beliefs among teachers, which are based on collaboration and sharing
(Chong & Ong, 2016; Goddard et al., 2015). These beliefs hold that instructors learn for
themselves. Similar studies found that instructional leadership positively impacted the
collective teacher efficacy(Calik et al., 2012; Fancera & Bliss, 2011; Goddard et al.,
2015; Hallinger et al., 2016; Hallinger & Lee, 2013; Cansoy et al., 2022). The principals
of schools have a responsibility to foster the growth of their instructors and
acknowledge their accomplishments. According to Goddard et al. (2015), school
principals who do not pay attention to the needs of teachers and who do not provide
feedback on the teachers’ preferences have the potential to hinder not just the teachers’
individual sense of self-efficacy but also the teachers’ ability to collaborate with one

another.

2.17 Relationship between TCE and Teacher Commitment
There is a correlation between organizational commitment and teachers’

collective efficacy, according to both theoretical and empirical research (Calik et al.,
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2012; Ross & Gray, 2006b; Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). Empirical and theoretical
investigations have demonstrated this association.

Additionally, Cansoy et al. (2022) found a substantial link between collective
teacher efficacy and teacher commitment, as well as an influence of collective teacher
efficacy on teacher commitment. According to Voelkel and Chrispeels (2017),
collective teacher efficacy has a substantial impact on the levels of interest that
instructors have in making their classes entertaining and on their capacity to meet the
demands of their pupils. Research has shown that individual teacher efficacy predicts
teachers’ commitment to their schools. According to the findings of Ross and Bruce
(2007), collective teacher efficacy served as a mediator of commitment in educational
institutions. Lee et al. (2011) documented a significant relationship between trust and
collective teacher efficacy among colleagues, which significantly impacts teacher
commitment.

Similar studies have shown evidence that collective teacher efficacy is highly
associated with teacher commitment (Donohoo 2018, Chung 2019; Hosseingholizadeh
et al., 2023; Qadach et al. 2019). These findings come from researchers who have
explored this relationship in different contexts. Building on this idea, Donohoo (2018)
indicated that collective teacher efficacy is associated with other positive factors such as
increased job satisfaction, commitment to students and to teaching profession, and
positive attitudes toward teaching students with special education needs and providing
professional development opportunities. Additionally, Qadach et al. (2019) found that
collective teacher efficacy emerged as a key mediator between principals’ instructional
leadership and a teacher’s intention to quit their position. In light of this, it would
appear that teachers who are higher in both collective and personal efficacy are more
likely to demonstrate a greater commitment to teaching (Coladarci, 1992). Furthermore,
it is worth noting that collective teacher efficacy has the potential to strengthen teacher
commitment by involving them in decision-making processes (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018;
Leithwood et al., 2010; Ninkovi¢ & Knezevi¢ Flori¢, 2016).

When faced with classroom stress, teachers with high self-efficacy solve
problems, whereas those with low self-efficacy avoid them. Low instructional self-
efficacy leads to poorer teaching commitment (Bandura, 1997). Chan et al. (2008)
presented a model of teacher commitment in which self-efficacy mediates antecedent
variables and occupational commitment. According to Ware and Kitsantas (2007),

teachers who were confident in their instruction management skills were more
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committed to teaching. Research from western and nonwestern cultures reveals that
self-efficacy and teacher commitment are linked.
2.18 Relationship among IL, TCE and TC

The literature suggests that the relationship between instructional leadership and
teacher commitment is mediated by collective teacher efficacy (Chung, 2019; Qadach et
al., 2020). This is indicated by a closer assessment of the information that has been
published. For example, the research conducted by Al-Mahdy et al. (2018) discovered
that there is a strong and indirect connection between instructional leadership and
teacher commitment. This connection was discovered among primary school
administrators in Oman using the concept of collective teacher efficacy. In a similar
vein, a study that was carried out in Iran by Hallinger et al. (2018b) demonstrated that
there is a strong mediating influence of collective teacher efficacy on the connection
between instructional leadership and teacher commitment. Cansoy et al. (2020) did a
study in Turkey regarding the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher
commitment. They discovered that collective teacher efficacy was a significant
mediator between the two. Furthermore, a recent study conducted by Hosseingholizadeh
and colleagues (2020) has provided further evidence that the considerable indirect
connection that exists between instructional leadership and teacher commitment is
significantly mediated by collective teacher efficacy. In light of this, the purpose of the
current study is to investigate an indirect effect with teacher commitment as a
multidimensional construct that is comprised of three dimensions (commitment to
school, dedication to students, and commitment to teaching). This is done in order to
broaden the knowledge base in this research domain.

In a nutshell, it is possible to assert that the collective teacher efficacy or teacher
commitment will increase if the instructional leadership behaviors of the school
principals are increased and that the collective teacher efficacy or teacher commitment
will decrease if the school principals’ instructional leadership behaviors are decreased

(Cansoy et al., 2022).

2.19 Relationship between Teacher Self-Efficacy and TC

Chesnut and Cullen (2014), Gonzalez et al. (2018), Hallinger et al. (2018),
McKim and Velez (2015), and Ware and Kitsantas (2007) all found a significant
correlation between teachers’ sense of self-efficacy and their professional commitment.

Collectively, self-efficacy, emotional intelligence, and satisfaction with anticipated
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future work environments among pre-service teachers explained 26.2% of the variance
in their level of commitment (R? = 0.262). This result was statistically significant, F(3,
205) = 24.266, p < .01. Chesnut and Cullen (2014) further reported that self-efficacy
alone accounted for 3.53% of the variance in teacher commitment, while the broader set
of self-efficacy variables explained 20% of the variance (R? = .20) in early-career
agriculture teachers’ career commitment. Similarly, McKim and Velez (2015) found
that teachers who felt confident in their instructional management abilities reported

greater commitment to the teaching profession.

2.20 The Relationship between IL and Teacher Commitment

Ail et al. (2015) conducted an investigation in three junior science colleges in
Malaysia on the relationship between instructional leadership and teachers’
commitment. The findings of this investigation revealed that there is a significant
connection between principals’ instructional leadership and teachers’ commitment.
Leadership from the principal of a school has an effect on the level of dedication shown
by teachers (Hallinger, 2018; Sun, 2015). Leithwood and Sun (2012) assert that
leadership techniques aimed at enhancing the capacities of school staff significantly
influence the dedication levels of teachers. The literature acknowledges that school
principals who show appreciation for their teachers, make contributions to their
professional development, and encourage collaboration among colleagues have a
beneficial impact on the level of commitment displayed by teachers (Geijsel et al.,
2003; Hallinger et al., 2018b). Research has demonstrated that there is a considerable
and favorable connection between the leadership of principals and the level of
dedication shown by teachers (Hallinger & Lu, 2014; Marshall, 2015). As an
illustration, Hallinger et al. (2018b) have demonstrated that there is a favorable
correlation between principal instructional leadership and teacher commitment among
Iranian primary school teachers and primary school heads. In a similar vein, Cansoy et
al. (2020) discovered that instructional leadership was a major predictor of teacher
commitment among instructors in Turkey. A study in Iran by Hosseingholizadeh &
colleagues (2020) also found a large direct association between principal instructional
leadership and teacher affective commitment.

Instructional leadership is particularly important for the purpose of encouraging
teachers to develop a stronger commitment to teaching, which, in turn, contributes to an

improvement in the learning outcomes for students (Sun, 2015). According to Hallinger
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and Heck (1998), effective instructional leadership has the potential to raise the level of
dedication that instructors have for their specific responsibilities, as well as their
readiness to commit themselves to the overall growth of the school. In addition, school
principals who are able to establish school goals and tasks, enhance teacher
performance, reduce issues in teaching processes, and enhance the learning environment
in schools can encourage teachers to remain committed to the teaching profession
(Hallinger, 2018a). According to Ware and Kitsantas (2011), the efficacy of school
leaders has an effect on the level of commitment that teachers have to engage and
collaborate in the management of decision-making processes.

Researchers found that principals’ instructional leadership generally influences
all four aspects of teacher commitment: school commitment, student commitment,
teaching commitment, and profession commitment. However, the degree of teachers’
commitment to their pupils and to teaching is largely unaffected by instructional
leadership. The findings of the study indicate that there is no substantial direct
relationship between instructional leadership and the level of commitment that teachers
have to their job (Thien et al., 2021).

Research on school leadership in Bhutan (Pelzang, 2014), Iran (Hallinger et al.,
2017), Hong Kong (Hallinger & Lu, 2014), and Malaysia (Ponnusamy, 2010; Rosdi,
2012) has consistently found a positive correlation between principal leadership and
teacher commitment. Others have investigated the relationship between collective
teacher efficacy and teacher commitment (Calik et al., 2012; Chan, Lau, Nie, Lim, &
Hogan, 2008; Hallinger et al., 2017; Solomon, 2007). These studies have concentrated
on understanding how the relationships work.

Moreover, studies (Chan, Lau, Nie, Lim, & Hogan, 2008; Firestone & Pennell,
1993; Liu, 2015) have shown that teachers’ commitment to their profession and to
school both increase when they believe they work in a supportive school environment
that encourages their professional development. Numerous studies in the field of
education have observed this phenomenon. The dedication of teachers is an important
factor in the success of their students. According to Lee, Zhang, and Yin (2011) and
Lyons, Thompson, and Timmons (2016), educators who are actively engaging with
students demonstrate a high level of commitment to both their profession and the
institution in which they work.

Firestone and Pennell (1993) linked teacher commitment to a number of factors,

including the teacher’s background, school attributes, school leadership, and working
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conditions. The school principal’s leadership influences teacher dedication (Hallinger,
2018; Sun, 2015). Leadership strategies aimed at building school personnel’s capacities
significantly impact teacher engagement (Leithwood & Sun, 2012). School
administrators who value their teachers, support their professional growth, and foster
collaboration among colleagues positively impact teacher commitment, according to the
literature (Geijsel et al., 2003; Hallinger et al., 2018b). Research (Hallinger & Lu, 2014;
Marshall, 2015) demonstrates a significant and favorable correlation between principal
leadership and teacher commitment. For instance, among Iranian primary school
teachers and primary school heads, Hallinger et al. (2018b) have verified a positive
correlation between principal instructional leadership and teacher dedication. Similarly,
Cansoy et al. (2020) discovered that among Turkish teachers, instructional leadership
was a strong predictor of teacher commitment. Hosseingholizadeh et al. (2020)
conducted an Iranian study that validated a strong direct correlation between teacher
affective commitment and principal instructional leadership.

Cansoy et al. (2020) found a strong correlation between teacher commitment
and instructional leadership techniques, such as providing guidance and concentrating
on teaching and learning, which could explain the significant and positive link. In
particular, instructional leadership is essential for increasing instructors’ dedication to
their work, which enhances student learning outcomes (Sun, 2015). Teachers’
commitment to their work and readiness to invest in the overall development of the
school may both rise with effective instructional leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 1998).
Additionally, school principals can encourage teachers’ dedication to their profession by
establishing school goals and tasks, enhancing teacher performance, resolving issues in
the teaching process, and improving the learning environment in the school (Hallinger,
2018a).

A growing body of research emphasizes the connection between teachers’
dedication and school directors’ instructional leadership (Dou et al. 2017, Cansoy et al.
2020). Dou et al. (2017), for instance, claimed that instructional leadership had a major
impact on teachers’ organizational commitment. According to Hong and Matsko
(2019), the best way to increase teacher organizational commitment is to combine
improved mentoring, opportunities for interaction with teaching practice, and greater
leadership. Cansoy et al. (2020) found that the instructional leadership behaviors of
school administrators could predict teachers’ school commitment, mostly by influencing

teacher collaboration.
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2.21 Collective Efficacy and Reciprocal Causality in Education

There is reciprocal causality, which mean the relationship between teacher
collective efficacy and teachers’ behavior, student performance, and the overall school
environment. In social cognition theory, Bandura (1986) placed considerable emphasis
on the concept of reciprocal causality. Bandura (1997) advanced the hypothesis that
social cognitive theory postulates that, in the context of a school setting, collective
effectiveness beliefs interact with the behaviors of instructors. In the theory of
reciprocal causality, individual and organizational factors influence one another in a
mutually beneficial manner. This contact is of tremendous significance in terms of the
development of individuals’ cognitive, social, and behavioral capabilities, as well as the
recognition and utilization of their strengths and the enhancement of their motivation to
accomplish the goals (Wood & Bandura, 1989). The school serves as a social
environment among its students. At the school, they all adhere to the same set of beliefs.
According to Bandura (1995), the social influence that results from these ideas is what
ultimately determines the level of self-efficacy that instructors have.

Additionally, the sources, impediments, and opportunities that are present within
the system help expose the levels of effectiveness that individuals possess. According to
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), the current scenario makes it possible for educators to
participate in collaborative activities that are relevant to a variety of cases. An example
of this is how teachers’ negative words can lead to pupils having negative expectations
of them, which in turn can increase teachers’ thoughts about their own inefficacy
(Bandura, 1993). Consequently, the self-efficacy of teachers may develop as a
consequence of the pleasant experiences they have obtained while working in a school
that has a high collective efficacy. Furthermore, when instructors’ opinions of their own
self-efficacy improve, there is a possibility that their feelings of collective efficacy will
also improve. In contrast, collective efficacy has the potential to enhance the beliefs that
teachers have regarding the accomplishments of their students. Goddard et al. (2000)
found that teachers’ ideas about their own skills can improve the quality of education
and that these perceptions increase in tandem with students’ achievements in school.

Furthermore, they can assert that teachers’ perceptions of self-sufficiency in
implementing practices for student learning play a significant role in fostering a shared
performance that ensures students achieve academic success. And, the ideas that
instructors hold regarding the planning and implementation of activities to boost student

achievement at school can help them make a greater effort to improve student learning.
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Strong relationships among individuals influence the establishment of social norms.
Coleman (1985) asserts that the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of the entire group
mirror these standards. When there is an increase in the level of teacher collaboration
and real relationships in schools, it is possible for good or negative attitudes and beliefs
to emerge in relation to the teaching process and the academic achievement of students.
Based on Cybulski, Hoy, and Sweetland (2005), this indicates that teachers are more
effective in various school activities. According to Goddard et al. (2000), the efficacy
beliefs of instructors in relation to educating pupils generate a norm that influences both
the activities of individuals and the accomplishments of the school as a whole. In
addition, teachers exert influence over pupils as well as other educators through a
variety of educational strategies. Occasionally, their peers and staff provide them with
comments. Here, they are discussing the verbal persuasive sources of self-efficacy, or
feedback. Simultaneously, they acquire knowledge and experience. When viewed from
this perspective, the feedback and experiences of expertise either boost or weaken the
collective efficacy of the teaching personnel. As a consequence of this, the level of
collective efficacy can grow depending on the performance of pupils in school, which
lends support to the assumptions made by Bandura and Coleman (Cybulski et al.,

2005).

2.22 Relating Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Collective Efficacy

Numerous studies have illuminated the relationships between self-efficacy and
collective sense of competence. Wu, Tsui, and Kinicki (2010), who conducted their
research investigation on various firms, found that working alongside individuals who
regarded themselves as highly competent boosted collective efficacy. Additionally,
there are findings that have been documented in the academic literature that demonstrate
that the self-efficacy of teachers can be utilized as a means to forecast the collective
efficacy of teachers (Calik et al., 2012; Demir, 2008; Ninkovi¢ & Flori¢, 2016). Kurt
(2009) discovered a correlation between collective teacher efficacy and teacher self-
efficacy, and found that collective efficacy accurately predicted teacher self-efficacy.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) attribute the discrepancies in the research findings to
the reciprocal causation of the relationship between self-efficacy and collective efficacy,
along with the beliefs teachers hold about their personal competencies

These findings suggest a reciprocal causal relationship between teacher self-

efficacy and collective efficacy. Bases on the finding, the self-efficacy beliefs in
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educational inclusive showed that Cambodian teachers and head teachers rated high
levels of efficacy in inclusive instruction, efficacy in managing behavior, and efficacy in

collaboration. The mean ranged from 4.05 to 4.99 (Ravet, & Mtika, 2024)

2.23 Secondary Resources Schools in Cambodia

Secondary resource schools stand at the forefront of the educational network.
These schools boast a diverse array of infrastructure and amenities, such as study
buildings, conference rooms, laboratories, libraries, computer labs, audiovisual labs, and
energy and water supplies, among others. In addition to being schools that are leading
the way in research methodology and innovations in teaching and learning, these
schools are also model schools in the areas of management and excellent governance.
They utilize basic and additional facilities to implement these innovations. Through the
organization of trial presentations in classrooms as well as regular teaching and training
for teachers, secondary resource schools have the opportunity to share their respective
experiences with other schools within the network. The goal is to enhance teaching and
management capacities in school leadership, encompassing school development
planning. In addition, these schools offer opportunities to assist kids who are slow
learners and children who are members of minority ethnic groups with their academic
performance. The goal is to increase equitable school attendance at secondary schools.

They established secondary resource schools based on the following criteria.
They selected (1) schools that were already operational, exhibiting strong management
and community-based partnerships; (2) schools with expansive campuses capable of
future expansion; (3) schools with a robust safety record; and (4) schools equipped with
a dependable electricity supply network, clean drinking water, laboratories, and
computers. Schools with standardized infrastructure are required to include the
following facilities: (1) offices for school principals, deputy principals, and secretariats;
(2) conference rooms, teachers' rooms, scientific laboratories, computer labs, and
audiovisual labs; (3) libraries; (4) canteens; and (5) hygienic restrooms. According to
Hang Choun (2018), the goals of secondary resource schools are as follows: (1) to
improve the sharing of practices, cooperation, and mutual support between the schools
and teaching staff in the network; (2) to improve career development for teachers; (3) to
strengthen the management and leadership of schools; (4) to promote school
development plans and guarantee their implementation; and (5) to guarantee the

implementation of life skills programs.
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2.24 The Investment, Role and Impacts of SRSs in Cambodia

According to MoEYS (2008, p. 2), ‘SRSs are defined as schools that are
equipped or provided with infrastructure and facilities, including buildings, meeting
rooms, laboratories, libraries, a computer room, audiovisual rooms, a source of
electricity and water, and so on. This includes the provision of training to staff on how
to use those infrastructures and facilities’ (p. 2). It is necessary to find out (a) how much
it has been invested and its roles within the school communities or school networks, and
(c) its impact on teaching process and learning achievement.

The annual budget for operating the secondary resource schools, procuring
materials and equipment, and establishing a scholarship scheme for underprivileged
students has provided funding to the host schools. According to a staff member at Chbar
Ampeouv Upper Secondary School, the interviewee disclosed, “My school has received
around 35 million Cambodian Riels per year for water, electricity, equipment, and
infrastructure renovation. As I know the funding was previously from ADB. The
MoEYS will allocate it through the Public Budget (PB) starting this year. I received an
additional 5 million Cambodian riel, bringing the total to 40 million Cambodian riels.”
(Un et al., 2021).

The management board, teachers, and students of the Secondary Resource
Schools (SRS) are expected to serve as role models for their communities and nearby
areas, as outlined in the 2008 Secondary Resource Schools Policy and the 2018
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (MoEYS). SRSs ought to serve as network hubs
for fostering cooperation, sharing experiences, and inspiring solidarity among schools
and within their wider communities. The introduction of SRS aids in advancing
teachers’ professional growth; they exchange effective methods and insights regarding
instruction, education, and administration with network schools; school improvement
plans should be introduced and implemented; and teacher competency should be
enhanced through professional development and mentoring (MoEY'S, 2008).

Over the last ten years, there has been investment in both technical and financial
support for SRSs in Cambodia. Many SRSs have been acknowledged for their swift
advancement in teaching and learning development, particularly concerning student
learning outcomes, which distinctly sets SRSs apart from other secondary school types
nationwide. Scholars have observed that the success of SRSs reflects their efforts to
mobilize infrastructure, financial resources, and personnel to improve student

performance. This initiative has been in place for ten years, yet no research has
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examined the effects of mobilizing resources on school performance, the impact of
resource allocation on student performance or learning outcomes, or the effect of
resource allocation on other facets of school-related improvement (Keo et al., 2021).
Using Pearson’s correlation, researchers found that improving infrastructure and human
resources had a big effect on how well students did in school (Keo et al., 2021).

The aim of this study is to examine how resource allocation relates to teacher
performance over the past five years. This research seeks to explain if resources
(including the development of infrastructure, human resources, and budget) have a

positive and significant link with teacher collective efficacy and commitment.

2.25 Empirical Studies

There have been a few studies about the influence of instructional leadership of
school principals on teacher collective efficacy and teachers’ commitment in various
contexts. Below are the selected studies from various contexts published in high-quality
journals.

2.25.1 Empirical Studies: Relationship among IL, TCE and TC

First, a study that used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to collect data from
111 principals and 345 primary teachers in Mashad city, Iran, discovered how leader
self-efficacy beliefs and instructional leadership behaviors interact to shape collective
teacher efficacy and commitment (Hallinger et al., 2018). The study was conducted in
Iran. Additionally, they found that both the principal’s instructional leadership and the
collective teacher efficacy influenced the amount of teacher commitment to schools.

The second study, undertaken by Cansoy et al. (2022) with a sample of 247
teachers in Turkey, adopted multiple regression analysis to investigate the relationships
between instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and organizational
commitment. The findings showed that instructional leadership was a significant
predictor of both teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment to school.
Furthermore, instructional leadership was shown to positively influence both the
collective efficacy of teachers and the overall organizational commitment. Moreover,
collective teacher efficacy was identified as a key predictor of teacher commitment to
the school, with a positive effect on teachers’ commitment.

The third study by Thien et al. (2021) used Partial Least Squared Structural
Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to analyze data from 357 teachers across five Chinese

independent high schools in Penang, Malaysia found that instructional leadership has a
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significant and direct impact on teacher commitment to school, students, and to
teaching, but not commitment to the profession. It also highlighted the role of
collective teacher efficacy in mediating the relationship between instructional leadership
and the different constructs of teacher commitment. However, the researchers noted the
study’s limited sample size and suggested that future research should involve a larger,
more diverse sample to improve representativeness and generalizability.

The fourth study by Al-Mahdy et al. (2018) used structural equation modeling to
analyze data from 299 teachers across 15 schools in Oman found strong, significant
direct effects of principal instructional leadership on collective teacher efficacy, along
with smaller but significant direct effects on teacher commitment. Moreover, collective
teacher efficacy was found to have a moderate, significant direct effect on teacher
commitment. However, the researchers acknowledged the research sample size was
relatively small and recommended further research with a larger sample.

The fifth study by Hosseingholizadeh et al. (2023), used confirmatory factor
analysis, structural equation modeling, and bootstrapping to analyze data from 121
principals and 886 teachers in primary schools in Iran found that principal instructional
leadership influences teachers’ professional learning through collective efficacy and
teacher commitment. However, the researchers suggested that the study should be
replicated with a larger sample across different contexts, such as secondary schools or
rural versus urban schools.

2.25.2 Empirical Studies: Relationship between IL and CTE

The first study by Calik et al. (2012) used structural equation modeling to
analyze data from 328 primary schools in Ankara. The study found that instructional
leadership had a significant direct and positive impact on collective teacher efficacy.

The second study by Cansoy and Parlar (2018) used multiple regression to
analyze data from 427 teachers working in primary, middle and high school. The study
found that school principals’ leadership behaviors were positively and significantly
related to collective teacher efficacy. Specifically, as principals demonstrated more
effective leadership behaviors, teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs increased.

The third study by Goddard et al. (2021) used multilevel structural equation
modeling to analyze data from 95 principals, 1623 teachers, and 4,229 students in a
Midwestern state. The study found that principal efficacy beliefs for instructional
leadership had a statistically significant relationship with teacher collective efficacy.

The fourth study by Goddard et al. (2015) used multilevel structural equation
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modeling to analyze data from 1,606 teachers in 93 elementary schools in the
Midwestern U.S. The findings revealed that principals’ instructional leadership is a
significant positive predictor of collective efficacy beliefs, largely through its influence
on teachers’ collaborative work.

The fifth study by Qadach et al. (2020) used multilevel structural equation
modeling to analyze data from 1,700 elementary teachers in 130 Jewish schools in
Israel. The findings revealed a positive, significant relationship between instructional
leadership and teacher collective efficacy.

2.25.3 Empirical Studies: IL and Teacher Commitment

The first study by Sarikaya and Erdogan (2016) used multiple regression to
analyze the data from 441 teachers in 28 schools on the European side of Istanbul. The
study found that the combined sub-dimensions of instructional leadership—such as
setting and sharing school goals, managing the education program, evaluating the
instructional process and students, supporting and improving teachers, and creating a
well-organized teaching-learning environment—positively influenced organizational
commitment.

The second study by Tatlah et al. (2019) use simple regression to analyze data
from 30 private university teachers and 30 public university teachers in Pakistan. The
study found that instructional leadership has a positive effect on teachers' job
commitment.

The third study by Ail et al. (2015) used Pearson correlation to analyze data
from 113 teachers in Malaysia. The findings revealed a moderately strong positive
correlation between instructional leadership and teachers’ commitment.

The fourth study by Sugandi (2021) used multiple regression to analyze data
from 250 teachers in high schools in Yogyakarta province, Indonesia. The findings
revealed that instructional leadership has a positive effect on organizational
commitment.

2.25.4 Empirical Studies: TCE and Teacher Commitment

The first study by Ross and Gray (2006) used structural equation modeling to
analyze data from 3,074 teachers in 218 elementary schools in Canada. The findings
revealed that collective teacher efficacy is a strong predictor of commitment to
community partnership, commitment to professional community, and commitment to
the school mission.

The second study by Yurt (2022) used structural equation modeling to analyze
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data from 320 teachers in public schools. The findings revealed that collective teacher
efficacy has a positive effect on organizational commitment

The third study by Lee et al. (2011) used confirmatory factor analysis and
multilevel structural equation modeling to analyze data from 480 teachers in 33 schools
in Hong Kong. The findings revealed that faculty trust in colleagues and collective

teacher efficacy significantly influenced teachers’ commitment to students.

2.26 The Role of Social Cognitive Theory and Teacher Commitment

Social cognition theory (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) also reveals
a correlation between teachers’ beliefs about their own efficacy, their behaviors, and
how they interact with the environment. For instance, studies by Skaalvik and Skaalvik
(2007) have demonstrated a positive correlation between self-efficacy and job
commitment. Social cognition theory states that people typically pay attention to their
own concepts, growth and development processes, and how their interactions with other
people influence their conduct (Usher & Pajares, 2008). People's ideas and beliefs
directly influence their behaviors, especially how committed they are to their work,
according to Bandura (1977). A large body of research has demonstrated a strong
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and their commitment (Chesnut and Cullen,
2014; Gonzalez et al., 2018; Hallinger et al., 2018; Ware and Kitsantas, 2007).
Gonzalez et al. (2018) found that teaching strategies predicted acquired competencies,
and competences predicted teaching self-efficacy, and self-efficacy predicted
commitment to teaching profession in a study including 842 Spanish pre-service
teachers.

To sum up, the results of earlier research emphasize the significance of
bolstering teachers’ collective efficacy, given that these beliefs directly influence their
commitment and overall effectiveness in teaching. It is consistently demonstrated that
teacher collective efficacy impacts their professional dedication and effectiveness in
work engagement, highlighting the importance of nurturing positive self-perceptions to

improve job commitment and teaching outcomes.

2.27 Research Gaps
The relationship between instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy,
and teacher commitment has been the subject of a limited number of studies.

Researchers have conducted these studies in a variety of settings with a small sample
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size, utilizing a variety of approaches to analyze the data. Two studies conducted in
primary school contexts in Oman in West Asia (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018) and Iran
(Hosseingholizadeh et al., 2023) found that IL has positive effects on teacher
commitment through teacher collective efficacy as a mediator, while the third study
took place in five high schools in Penang, Malaysia (Thien et al., 2021). Each of these
studies used structural equation modeling (SEM) for data analysis. However, they
asserted that the studies had a small sample size and recommended conducting
additional studies with larger samples to enhance generalization. In Turkey, researchers
conducted a study on a similar subject, “Collective teacher efficacy as a mediator in the
relationship between instructional leadership and teacher commitment”. The study
involved primary and middle school teachers in a single district in Istanbul province,
utilizing multiple regression for data analysis (Cansoy et al., 2022). The most recent
study, conducted in Mashhad city, Iran, involved primary school teachers and
principals, utilizing confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling. On
the other hand, the researchers who conducted these studies need to replicate their
findings in a wider sample of schools that are located in other contexts, such as
secondary schools or schools located in rural and urban areas (Hosseingholizadeh et al.,

2023).
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

To conduct the research titled “The Impact of School Directors’ Instructional
Leadership on Teachers’ Collective Efficacy and Commitment at the Secondary
Resource Schools in Cambodia”, this chapter is mainly presented in the following main
sections (1) research design, (2) research population and samples, (3) research

instrument, (4) Pilot study, (5) Data collection procedure, and (6) data analysis.

3.1 Research Design

The present study adopts a quantitative approach with two research designs:
correlational and causal comparative and use both exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine and validate the factor structures
associated with teacher commitment, instructional leadership, and teacher collective
efficacy.

The correlational study is aimed to explore the relationships among the variables
in a predictable pattern for one group of individuals (Creswell, 2012; Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). First, correlational design within the current study, instructional
leadership (creating school’s mission, managing instructional program, and developing
a positive school learning climate) are examined to see their predictive effects on
teacher collective efficacy (e.g. group competence, and task difficulty), and teacher
commitment (commitment to school, commitment to teaching and commitment to
students).

The casual comparative study is aimed to compare the different perceptions of
teachers relating to instructional leadership (creating school’s mision, managing
instructional program, and developing a positive school learning climate) and different
types of teacher collective efficacy as well as teacher commitment between schools in 3

educational regions.

3.2 Research Population and Samples

3.2.1 Population

The target population for this study comprises secondary school teachers who
currently teach in 50 secondary resource schools in 4 regions including Central Plain

regions with 7 provinces (Kandal, Prey Veng, Kampong Cham, Tbong Khmum, Phnom
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Penh, Svay Rieng and Takeo), Tonle Sap region with 7 provinces (Banteay Meanchey,
Battambang, Kompong Chhnang, Kompong Thom, Pursat, Siemreap, Otdar Meanchey
and Pailin), Coastal and Sea (Kompot, Kep, Preah Siharnouk, and Koh Kong) and
Plateau and Mountain region with 6 provinces (Kampong Speu, Kratie, Mondul Kiri,
Preah Vihear, Ratanak Kiri and Stung Treng) (Ministry of Planning, 2019).

Today, 50 secondary resource schools have been constructed throughout the
country; each secondary resource school has a network of up to eight secondary schools
for sharing resources with the secondary resource school. In average, two resource
schools were established in each province or the capital city with a maximum of 3 and a
minimum of 1. While provinces, i.e., Banteay Meanchey, Battambang, Kampong Thom,
Kandal and Prey Veng hosted up to three secondary resource schools; the ADB only
funded one secondary resource school each in Mondulkiri, Kep, Pailin, Ratanakiri and
Stung Treng. Other provinces hosted two secondary resource schools in each (Chhun, &
Ponn, 2020).

The population of this study is teachers from 50 secondary resource schools in
some provinces in Cambodia. As it is the correlational research, the sample size was
chosen based on the recommendation by Hair et al., (2019). When confirmatory factor
analysis and structural equation modeling are employed, the sample size should
normally be at least five times as large as the number of observed variables or items
(Hair et al., 2019).

3.2.2 Research Samples

The sample of the study consists of 619 secondary resource school teachers who
were teaching grade seven through twelve. Simple Random Sampling was used twice to
select the samples of the study. First, we use Simple Random Sampling to select 3
regions. Then this sampling technique was also used to select the 2 provinces from each
selected region. The way to do this was to write each region (region 1, region 2, region
3, and region 4 representing Central Plain, Tonle Sap, Costal and Sea, as well as Plateau
and Mountains) on a separated slip of paper, then place all the four slips in a container,
after that shake the container and select the folded slips one by one three times from the
container. As a result, the surveyed participants of the current study would comprise of
teachers who are teaching in three regions selected from four regions including Central
Plain, Tonle Sap, as well as Coastal and Sea, (Ministry of Planning, 2019).

And then, Simple Random Sampling is also used to select 2 provinces from each

selected region including Central Plain (comprising 7 provinces and city- Kandal, Prey
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Veng, Kampong Cham, Tbong Khmum, Phnom Penh, Svay Rieng and Takeo), Tonle
Sap (comprising- Banteay Meanchey, Battambang, Kompong Chhnang, Kompong
Thom, Pursat, Siemreap, Otdar Meanchey and Pailin), and Coastal and Sea (comprising
four provinces- Kompot, Kep, Preah Siharnouk, and Koh Kong). The same procedure as
selecting regions above is used to select six provinces from three selected regions.
Based on the simple randomly technique our sampled province of the study are Phnom
Penh, Takeo, Kampong Chhanang, Kampong Thom, Kompot and Prea Siharnouk.

The resource schools in these six provinces and city are the sample of the study.
The sampled schools in Phnom Penh are Hun Sen Champouvorn Upper Secondary
school (Por Senchey) and Chbar Ampeouv upper secondary school (Mean Chey),
Schools in Takeo including Chea Sim Takeo upper secondary school, Samdech Ov
high school, Kampong Chhnang including Preahbat Soramrith Upper secondary school,
Hun Sen Bori Bo upper secondary school; Kampong Thom including Hun Sen Balang
High school, Kampong Thmar Upper Secondary school; Kompot including Preah Reach
Samphea upper secondary school, Hun Sen Chhouk upper secondary school; Preah
Sihanouk including Krong Preah Sihanouk high school and Hun Sen Veal Rinh high
school (ADB, 2018). Therefore, 12 secondary resource schools are finally selected as
research sample and teachers of each of the 12 schools in the 6 randomly selected
provinces are the sample of the study, and school principal of each of the 12 sampled
schools will be solicited through phone by a researcher to schedule a time for
administration of surveys to schools.

In a research study, sample is a group of individuals, items, or events that
represent the characteristics of the larger group, known as population, from which the
sample is drawn (Gay et al., 2009). The reason for sampling is to prevent researchers
from having to collect data from the entire population (Cohen et al., 2007). This
research is based on a random ‘probability’ sample where this researcher generalized
from the results since Cohen et al., (2007) indicated that probability sampling is helpful
as it seeks to be representative of the population. The researcher decides to use simple
sampling to choose three regions. Then two provinces will be randomly chosen from
each educational region. Teachers in resource school(s) in the selected provinces were
chosen for data collection.

The participants for this design were randomly selected to respond the survey
questionnaire. The researcher plans to choose at least 10 participants per item. The total

of observed variables or items for the present study is 51. The researcher plans to
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choose more 10 participants per item, so there will be larger than 510 participants in the
study. The percentages of males and females are reported in chapter 4. Demographic
information of the respondents such as qualification, work experience and mean age
were calculated. The copies of research questions delivered to respondents and the

returned responses were also reported.

Table 3.1: Respondent Information by Region and Province

No. Regions Provinces Numbers of Surveyed

schools Schools

1.  Central Plain Phnom Penh, and Takeo 4 4

2. Tonle Sap Kompong Thom, and 4 4
Kampong Chhnag

3. Coastal and Sea Kampot, and Preah 4 4

Siharnuk
Total 6 12 12

3.3 Research Instruments

There are three types of instruments in the present studies, namely (1)
instructional leadership, (2) teacher collective efficacy and (3) teacher commitment.
The researcher used a two-stage process for developing and refining the instruments
designed to measure Instructional Leadership, Teacher Commitment, and Collective
Efficacy. Initially, the instruments included several sub-constructs based on theoretical
frameworks and existing literature. However, following Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA), the instruments were refined to ensure validity and reliability for use in
subsequent analyses, including Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and Multiple
Regression Analysis.

The initial instrument leadership tool is adapted from (Hallinger, & Lee, 2013)
which consisted of three sub- constructs (1) creating school mission, school learning
climate, and managing instructional program. There are 5 initial items for creating
school mission, 6 for managing instructional program, and 9 for developing positive
learning climate. The teacher commitment tool was adapted from (Kushman, 1995; Nir,

2002; Brookover et al., 1979; Mowday et al., 1979), which consist of (1) teacher
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commitment to school, commitment to teaching and to students. There are 19 initial
items for the three sub-constructs of TC. Finally, initial instrument of collective efficacy
was adapted from (Goddard, 2015; Goddard et al., 2017) with two sub-constructs
including group competency and task difficulty. There are 12 initial items for the two
sub-constructs of TCE.

After the initial data collection from the field test, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was conducted to assess the construct validity of the instruments. The
EFA results indicated whether each sub-construct met the required psychometric
criteria. Sub-constructs that did not meet these criteria were excluded from further
analysis. Specifically, they were removed from the constructs of instructional
leadership, teacher commitment, or teacher collective efficacy. These exclusions were
based on low factor loadings and insufficient internal consistency—both of which are
essential for valid measurement in subsequent analyses, including confirmatory factor
analysis, multiple regression, and structural equation modeling.

Following the EFA, the instruments were refined and validated. Valid sub-
constructs of instructional leadership and teacher collective efficacy, as well as the
retained sub-constructs of teacher commitment, were identified. Ultimately, the teacher
collective efficacy scale was confirmed. The new factor-analyzed version of the
instrument was then modified by the researcher to align with the EFA findings and to
better fit the Cambodian context (see Appendix G).

In conclusion, the original instruments for Instructional Leadership (IL), Teacher
Collective Efficacy (TCE), and Teacher Commitment (TC) were employed to address
the first research question: “how can initial tools of instructional leadership, teacher
collective efficacy, and teacher commitment be validated in Cambodian context using
FAA and CFA?” The refined and validated instruments for these variables were then
used to explore the remaining research questions, including: examining teachers’
perceptions of the main variables, investigating regional variations in perceptions,
analyzing relationships among the variables, and conducting Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM).

3.3.1 The Original Construction and Development of the IL Instruments

Hallinger et al. (2015) stated that up until the early 1980s, there were no
validated tools available for measuring instructional leadership, either in research or
practice (Bossert et al., 1982; Bridges, 1982; Erickson, 1979; Murphy et al., 1983). The
articulation of the PIMRS conceptual framework (Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger &
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Murphy, 1985) laid the foundation for the development of instruments capable of
reliably measuring instructional leadership. Such tools were a necessary prerequisite for
scholars to effectively address the challenges identified in contemporary reviews of the
literature (e.g., Bridges, 1982; Erickson, 1979; Haller, 1979).

Bossert et al., (1982) conceptualized instructional leadership as actions and
strategies employed by principals that are intended to impact the school’s instructional
organization and learning climate with the goals of improving learning outcomes for
students. They chose the term “instructional management” because they inferred that
this role of the principal revolved around managerial functions concerned with the
coordination and control of curriculum and instruction (e.g., Cohen and Miller 1980).
The principal instructional management framework included organizational context that
recognized that leadership is influence by personal characteristics, district
characteristics (its size) and community characteristics with two dimensions including
school climate, and instructional organization (Bossert et al., 1982).

Another early attempt to provide a clear definition of instructional leadership
was represented in the work of Hallinger and Murphy (Hallinger et al. 1983; Hallinger
& Murphy 1985; Murphy et al. 1983). Our conceptual framework incorporated three
dimensions: Defines the School Mission, Manages the Instructional Program, and
Develops a Positive School Learning Climate (Hallinger 1983; Hallinger et al. 1983;
Hallinger & Murphy 1985). Three instruments were used. Principal Instructional
Leadership (PIL) was measured by the 50 item version of the Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale-Teacher Form (PIMRS; Hallinger, 1982, 1990, 2015).

Measures of instructional leadership employed in the present study were adapted
from prior study which employed the PIMRS-Thai Form (Hallinger, 1982/ 1994)
consisting of total of 20 items. The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
(Hallinger, 1982/1994) was developed as a tool designed to enable accurate
measurement of instructional leadership practice. The instrument was based upon
Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) conceptual framework with three dimensions as
comprising the instructional leadership role of the principal: Defining the School’s
Mission, Managing the Instructional Program, and Promoting a Positive School
Learning Climate. The instrument has been employed by school systems as well as by
more than 200 researchers in published studies and doctoral focusing on principal
instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2011a). Each item on the PIMRS is rated on a

Likert-type scale ranging from (1) almost never to (5) almost always.
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3.3.2 The Original Construction and Development of TCE

The collective teacher efficacy instrument used in the previous studies were
developed by adapting the Gibson and Dembo (1984) instrument to adhere to the
theoretical model developed by Tschannen-Moran; Hoy. and Hoy (1998).The 30 items
of collective teacher efficacy instrument was originally developed by Gibson and
Dembo (1984), and based on analysis of internal consistency reliabilities, they found
that only 16 of the original 30 items yielded significant loadings on two factor (personal
teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy) which corresponded to Bandura’s two-factor
theoretical model of collective efficacy. In order to develop a collective teacher efficacy
instrument that contained all of the wordings outlined above, Goddard (1998), who
constantly developed measure of teacher collective efficacy, began by analyzing the
original Gibson and Dembo instrument. Goddard (1998) found that the 16 item on the
original Gibson and Dembo instrument contained only positive group competence and
negative task difficulty. In response, Goddard (1998) added several items assessing the
negative competency and positive task analysis. Next, Goddard (2000) used the 16-item
version of the Gibson and Dembo instrument as a beginning point in developing their
scale, adapting the items to adhere to the four categories described as (GC+, GC-, TD+,
and TD-) with total 21 items. In order to represent all four types in their model, they had
to create negatively worded items to address competence and positively worded items to
address task.

The measure of collective teacher efficacy comprising of positive and negative
group competence, positive and negative task analysis/difficulty was originally adapted
from Goddard (2000) who deleted items with low loading and added new three
additional group competence items and a few items to task analysis. Next, another
study on the roles of collective efficacy beliefs in support of student learning by
Goddard et al. (2015) also measured collective efficacy beliefs using a 12-item short
form which was adapted from Goddard (2000), but they subjected three parcels
constructed from the 12 collective efficacy items (6 group competence items; 3
positively worded task analysis items; 3 negatively worded task analysis items) to
confirmatory factor analysis using Mplus. They employed Cronbach’s alpha as a
measure of internal consistency. They constructed school collective efficacy scores as
the mean of the 12 aggregated item scores. They used these scores in all subsequent
analyses. Next, they calculated descriptive statistics for all of our Level 1 and Level 2

variables and confirmed that each continuous variable was approximately normally
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distributed and suitable for use in regression analysis. Moreover, Similar to Goddard et
al. (2015), Goddard et al., (2017) examined the collective efficacy measure using Mplus
to perform confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on three observed parcels comprised of
mean scores for 1) group competence indicators of collective efficacy, 2) positively
worded task analysis items, and 3) negatively worded task analysis items. The analysis
confirmed a single factor with strong loadings of .89, .88 and .85, respectively.

3.3.3 The Original Construction and Development of TC

Measures of organizational commitment are as diverse as the definitions. Most
of these measures consist of from two- to four-item scales that are created on an a priori
basis and for which little or no validity and reliability data are presented (Mowday et al.,
1979). For example, Grusky’s (1966) scale used four items, consisting of company
seniority, identification with the company, attitudes toward company administrators,
and general attitudes toward the company. In addition to this, Hrebiniak and Alutto
(1972) used a four-item scale which asked in essence what it would take for the
employee to leave the organization. Spearman-Brown reliability was reported at .79 but
no additional validity or reliability data were presented. Similar procedures were
employed by (Lee, 1971; Sheldon, 1971; Brown, 1969; Gouldner, 1960; Hall et al. ,
1970; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Buchanan ,1974). Kanter (1968. 1977) used a 36-item
scale, but failed to report either validity or reliability data. Finally, Wiener and
Gechman (1977) asked employees to keep diaries of voluntary work-related activities
on personal time, using a decoding procedure to estimate commitment. Mowday et al.,
(1997) developed 15 items for organizational commitment which appeared to tap the
three aspects of their definitions of commitment including (1) a strong belief in and
acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert
considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and (3) a strong desire to maintain
membership in the organization.

Commitment to teaching work is formed with Morrow’s approach (1983, p. 492)
which maintains the occupied level of an individual’s daily life. Commitment to
teaching work is the physical and psychological occupied level of a teacher in his/her
daily life. Commitment to teaching work was formulated with 8 items in the direction of
Kanungo’s job involvement (1982, P. 344), that was depended on Lodahl and Kejner’s
scale (1965).

The initial items on job involvement was selected and reduced by using the scale

discrimination technique of Edwards and Kilpatrick (1948). The initial 110 statements
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potentially related to job involvement were collected from interview protocols. Then
elimination of duplications reduced the list to 87 items. Next, the items were submitted
to 11 psychologists, 3 sociologists, and 8 second-year graduates to judge. Mean,
medians, standard deviations, and Q values of their rating were calculated for each of
the 87 items. Q value is a statistic employed to assess how well each item in the scale
discriminates or differentiates between various levels of the construct. 47 items were
discarded using these statistics and the other 40 items retained had low Q values and
tended to have medians more toward the ends of the distributions (Lodahl & Kejner,
1965). They were developing the job involvement scale, and gathering evidence on the
reliability and validity of the scale. Exploratory factor analysis was employed and they
found that 40 items were separate into 11 factors but only the first 7 of these had
loading greater than .30. And the items with four highest loadings will be presented for
the first five factors (the sixth and seventh factors have substantially zero loadings on
total job-involvement score.

Kushman (1995) adapted the 9 items of commitment to student learning
measuring (a) teacher sense of efficacy using items from Ashton and Webb (1986), (b)
teacher expectations for short-term student success, with some items adapted from
Brookover et al., (1979), and (c) teacher willingness to exert effort for helping low-
achieving students succeed. Teacher commitment to students was assessed using a 2-
factor scale. One 4-item subset was designed to evaluate teacher commitment to
children’s academic achievements and a second 4-item subset was designed to evaluate
teacher commitment to the social integration of children in the classroom. The
reliability levels for each of the subsets were evaluated in a pilot study (Nir, 2002).

3.3.4 Breakdown of the Survey Questionnaire of the Initial Constructs

Table 3.2 provides a thorough examination of the survey questions, classifying
the categories and dimensions under evaluation. The table presents three primary
concepts: instructional leadership with its sub-components (create school mission,
manage instructional program and develop positive school learning climate), teachers’
collective efficacy (group competency and task difficulty) and teacher commitment
(commitment to school, commitment to teaching and commitment to students). Each
concept is subdivided into distinct dimensions, with the number of related items in the
questionnaire specified for each dimension. There are total initial 51 items for I0C,

EFA and CFA analysis.
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Table 3.2: Breakdown of the Survey Questionnaire Based Initial Constructs

Constructs  Dimensions No. of Items in the Total
Questionnaire Items
Creating a school mission SM1, SM2, SM3, SM4, SM5 5
Managing the Instructional MIP6, MIP7, MIP8, MIP9, .
Instructional ~ Program MIP10, MIP11
Leadership  Developing a positive school ~ PLC12, PLC13, PLC14,
learning climate PLCI15, PLC16, PLC17, 9
PLC18, PLC19, PLC20
GCl, GC2, GC3, GC4, GCs,
Teachers’ Group Competency GCeo6, GC7, GC8, GC9, 6
Collective GC10, GC11, GC12
Efficacy Task Difficulties (positive) TD4, TDS, TD17, TD31,
TD32, TD42, ¢
Commitment to school TCO1, TCO2, TCO3, TCO4,
TCOS, TCO6, TCO7 ’
Commitment Commitment to teaching TCS8, TCS9, TCS10,
TCS11, TCS12, TCS13 ¢
Commitment to students TCT14, TCT15, TCT16, .

TCT17, TCT18, TCT19
Total items = 51

(Note: See Appendix E)

The concept of instructional leadership encompasses three dimensions: creating
a school mission consisting of 5 items; managing the instructional program consisting
of 6 items; and developing a positive school learning climate consisting of 9 items. In
all, there are 20 items. Teachers’ collective efficacy is assessed using two dimensions:
group competency with 6 items; task difficulty with 6 items, for a total of 12 items.
Three dimensions evaluate teacher commitment: commitment to school with 7 items,
commitment to teaching with 6 items, and commitment to students with 6 items. In all,
there are 19 items used to evaluate a teacher's commitment. The survey questionnaire
comprises a total of 51 items.

For numerous reasons, it is crucial to conduct a thorough analysis of the survey

questionnaire, as outlined in Table 3.2. Firstly, it ensures transparency by clearly
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defining and implementing the constructs and dimensions, ensuring comprehensive
measurement of every area of research. This degree of specificity helps to verify the
study design by demonstrating that the survey encompasses all relevant variables
thoroughly. Moreover, this breakdown enables a precise comprehension of the
questionnaire’s framework, hence aiding the analysis and interpretation of the results.
Table 3.2 ensures the balance and thorough coverage of each construct in the
questionnaire by stating the allocation of items to each dimension. This enhances the
reliability and validity of the study.
3.3.5 Structure and Scoring of the Research Questionnaire
The purpose of this study is (1) to validate the scales of instructional leadership,
collective efficacy and teacher commitment, (2) to examine the level of Instructional
leadership of school principal and teacher collective efficacy as well as teacher
commitment perceived by teachers, (3) to compare teachers’ perceptions regarding
instructional leadership (creating school mission, managing instructional program and
developing positive school learning climate), teacher collective efficacy as well as
teacher commitment in different regions, (4) to examine the relationship between
instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment, (5) to
investigate how instructional leadership is associated with teacher collective efficacy
and teacher commitment. To meet these research objectives, the researcher needs to
collect the teachers’ perceptions of instructional leadership of school principals,
collective efficacy and commitment by providing them with clear instruction for
completing the questionnaire and their responses are keep confidential and used for
research purposes only. The questionnaire is scaled items using SLikert scales with clear
and simple language. The questionnaire is biased-free and directly relevant to the
research objectives. The questionnaire of each sub-construct and scoring as follows:
3.3.5.1 Structure and Scoring of the Initial IL Instruments
Measure of instructional leadership is adapted from prior study which
employed the PIMRS-Thai Form (Hallinger, 1982/ 1994). The current study used only
20 items of instructional leadership adapted from (Hallinger, & Lee, 2013) which were
chosen from 50 items version of the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale-
Teacher Form (PIMRS; Hallinger, 1982, 1990). Instructional leadership will be assessed
through secondary resource school teachers’ perceptions of principal’s creating a school
mission (5 items, eg. “My school principal develops a focused annual school goals”),

managing instructional program (6 items, e.g., “My school principal clearly appoints a
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teacher who is responsible for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels.”), and
developing a positive school learning climate (9 items, e.g., “My school principle
requires teachers to reinforce superior performance in staff meetings, newsletters or
memos”). In all the sub-constructs, secondary resource school teachers have to rate each
item on a 5- point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“almost never”) to 5 (“almost always”).
3.3.5.2 Structure and Scoring of the Initial TCE Instruments

There are two key elements in the development of collective teaching efficacy:
Task difficulties and group competence. The former includes the abilities and
motivations of students, the availability of instructional materials, the presence of
community resources and constraints, and the appropriateness of the school’s physical
facilities. The latter is group competences which include the faculty’s teaching skills,
methods, training, and expertise. Judgments of teaching competence might also include
positive faculty beliefs in the ability of the children in their school to succeed (Goddard,
2000). The items of teacher competencies also focused on instruction, controlling
student behavior, addressing students’ needs, and creating a safe environment (Skaalvik
& Skaalvik, 2007). Measures of teacher collective efficacy are adapted from prior
studies Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Goddard, 1998; Goddard, 2000; Goddard, 2015;
Goddard et al., 2017; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001).
The theoretical elements of collective teacher efficacy, group competence and task
difficulties, are highly interrelated and therefore should not be separated to form
subscales for each dimension. Factor analyses of both pilot study and final study data
support that a single measure of collective teacher efficacy combining both dimensions
is appropriate (Goddard, 1998; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Likewise, all studies on
teacher collective efficacy combine the two sub-dimensions into a single measure of
collective teacher efficacy (e.g. Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000; Goddar et al., 2015;
Goddard et al., 2017; Skaalvik, & Skaalvik, 2010). In the current study, teacher
collective efficacy is assessed through resource school teachers’ perception of group
competencies (6 items, e.g., “We teachers in this school can get even the most difficult
pupils engaged in their schoolwork™), task difficulties (6 items, e.g., “The students come
to school ready to learn”) (see the appendix E). In all the sub-constructs, secondary
resource school teachers have to rate each item on a 5- point Likert scale, ranging from

1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”).

76



3.3.5.3 Structure and Scoring of the Initial TC Instruments

The items of teacher commitment developed by Thien and Razak (2013) who
combined and selected total items with 3 dimensions including commitment to students,
commitment to school, and commitment to teaching. There were 6 items for
commitment to students adapted from different scholars. For example “it is my
responsibility to ensure good social relations among my student” (Kushman, 1995; Nir,
2002; Brookover et al., 1979). And there were 6 items for commitment to teaching
adapted from different authors. For example “I used to be more ambitious about my
work than I am now” (Kanugo, 1982; Lodahl and Kejner, 1965; Thien & Razak, 2014).
Furthermore, there were 7 items for commitment to school such as “I talk up this school
to my friends as a great school to work for” adapted from Mowday et al., (1979).
Teacher commitment is assessed through secondary resource school teachers commit to
school, to teaching and to students. In all the sub-constructs, resource school teachers
have to rate each item on a 5- point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to
5 (“strongly agree”).

3.3.6 The Translation Techniques of the Research Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire measuring each sub-construct of instructional
leadership (defining the school’s mission, managing instructional program, and
promoting a positive school learning climate), and of teacher collective efficacy (group
competencies and task difficulties), as well as teacher commitment (i.e., teacher
commitment to school, to students, and teacher commitment to teaching) is developed
based on the translation and back-translation technique of Behling and Law (2000).
First, the original sub-constructs in English are adapted by the researcher. Then, they are
translated into Khmer language by two bilingual Khmer researchers. Next, using the
Khmer translated version, we translate the sub-constructs back into English. After we
compared the adapted versions to see whether each item in each sub-construct can
match the initial meaning, the questionnaire in Khmer language was finally
administered to teachers at 12 secondary resource schools to evaluate the
appropriateness of each item.

3.3.7 Pilot Study

Before examining the main research objective—how instructional leadership
(IL) affects teacher commitment through teacher collective efficacy—a pilot study is
conducted (e.g. Goddard, 1998). The purpose of previous pilot study was to determine

whether the components of teacher commitment, collective efficacy, and instructional
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leadership match their intended theoretical constructs. Previous research has primarily
focused on Western contexts for teacher commitment (Dumay & Galand, 2012; Louis,
1998; Nir, 2002; Park, 2005; Somech & Bogler, 2002) and instructional leadership
scales are widely used in Western countries (Zheng et al., 2019), but limited use in
Asian countries (Hallinger & Walker, 2017; Wei et al., 2018) while collective efficacy
scales were originally developed in the U.S (Goddard, 1998). Therefore, to ensure if
these constructs are valid and reliable or not in different contexts or populations,
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted (Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In short, several studies (e.g. Goddard, 1998) conducted
EFA in their pilot study. However, in the current study, the EFA result was analyzed
and reported in chapter 4.

In order to validate the instrument of each construct above, there are some steps
to be measured in this pilot study (1) preliminary review (2) field test, and (3) pilot
study (Goddard, 1998). The preliminary steps were taken to ensure that the items
selected for inclusion in the survey adequately represent the content of collective
teacher efficacy, instructional leadership and teacher commitment. And they all were
reviewed by a panel of three experts. Each reviewer received the copies of study
questionnaires including collective teacher efficacy, instructional leadership, and
teacher commitment and was asked to judge whether the items adequately represented
the dimensions of main constructs

First, three experts comprehensively reviewed and evaluated all the items by
comparing them with the definitions, dimensions, and theoretical underpinnings of the
three constructs—instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and teacher
commitment. This involved a broad comparison between the constructs and conceptual
clarity and theoretical alignment. They accurately reviewed the meaning of each survey
item, providing suggestions to refine the wording and structure. They were required to
rate the item (+1) for congruence, 0 for unclear item, and -1 for incongruence. Mostly
they rated them (+1), and only 5 items were rated unclear. The researcher asked experts
and supervisors for comments of the unclear items. In fact, the experts revised certain
phrases to ensure that each item comprehensively measured and reflected all relevant
facets of the constructs of instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and
teacher commitment. This revision aimed to guarantee that the items accurately
represented the core elements of each construct while avoiding potential

misunderstanding. In particular, the experts made several adjustments to improve the
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clarity and precision of the items, ensuring they were straightforward and unambiguous.
After the experts’ recommendations, the survey items were significantly improved,
becoming clearer, more appropriate, and more precise.

After the revisions based on feedback from the experts, the instrument
displayed (Appendix E) was subjected to the field test in which six teachers were asked
to give feedback regarding the clarity of the instructions, length of the instrument,
appropriateness of the questions, and any other responses they had to the instrument.
The feedback of these teachers was intended to provide another opportunity to revise
the survey instrument before conducting the pilot study. After the field test, the revised
collective teacher efficacy instrument displayed in Appendix E was administered to
teachers in schools. The final step of pilot study is discussed in the following section.

3.3.7.1 Piloting the Research Questionnaire

Before collecting the data, the researcher conducted the pilot survey study in a
similar context and similar demographic as it is essential for a quantitative research
study (Mat Roni et al., 2020). Because they have similar characteristic, a group of 35
teachers, both males and females from a secondary resource school, participated in pilot
study. This pilot was to establish the content reliability of score on instruments and to
revise the final instruments. Consequently, the reliability (Cronbach alpha) of most
study variables should be higher than 0.7. The Cronbach’ alpha value of the sub-

constructs is reported the table below (also see Appendix E).

Table 3.3: Pilot Study: Reliability of Variables

Variables Items Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha)
Create a school Mission 5 0.87
Manage the instructional program 6 0.85

Develop a positive school learning

climate 9 0.89
Group competencies 6 0.86
Task difficulties 6 0.60
Commitment to school 7 0.93
Commitment to students 6 0.87
Commitment to teaching 6 0.88

79



3.3.7.2 Validity of the Research Questionnaire

Middleton (2023) explains that validity in research refers to how accurately a
method measures what it is intended to measure. The article emphasizes the importance
of aligning research findings with the actual characteristics or variables under
investigation, free from systematic error. Additionally, it distinguishes between validity
and reliability, noting that both are crucial for ensuring credible and trustworthy
research. Hair et al. (2014) define validity as the degree to which the measure(s) define
the concepts, while reliability is the degree to which they are consistent. The concepts of
validity are similar: it means showing that an instrument that it intends to measure and
that an account accurately describes “those features that it is intended to describe,
explain, or theorize” (Winter, 2000, p. 1). Many people have different ideas about what
validity means. It is said how well the theories and evidence used to interpret data
support those ideas (Ary et al., 2002, p. 267). According to Cohen et al. (2018), there
are numerous sorts of validity, such as face validity, content validity, construct validity,
and discriminant validity. The article discusses these categories of validity. According
to Carmines and Zeller (1979), the instrument must demonstrate that it covers the
domain or objects that it claims to cover in a manner that is both fair and complete in
order to demonstrate that it exhibits content validity (p. 20). The researcher in this study
makes an effort to select items for careful sampling by employing a short form
instrument of IL. Additionally, the researcher makes an effort to reduce the dimensions
of TCE and TC. This is due to the fact that if the questionnaire is too long, the
respondents would spend a significant amount of time completing it, which will have a
negative impact on the results (Cohen et al., 2018).

The three most widely accepted forms of validity are convergent, discriminant,
and nomological validity (Hair et al., 2014). To validate the sub-constructs in the
secondary resource schools in Cambodia, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted. Before the CFA, the researcher checked for normal distribution and
multicollinearity. The normal distribution of the data being analyzed was measured by
the skewness and kurtosis of each item (Cohen et al., 2018; Hair et al., 2019). Normally,
the Skewness and kurtosis values of normal distribution range between —1 and +1 and
between —1.96 and +1.96, respectively (Hair et al., 2019). During the CFA, construct
validity for each sub-construct was examined. To ensure construct validity, convergent
and discriminant validities were assessed by calculating and comparing the average

variance extracted (AVE), the maximum shared variance (MSV), and the average
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shared variance (ASV) for each sub-construct. The AVE should be 0.50 or higher for
adequate convergent validity, which means that a group of measured variables or items
share a high proportion of variance in the same construct, and the AVE should be
greater than the MSV and ASV for acceptable discriminant validity, which means that
one construct is distinct from other constructs (Hair et al., 2019). The present study
reported the value of the AVES for sub-constructs and each AVE for each sub-construct
was compared with its MSV and ASV. Finally, the numbers of items with factor
loading from output of the standardized factor loading with lower than 0.50 removed.
There is one CFA in this study and the CFA results for the model of the relationships
between instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment
showed how the values of the model fits the empirical data with the criteria determined
by Hair et al., (2019) including the value of degree of freedom (x?), p-value, CFI, TLI,
SRMR, and RMSEA were calculated using M-plus software program.
3.3.7.3 Reliability of the Research Questionnaire

Reliability refers to the consistency of the scores obtained- how consistent they
are for each individual item from one administration of an instrument to another and
from one set of items to another (Fraeckel & Wallen, 2008). There are 5 types of
reliability including test-retest reliability, equivalence reliability, equivalence and
stability, internal consistency reliability and scorer reliability (Gray et al., 2009). In this
present study, the researcher examines the internal consistency reliability which
comprises of two measures- Cronbach’s alpha, which provide an estimate of the
reliability based on the inter-correlations of the observed indicator variables, and the
other measure of internal consistency reliability is composite reliability which accounts
for different outer loadings of the indicator variables and is calculated using statistical
formula (Hair et al., 2019).

Before the CFA, the researcher checked for reliability by measuring Cronbach’
Alpha of each item (Cohen et al., 2018; Hair et al., 2019). During the CFA, we will
check for construct or composite reliability of each sub-construct. The measures of
Cronbach’s Alpha and composite reliability were reported. The Cronbach’s alpha values
for creating school mission, and developing a positive school learning climate is
calculated and reported. The construct reliability value, AVE and factor loadings for the
sub-construct are calculated and reported as well as shown in tables in chapter 4. The

Cronbach’s alpha values, the construct reliability values, AVE and factor loadings for
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all sub-constructs of group competencies and for all sub-construct of teacher

commitment are similarly calculated and reported in Chapter 4.

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the leadership behaviors of
secondary resource schools and teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment in
the context of Cambodian education, the researcher collected data from teachers, using
three primary instruments: instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and
teacher commitment. The survey aimed to capture the leadership practices of school
directors at the sampled schools, focusing on factors that their leadership approaches
may influence teacher behaviors such as teacher collective efficacy and teacher
commitment. Prior to the main survey, a pilot test of the instrument was conducted to
pretest the tool for the quantitative research. The following subsections outline the
procedures for both the pilot test and the main survey, with detailed descriptions of each

data collection process provided below.

3.5 Data Analysis and Statistic Procedure

3.5.1 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics include frequencies, measure of standard deviation,
measures of central tendency (means, modes, and medians), crosstabulations and
standardized scores (Cohen et al., 2018). Descriptive statistics is conducted using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 23 to perform means and
standard deviations along with reliability statistics and correlations for sub-constructs of
IL (creating a school mission, managing the instructional program, and developing a
positive school learning climate); teacher collective efficacy (Group competencies, Task
difficulties), and of teacher commitment (commitment to school, commitment to
students and to teaching) were calculated and reported. In addition to this, Kurtosis and
Skewness of these sub-constructs were also calculated and reported.

3.5.2 Inferential Statistics

3.5.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis

EFA is widely used in the early stages of instrument development to assess
whether the items in a questionnaire align with the intended constructs. If some items do
not load well on the expected factors, they can be modified or removed before the main

study (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Although a pilot study may not provide definitive answers,
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using EFA in the initial stages can help determine whether the constructs being
measured make sense and whether the instrument has reasonable construct validity
(DeVellis, 2016). EFA also plays a critical role in refining a scale by suggesting which
items should be retained, revised, or discarded, thereby improving the overall factor
structure and ensuring a more reliable final instrument (Costello & Osborne, 2005). In
the first stage of study, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is used to identify how well
the items of each variable group together.
3.5.2.2. One-Way ANOVA
To achieve one of the research objectives which attempt to identify the
differences of resource schools in three regions in relations to the research variables:
perceptions of instructional leadership (creating a school mission, managing the
instructional program, and developing positive school learning climate), teacher
collective efficacy (group competencies, task difficulties) and teacher commitment (to
students, school and to teaching). To answer the third research question of the
comparative research design, the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version
23 is used to examine the mean difference of the sub-components of instructional
leadership, teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment between schools in
different educational areas, One-Way ANOVA is appropriately employed to calculate
the mean differences. If the p-value between groups is significant, Bonferroni Post hoc
is used to find which types of regions are different from which (Cohen et al., 2018).
3.5.2.3 Correlation Analysis
The coefficient of correlation tells us about the relations between two variables
and there are three levels of correlations between the variables. Very low correlation
ranges from 0.20-0.35; the medium correlation ranges from 0.35 to 0.65 and from 0.65
to 0.85 is high (Cohen et al., 2018). The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
version 23 is used to examine the values of Pearson correlation for sub-constructions of
instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment.
3.5.2.4 Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple regression analysis is employed to support one of the current research
objectives that attempts to examine the effects of instructional leadership and control or
demographic variables (teaching experiences, level of education, ages) on teacher
collective efficacy and teacher commitment. The combination of independent variable
(instructional leadership) and demographic variables to predict teacher collective

efficacy and teacher commitment were statistically estimated. The adjusted R? values
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were examined to indicate the percentage of variances in teacher collective efficacy and
teacher commitment explained by demographic model and instructional leadership.
3.5.2.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory Factor analysis was conducted to examine the construct validity of
those components through convergent and discriminant variables. Convergent validity
was checked through standardized factor loadings, construct reliability (CR), and
average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2019). Discriminant validity is checked
by comparing the square root of the AVE of each latent construct with the correlation
between that construct and other latent constructs in the model (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). CFA was conducted using Mplus 7.11 with the maximum likelihood robust
method, which is appropriate for a non-normal data set (Lei & Wu, 2012). Model fit
was evaluated using these criteria: chi-square (y*), Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR), and
Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Hair et al., 2019; Kline, 2016).
When there are more than 250 participants and 30 or more observed variables, the
characteristics of model fit are chi-square with significant p values, CFI or TLI of above
0.92, SRMR of 0.08 or less with CFI above 0.92, and RMSEA of less than 0.07 with
CFI of 0.92 or higher (Hair et al., 2019). As Kline (2016) suggests, it is excellent fit
when RMSEA is less than 0.05 and it is acceptable fit when RMSEA is below 0.08.

3.5.2.6 Structural Equation Modeling Analysis

To answer the main research questions of the correlational design, two types of
statistical analyses are chosen. First, correlation analysis is conducted to explore the
relationship between latent variables or sub-constructs of instructional leadership,
teaching collective efficacy, and teacher commitment. Second, SEM is conducted to
examine structural associations between aspects of instructional leadership and aspects
of teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment. SEM was the best statistical
technique for this correlational design as it can empirically test a theoretical model by
taking both the measurement and the structural models into one analysis (Hair et al.,
2019). In fact, the process of testing SEM involves a measurement part, which links a
latent construct to observed or measured variables, and a structural part, which links one
latent construct to the other latent constructs in the model (Hair et al., 2014; Sinharay,
2010). Moreover, SEM takes into account for the estimates of measurement error for
both exogenous (independent) and endogenous (dependent) variables (Byrne, 2012).

SEM also permits the estimation of latent variables from observed variables, and thus
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the measurement errors are all included into a simultaneous analysis (Byrne, 2012).

In the present study, model fit is judged based on values of chi-square (y2),
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Standardized Root Mean
Squared Residual (SRMR), and Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
(Hair et al., 2019; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). As recommended by Hair et al.
(2019), with sample sizes of more than 250 and measured variables of 30 or more, the
characteristics of model fit are chi-square with significant p values, CFI or TLI of above
0.92, SRMR of 0.08 or less with CFI above 0.92, and RMSEA of less than 0.07 with
CFI of 0.92 or higher. Finally, through estimation of structural equation modeling via M
plus analytic program, the presentation of the significant direct and indirect effects of
instructional leadership on teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment was

shown.

3.6 Ethical Consideration

The researcher commits to maintaining the highest ethical standards during the
data gathering phase. Before entering the research fields, the researcher would tell them
about the objectives, methods, potential risks, and benefits of the study and then give
the participants informed permission. Every participant’s privacy and confidentiality are
the researcher’s top priorities. Only permitted personnel were able to access anonymous
data, which was securely stored. The researcher ensures that the personally identifiable
data of the participant is collected and kept. The researcher promises to keep the
potential risks of this research to a minimum and carefully monitor them. The researcher
explained to the participants the possible advantages of participating as well as
precautions to reduce hazards. There is no charge associated with participation, and
participants have the freedom to leave the study at any moment.

In summary, chapter 3 provides a detailed account of the comprehensive
methodology, objectives, methods, and framework employed in the study. It begins with
an introduction to the study design, outlining the methodological framework that guided
the research. The chapter then offers a clear explanation of the research objectives,
specifying the aims and questions the study seeks to address. The Population and
Sampling Techniques section follows, describing the targeted population and sampling
methods used to ensure a representative and relevant sample. Detailed information
about the study participants, including their demographics and selection process, is

provided in the participants section. The dependent and independent variables pertinent
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to the study are identified and explained in the research variables section.

The chapter further explores the research tools used to assess various constructs,
including instructional leadership (IL), teacher collective efficacy (TCE), and teacher
commitment (TC). It discusses the relevance and application of each tool in the study.
The pilot study section plays a crucial role in this research, offering insights into the
psychometric properties through exploratory factor analysis (EFA). This section also
outlines the preliminary testing conducted to evaluate the validity and reliability of the
instruments, with subsections detailing tool validity and reliability, providing data on
the accuracy and consistency of the measurements.

The Data Analyses section explains the methods used to analyze the data, while
the data collection procedures section outlines the processes for obtaining the data. The
Researcher’s Position section highlights the influence of the researcher’s perspective
and any potential biases on the research process. Overall, this chapter offers a
comprehensive explanation of the research methodology, ensuring a rigorous and

transparent approach to achieve the study’s objectives.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

This chapter provides a thorough analysis of the data collected to explore the
validity of instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment.
Then it examines the level of directors’ instructional leadership (IL), teacher collective
efficacy (TCE) and teacher commitment (TC). Subsequently, causal-comparative
analysis was employed to compare the levels of IL, TCE and TC across three different
regions around Cambodia. Following this, correlation and multiple regression analyses
were conducted to assess the relationships among the variables and direct effects of IL -
creating a school mission, developing a positive school learning climate, and teacher
collective efficacy on teacher commitment. Additionally, SEM was applied to
investigate the complex relationships among the independent variable (IL), mediating
variable (TCE), and dependent variables (TCO and TCT).

The findings of this current study present the emerged factors from the initial
constructs along with loadings of each items. Additionally, the explanations of each
deletion of the sub-components are provided. The convergent and discriminant
validities are also reports. The levels of teachers’ perceptions toward school directors’
instructional leadership, their own collective efficacy and their commitment, including
the grand means are also extensively reported. Teachers’ perceptions of their school
directors’ instructional leadership, their own commitment, and their collective efficacy
across three different regions around Cambodia are compared based on One-Way
ANOVA analysis. Furthermore, Person correlation is employed to report the
relationships among the variables using correlation coefficients. The direct effects of
two dimensions of IL on sub-components of TC based on multiple regressions analyses
are reported. The direct and indirect effects of IL on TC through TCE as a mediating

variable are reported based on analysis of structural equation modeling (SEM).

4.1 Results of Demographic Information

To provide a more detailed description of the surveyed samples, demographic
information related to leadership behaviors was collected using a demographic
questionnaire. This form was completed by teachers at each participating school (see
Table 4.1). The demographic data included respondents’ gender, age group, educational

background, and work experience. The survey yielded responses from a total of 619
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teachers, all of whom (100% of teachers) submitted valid data. The valid responses
were then organized and prepared for statistical analysis. A summary of the

demographic characteristics of the valid respondents is presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Participants’ Demographic Information

Variables Responses Number Percentage
Teachers from schools in Tole Sap 180 29.1%
Teachers from schools in Central
) 253 40.9%
Types of Regions Plain
Teachers from schools Coastal and
186 30.0%
Sea
Male 356 57.50%
Gender
Female 263 42.50%
25 years or below 11 1.80%
26-35 years 103 16.60%
Age range
36-45 years 267 43.10%
Above 46 years 238 38.40%
Baccalaureate 125 20.20%
Associate Degree 22 3.60%
Level of education
Bachelor's degree 388 62.70%
Master 84 13.60%
1-5 years 27 4.40%
6-10 years 70 11.30%
Teaching 11-15 years 91 14.7%
experience 16-20 years 113 18.30%
21- Over 318 51.40%

The study’s participants are secondary resource school teachers who have access
to computer laboratories, libraries, science laboratories, meeting rooms, and a teachers'
lounge. By giving students the chance to participate in experiments and hands-on
projects that connect classroom concepts to real-world applications, secondary resource
schools have been especially significant in advancing STEM education. There are

currently 50 secondary resource schools throughout Cambodia (Un et al., 2021).
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According to RGC (2020), there are four regions: Central Plaina, Tonle Sap, Plateau
and Mountain, and Coastal and Sea. Firstly, the researcher selected three regions using
simple random selection. The researcher then chose two provinces at random from each
region, followed by two resource schools from each province. Thus, the study selected
twelve resource schools in six provinces. Of the 1465 teachers (563 females) from the
target schools, 619 teachers—or 42.25% of the total population—participated in the
current study. There are 180 teachers from four secondary resource schools combined in
the Tonle Sap region, 253 from four schools in the Central Plain region, and 186 from

four additional schools in the Coastal and Sea zone (see Table 4.1).

4.2 Results of the Extract Factors

To respond to the first purpose, EFA is conducted separately for each construct
(IL, TCE, and TC) and then together to address the first research question. This
approach allows the researcher to: (1) examine the factor structure of each individual
construct (IL, TCE, and TC); (2) validate the overall factor structure by considering the
refined and validated indicators of each construct together; and (3) assess whether the
validated sub-constructs align with the main constructs and if they remain distinct or
exhibit overlap. The newly validated and refined instruments are then used to analyze
the remaining research questions.

4.2.1 Validate Tools of Teacher Collective Efficacy

A panel of three Ministry of Education Youth and Sport experts, all with
doctoral degrees and research lecturing experience at universities, confirmed that the
survey items chosen for this study accurately reflect the content of collective teacher
efficacy, prompting changes based on their input. Following this, a field test was carried
out using the instrument presented in Table 4.2. The researcher asked six teachers who
participated in the research field test to provide feedback on the instrument’s length,
item appropriateness, clarity, and any other reactions they had to it. The researcher used
these instructors’ feedback to refine the survey instruments before conducting the pilot
research. The teachers who took the test reported no issues or concerns with the
instrument. They claimed that all the items are straight forward and easy to understand.
Moreover, they shared similar demographic and professional characteristics, including
educational levels, teaching experiences, social status and school setting with those who

work at secondary resource schools.
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Table 4.2: TCE Scales Developed through Feedback from a Panel of Expert
No Items GC TA+ TA-

1.  We teachers in this school have abilities to get even the

most difficult students engaged in their schoolwork. X

2. Teachers in this school can prevent mobbing effectively. X

3.  We teachers in this school are confident that we are able

to motivate students to learn. X

4. Teachers in this school can address individual students’

needs successfully. X

5.  We teachers in this school can create a safe and

respectful atmosphere even in the most difficult classes. X

6. We teachers in this school can succeed in teaching even

to low-ability students. X

7. The students come to school ready to learn X

8. Home environment provides so many advantages that

students here are likely to learn. X

9. The communities provide opportunities that can help

student to learn successfully. X

10. Students in this school just are not motivated to learn X

11. Learning in this school is much difficult because students

are worried about safety. X

12.  Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning

difficult for students here. X

Following the field test, teachers from 12 secondary resource schools in 12
provinces of Cambodia, completed the updated collective teacher efficacy instrument
shown in Table 4.2.

4.2.1.1The Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for TCE

Teachers score between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree) on the 12
teacher collective efficacy questions. The researcher subjected teacher responses to
principal component factor analysis using a varimax rotation to ascertain the
relationships between the items. Two elements became apparent. Table 4.3 showed the

rotational factor loading for each item in the collective teacher efficacy assessment.
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Table 4.3: Rotated Component Matrixes for TCE

No. Items Factor 1 Factor 2

2. Teachers in this school can prevent mobbing

effectively (GC2). .80
6.  We teachers in this school can succeed in teaching

even to low-ability students (GC6). .79 -.104
7. The students come to school ready to learn (TD1). .79

5. We teachers in this school can create a safe and

respectful atmosphere even in the most difficult classes

(GC5). 76

8.  Home environment provides so many advantages that

students here are likely to learn (TD2). 74

9.  The communities provide opportunities that can help

student to learn successfully (TD3). 74

4, Teachers in this school can address individual

students’ needs successfully (GC4). 72

1.  We teachers in this school have abilities to get even
the most difficult students engaged in their schoolwork

(GC1). 72

3. We teachers in this school are confident that we are

able to motivate students to learn (GC3). .65 26

12.  Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make

learning difficult for students here (TD®6). .29

10.  Students in this school just are not motivated to learn

(TD4) .86

11. Learning in this school is much difficult because

students are worried about safety (TD5). .85

Preliminary factor analysis in Table 4.2 identified two variables from the
collective efficacy items. These factors, with eigenvalues of 5.13 and 1.54, explained
55.58% of the variance in the total teacher collective efficacy items. The items that load
on both factor one and factor two (item 3 and item 6) mostly reflect the group

competency and task difficulties dimensions of collective efficacy, with one exception.
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This can be seen by looking closely at the factor loading in Table 4.3. However, the two
items (item 3 and item 6) loaded higher on the factor expected. They significantly score
higher on the intended evaluation of the group competency component.  The four
items (items 7, 8, 9, and 12) created to gauge the teachers’ opinions of the task analysis
factor did not load on the intended factor, but they did load highly on the group
competence factor, with the exception of item 12, which had minimal loading (0.29) on
the group competence factor. Since they did not show a strong correlation with their
respective components, items with loadings less than 0.40 were deemed to be deleted.
The literature’s recognized criteria (Hair et al., 2010; Field, 2013; Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013) suggest that items with low loadings may not significantly contribute to the tested
construct. This criterion is in keeping with such guidelines.
4.2.1.2 Item Deletion for Negative Task Difficulties Factor of TCE

There are four main arguments in favor of the idea that collective teacher efficacy is a
single component that combines task difficulty and group competence. Initially, the
Oblique rotation shows that the task difficulties component accounts for only 12.81
percent of the variance, significantly less than the group competence factor, which
contributes 42.77%. This significant disparity implies that the teacher collective efficacy
construct does not meaningfully incorporate the task analysis component. Well-
established research (Henson & Roberts, 2006) prioritizes the components that offer
significant explanatory power to ensure the validity of our assessment scale.

Second, one component does not contain sufficient items. The results of the
exploratory factor analysis showed that only two items (items 10 and 11) were included
in the task difficulty component. This clearly showed that the task difficulty factor was
underrepresented. Thompson’s (2004) claim is consistent with the requirement that a
factor must have sufficient items to support its existence. To ensure a consistent and
reliable assessment, the researcher provided a justification for the exclusion of related
items, as factor 2 did not meet this requirement.

Third, they reverse-coded three items related to the task analysis factor to
capture the negative features of collective efficacy. These items may cause respondents
to become confused and generate answer bias, which could compromise the measure’s
clarity, according to the first stage of the research results. Paulhus (1991) also mentions
the possibility that reverse-coded items could skew response validity, which supports
our decision to remove these items to emphasize the advantages of collective efficacy.

Fourthly, the Oblimin rotation indicates a 0.96 correlation between task
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difficulty and group competence. This finding suggests that the two sub-components
namely group competency and task difficulty are highly interrelated. Therefore, based
on the three scientific evidences, TCE can definitely be conceptualized as a single

dimensional factor in Cambodian context.

Table 4.4: Validated and Refined Tools for a Single TCE Factor

No. Items Factor 1
2. Teachers in this school can prevent mobbing effectively (GC2). 78
6.  We teachers in this school can succeed in teaching even to low-
ability students (GC6). 78
7. The students come to school ready to learn (TD1) or GC7 .76

5. We teachers in this school can create a safe and respectful

atmosphere even in the most difficult classes (GC5). 73

8.  Home environment provides so many advantages that students

here are likely to learn (TD2) or GC 8. 71

9.  The communities provide opportunities that can help student to

learn successfully (TD3). .70

4.  Teachers in this school can address individual students’ needs

successfully (GC4). .68

1. We teachers in this school have abilities to get even the most

difficult students engaged in their schoolwork (GC1). .67

3. We teachers in this school are confident that we are able to

motivate students to learn (GC3). .60

This has an extremely high correlation. According to Brown (2015), the
literature suggests that a one-factor solution would be more suitable, as highly linked
components (often above 0.85) may not be sufficiently different to warrant their
separation. All things considered, the findings offer scientific evidence that collective
teacher efficacy is a single component in Cambodian context, which is in line with
earlier studies’ conclusions (Goddard, 1998; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, 1998).

Finally, it was decided to not include negative task analysis (Factor 2) after a
careful look at its low contribution, item loadings, insufficient representation, and the

task difficulties that come with reverse-coded negative items. This methodology
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guarantees the validity, reliability, and alignment of our teacher collective efficacy
metric with our theoretical framework.

The current findings prove that teacher collective efficacy is a single
dimensional construct within Cambodia educational environment. This is evidenced by
the high inter-correlation among sub-component which is consistent with Brown’s
(2015) recommendation that highly correlated factors (typically above 0.85) may
represent a single underlying construct. The exclusion of the negatively worded factor
(Task difficulty) further enhanced the clarity and reliability of the measurement,
reinforcing alignment with the theoretical framework. These findings are consistent
with previous studies (Goddard, 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998), strengthening

the case for a single-factor model of TCE in the Cambodia context.

The initial dimensions and ) _ } ]
The single dimension of TCE in

items of TCE in Western —> Cambod
ambodia

contexts

! v

e Group competency (6 e Group competency (9
items) items)
e Task Difficulties (6 items)
(Goddard, 2015)

Figure 4.1: Outlining the Results of TCE Variables from EFA Analysis

4.2.2 Validating Tools of Instructional Leadership

After ensuring that the items selected for the present survey study sufficiently
represented the content of instructional leadership, a panel of three experts from the
Ministry of Education Youth and Sports, all holding doctoral degrees and having
lectured in research at universities, made revisions based on their feedback. The I0C
values were provided by the three experts who evaluated the degree of congruence for
each item based on a scoring system: + 1 for congruence, 0 for unclear items and -1 for
incongruence items. Then the instrument displayed in Table 4.5 was subjected to a field
test. Six teachers participated in the research field test and provided feedback on the

instrument’s clarity, length, appropriateness of items, and any other responses they had
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to it. The researcher intended to use these teachers’ feedback to revise the survey
instrument before conducting the pilot study. The teachers who participated in the test

noted no difficulties or concerns with the instrument.

Table 4.5: IL Instrument Developed with Feedback from Experts
No Items PLC MIP MS

1. My school principal develops a focused annual school

goals. X

2. My school principal uses data on student performance

when developing the school’s academic goals. X

3. My school principal discusses the school’s academic

goals with teachers at technical meetings. X

4. My school principal ensures that the school’s academic

goals are reflect in highly visible display in the school. X

5. When making curricular decisions with teachers, my

school principals refers to the school’s academic goals X

6. My school principal clearly appoints a teacher who is
responsible coordinating the curriculum across grade

levels. X

7. My school principal participates actively in reviewing the

needs of curriculum materials. X

8. My school principal individually meets with teachers to

discuss student progress. X

9. My school principal discusses student learning
achievement with  teachers to identify curriculum

strengths and weakness. X

10. My school principal use tests and students’ scores to

assess progress toward school goals. X

11. My school principal visits classrooms to discuss school

issues with teachers and students. X

12. My school principle requires teachers to reinforce

superior performance in staff meetings, newsletters or
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memos. X

13. My school principal praise teachers privately for their

efforts or performance. X

14. My school principal actively supports teachers who
employ new skills that they acquired from in-services

training in their classroom. X

15. My school principal ensures that every staff member is

invited to important in-service activities X

16. My school principal attends or leads teachers in In-

service activities concerned with instruction in school. X

17. In every meeting, my school principal gives time at
monthly meetings for teachers to share ideas or

knowledge from in-service activities. X

18. My school principal uses assemblies to honor students for

academic accomplishment or for behavior. X

19. My school principal recognizes superior student learning
achievement or improved behaviors by being shown

students’ photos or name with their work in the office. X

20. My school principle contacts parents to communicate

improve or exemplary student performance. X

After the field test, the revised instructional leadership instrument displayed in
Table 4.5 was administered to teachers from 12 secondary resource schools in 12
provinces of Cambodia, completed the updated IL instrument shown in Table 4.5.

4.2.2.1 The Result of Exploratory Factor Analysis for IL

Using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always),
teachers responded to the 20 related to instructional leadership. The researcher subjected
teacher responses to principal component factor analysis using a varimax rotation to
ascertain the relationship between the items. This statistical method was used to
determine the extent to which individual items clustered together, revealing distinct
dimensions of instructional leadership. It was found that there were three factors
emerged Table 4.6 showed the rotating factor loading for each component in the

instructional leadership tool. These findings provided statistical support for the
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construct validity of instructional leadership. The factor loadings of each item below 0.5

are not showed.

Table 4.6: Rotated Component Matrix for IL Instruments

No.

Items

Factor 1

Factor 2 Factor 3

2.

My school principal uses data on student
performance when developing the school’s

academic goals (SM2).

17

22

15

My school principal develops a focused

annual school goals (SM1).

5

20

My school principal discusses the school’s
academic goals with teachers at technical

meetings (SM3).

.70

42

22

My school principal ensures that the
school’s academic goals are reflect in

highly visible display in the school (SM4).

.68

294

34

My school principal clearly appoints a
teacher who is responsible coordinating the

curriculum across grade levels (MIP1).

.63

48

My school principal participates actively in
reviewing the needs of curriculum

materials (MIP2).

.616

40

.39

When making curricular decisions with
teachers, my school principals refers to the

school’s academic goals (SM5)

.607

.19

41

My school principal individually meets
with teachers to discuss student progress

(MIP3).

460

33

46

13.

My school principal praise teachers
privately for their efforts or performance

(PLC1).

209

74

.34

12.

My school principle requires teachers to

reinforce superior performance in staff
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meetings, newsletters or memos (PLC1).

405

1

10.

My school principal use tests and
students’ scores to assess progress toward

school goals (MIP5).

.61

.61

20.

My school principle contacts parents to
communicate improve or exemplary

student performance (PLC9).

18

.61

.34

11.

My school principal visits classrooms to
discuss school issues with teachers and

students (MIP6).

.20

.60

22

14.

My school principal actively supports
teachers who employ new skills that they
acquired from in-services training in their

classroom (PLC3).

A3

.60

52

My school principal discusses student
learning achievement with teachers to
identify curriculum strengths and weakness

(MIP4).

37

55

37

15.

My school principal ensures that every
staff member is invited to important in-

service activities (PLC4)

A5

75

19.

PLC8 My school principal recognizes
superior student learning achievement or
improved behaviors by being shown
students’ photos or name with their work

in the office (PLCS).

.20

.24

.68

18.

My school principal uses assemblies to
honor students for academic

accomplishment or for behavior (PLC7).

38

31

.68

17.

In every meeting, my school principal
gives time at monthly meetings for
teachers to share ideas or knowledge from

in-service activities (PLCO6).

19

41

.67
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16. My school principal attends or leads
teachers in In-service activities concerned

with instruction in school (PLCS5). 25 49 .59

The instructional leadership items yielded three components, according to the
preliminary factor analysis in Table 4.6. They are school mission (factor 1), managing
instructional program (factor 2), and developing positive school learning climate (factor
3). These factors, with respective eigenvalues of 9.94, 1.47, and 1.12, explained a total
of 62.67% of the variation in the instructional leadership items. A close inspection of
Table 4.6’s factor loadings shows that, with two exceptions, items 12, 13, and 20 all
have significant loadings (less than 0.40) on expected Factor 3 (positive school learning
climate) but high loadings (0.712, 0.737, and 0.612) on Factor 2 (MIP). Keeping these
items could jeopardize Factor 3’s construct validity (DeVellis, 2016).

4.2.2.2 Removing Manage Instructional Program of IL

The deletion of the managing instructional program construct (MIP) is primarily
due to the theoretical justification of MIP items, conceptual clarity, factor loadings, and
duplication (See Table 4.6). First, MIP items may not be adequately measuring the
intended construct if they are designed to measure different facets of managing an
instructional program but instead more closely align with the School Mission and
Positive Learning Climate constructs (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). Second, it is
important to analyze the MIP items’ loadings because they appear to be redundant and
they load heavily on SM and PLC but not strongly on their intended factor (managing
instructional program) (Costello & Osborne, 2005). If keeping MIP adds duplication to
this model without making any significant contributions, it might be wiser to remove it.

This can improve interpretability and simplify the factor structure (Kline, 2011).

The initial dimensions and items of The two dimensions of IL in

€ > Cambodia

IL in Western contexts

; !

e C(Create a school mission

e Managing instructional program e Create a school mission
e Develop a positive school learning | €= | ® Develop a positive
climate (Hallenger, 1982/1994) school learning climate

Figure 4.2: OQutlining the Results of IL from EFA Analysis in Cambodia
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The decision to delete the Managing the Instructional Program (MIP) construct
from the instructional leadership framework in this study is supported by both
theoretical and empirical considerations. Brown (2015) maintains that when the school
mission and developing a positive learning climate encompass core aspects of
instructional leadership, keeping MIP as a distinct component may be unnecessary. This
aligns with the results of the current Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), which
indicated weak or inconsistent factor loadings for MIP items. Moreover, in centralized
education systems such as those in Cambodia, China, Thailand, and Vietnam, school
principals have limited autonomy over curriculum and instructional coordination, which
potentially diminishes their engagement with or understanding of MIP-related tasks
(Antoniou & Lu, 2018). Consequently, principals may not identify strongly with this
leadership dimension, leading to unreliable responses and a lack of conceptual clarity.
Therefore, removing MIP allows for a more contextually relevant and theoretically
sound model of instructional leadership.

In addition to the previously provided information, Table 4.7’s results
demonstrate the appropriate removal of the construct of managing instructional
programs, which is composed of 6 items. Therefore, there are only two components of
instructional leadership found in Cambodian context, namely creating school mission
and developing positive school learning climate. Chapter 5 provides the extensive
discussion, explaining why managing instructional program is appropriately removed

Initially, the researcher should eliminate two items (7 and 8), as they contain
loadings of 0.39 and 0.33 on managing instructional program constructs, respectively,
below 0.50. According to Hair et al. (2014), the standardized factor loading cutoff value
is 0.5 and above, while Cronbach’s alpha is 0.7 and higher (Nunnally, 1978). Item 6’s
failure to load on its managing instructional program (factor 2) suggests that it may not
accurately measure the intended construct (Field, 2018). Furthermore, it may be more
difficult to interpret Factor 2 because items 6, 7, and 8 have lower loadings on intended
Factor 2 (managing instructional programs) than their loadings on Factor 1 (school
missions). This could be because they are better suited to a different construct (Brown,
2015).

Second, cross-loadings are present in item 10. There is uncertainty regarding
which of the two components in item 10 is actually represented because of the similar
loadings on the school mission and managing instructional program constructs. This

cross-loading item may make the factors less clear (Thompson, 2004).
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Third, the deletion of four items from the construct of the managing instructional
programs leaves only two items (9 and 11) loaded. This suggests that the factor does not
have adequate representation. A stable factor is often defined by at least three strong
loadings (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

Fourth, the results of the study suggest the absence of managing instructional
program component, implying that the concept may not be applicable or significant in
the context of Cambodia (DeVellis, 2017). This supports the choice to eliminate it in
order to avoid adding complexity to the present study. Additionally, sticking with a
poorly defined construct such as managing instructional program might complicate
structural equation modeling (SEM) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in the
sequent analyis, leading to problems with model fit and erroneous results. Eliminating

Factor 2 can enhance the robustness and streamline the model (Kline, 2016).

Tabled4.7: Validated and Refined Tools after EFA for IL

No. Items Factor 1 Factor3

2. My school principal uses data on student performance

when developing the school’s academic goals. (SM2) 0.77

1. My school principal develops focused annual school

goals. (SM1) 0.75

3. My school principal discusses the school’s academic

goals with teachers at technical meetings. (SM3) 0.70

4. My school principal ensures that the school’s academic
goals are reflected in highly visible displays in the
school. (SM4) 0.68

5. When making curricular decisions with teachers, my
school principal refers to the school’s academic goals.

(SM5) 0.61

14. My school principal actively supports teachers who
employ new skills that they acquired from in-service

training in their classroom. (PLC3) 0.52

15. My school principal ensures that every staff member is

invited to important in-service activities. (PLC4) 0.75
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19. My school principal recognizes superior student
learning achievement or improved behaviors by being
shown students’ photos or names with their work in the

office. (PLC8) 0.68

18. My school principal uses assemblies to honor students

for academic accomplishments or behaviors. (PLC7) 0.67

17. In every meeting, my school principal gives time at
monthly meetings for teachers to share ideas or

knowledge from in-service activities. (PLC6) 0.70

16. My school principal attends or leads teachers in in-
service activities concerned with instruction in school.

(PLC5) 0.59

4.2.3 Validating the Tool of Teacher Commitment

After a panel of three experts from Ministry of Education Youth and Sports (all
holding Doctoral degree with lecturing experience in research at universities) had
insured that the items selected for the present survey study sufficiently represent the
content of teacher commitment, the revisions was made based on feedback from the

panel of experts.

Table 4.8: TC Developed through Feedback from a Panel of Experts
No Items TCO TCS TCT

1. Ireally care about the fate of this school X

2. Ispeak to my friends proudly that my school is a great

workplace. X

3. I find that my values and the value of the school are

very similar.

[ 'am proud to tell others that I work in this school.

I believe that this school is the best one to work for

I enjoy discussing my school with people outside it.

R o> R X X

I am extremely glad to work in this school

Xl =2 B

It is my mission to ensure that all my students can X

succeed.
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9. It is my responsibility to ensure good social

relationships among my students X

10. 1 feel obliged to mediate among rival groups of

students. X

11. T feel too ashamed if I do not make all my efforts to

improve my students’ knowledge or skill. X

12. TItry to do my best to help unsuccessful students. X

13. It is my responsibility to help my students to obtain

higher academic achievement. X

14. I now want my teaching to be more success than in the

past X

15. I sometimes lie awake at night thinking about the next

morning’ lesson. X

16. Ienjoy teaching, X

17. Choosing to become a teacher is one of best choices

for me. X
18. Iputa lot of personal effort into my teaching X
19. The most important thing in my life is teaching. X

Then the instrument displayed in Table 4.8 was subjected to a field test. In the
research field test, six teachers were asked to give feedback regarding the clarity of
instruments, length of the instrument, appropriateness of the items and any other
responses they had to the instrument. The feedback of these teachers was intended to
provide another opportunity to revise the survey instrument before conducting the
study. The teachers who participated in the test noted no difficulties or concerns with
the instrument. After the field test, the revised teacher commitment instrument
displayed in (Table 4.8) was administered to teachers from 12 secondary resource
schools in 6 provinces of Cambodia, completed the updated tool of teacher
commitment.

4.2.3.1 Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Teacher
Commitment
Teacher responses to the 19 teacher commitment items range from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The responses were submitted to principal component

103



factor analysis with a varimax rotation to determine how the items would relate. Three
factors emerged. The rotated factor loadings for each item in the teacher commitment
instrument are displayed in Table 4.9.

The preliminary factor analysis in Table 4.8 identified three variables from the
teacher commitment items. There are three types of teacher commitment: teacher
commitment organization (TCO), teacher commitment to teaching (TCT), and teacher
commitment to student (TCS).

These factors have eigenvalues of 10.28, 1.45, and 1.09, respectively, and
explain a total of 67.25% of the variance in the teacher commitment items. If you look
closely at Table 4.9, it will be seen that, with two exceptions, Item 8 (TCS1) has cross-
loadings, but it loads less on expected factor 3 (teacher commitment to students) with a
loading of 0.39 than on factor 1 (teacher commitment to organization) with a loading of
0.62.

On the other hand, Items 12 and 13 have high loadings of 0.57 and 0.66 on
Factor 2 (teacher commitment to teaching), but much lower loadings (less than 0.40) on
expected factor 3, which means it doesn’t really measure factor 3 or teacher
commitment to students (Field, 2018), but these items may be more relevant to teacher
commitment to teaching (Factor 2) (Brown, 2015).

Keeping this item could jeopardize the construct validity of Factor 3 (DeVellis,
2017). It is advised eliminating the three items to improve the emphasis and clarity of
the remaining Factor 3-related items. Item 9’s identical loadings across Factors 1, 2, and
3 create uncertainty about which construct it actually reflects. This cross-loading
complicates the interpretation of the factors (Thompson, 2004).

Only items 10 and 11 display the loading on Factor 3 (teacher commitment to
students), suggesting a weak representation of the factor. Typically, three significant
loadings are required for a factor to be considered stable and interpretable (Costello &
Osborne, 2005).

The poor representation can show that the factor overlaps with other constructs
or insufficient differentiation in constructing their own factor. Future validity of this
tool should consider redoing or add items that more comprehensively reflect teacher
commitment to students. Strengthening teacher commitment to students could make the

entire scale be more reliable, well-structured and easy to understand.
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Table 4.9: Rotated Component Matrix for TC Instruments

No Items Factor1 Factor 2 Factor 3
4. Tam proud to tell others that I work in this
school (TCO4). .80 37
5. Ibelieve that this school is the best one to
work for (TCOS). .79 32
2. Ispeak to my friends proudly that my school
is a great workplace (TCO2). 78
3. I find that my values and the value of the
school are very similar (TCO3). 77
7. Tam extremely glad to work in this school
(TCO7). 74 30
1. Ireally care about the fate of this school
(TCO1). .70
8. It is my mission to ensure that all my students
can succeed (TCS1). .62 .39
6. Ienjoy discussing my school with people
outside it (TCO®6). .55 34 41
19. The most important thing in my life is
teaching (TCT6). 77
18. Iputa lot of personal effort into my teaching
(TCTS). .76 .39
17. Choosing to become a teacher is one of best
choices for me (TCT4). 316 73
16. T enjoy teaching TCT3), 44 67
13. It is my responsibility to help my students to
obtain higher academic achievement (TCS 2). 37 .66 .39
14. I now want my teaching to be more success
than in the past (TCTT1). 33 .64 435
12. Itry to do my best to help unsuccessful
students (TCSS). 33 .57 49
10. T feel obliged to mediate among rival groups
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of students (TCS3). 78

11. T feel too ashamed if I do not make all my
efforts to improve my students’ knowledge or

skill (TCS4). 75

9. It is my responsibility to ensure good social

relationships among my students (TCS6). 371 317 .67

15. Isometimes lie awake at night thinking about

the next morning’ lesson (TCT2) .55 37

4.2.3.2 Removing Teacher Commitment to Student Construct of TC

The preliminary factor analysis in Table 4.9 identified three variables from the
teacher commitment components. There are three types of teacher commitment: teacher
commitment organization (TCO), teacher commitment to teaching (TCT), and teacher
commitment to student (TCS). These factors have eigenvalues of 10.28, 1.45, and 1.09,
respectively, and explain a total of 67.25% of the variance in the teacher commitment
items.

The findings placed in Table 4.9 showed that there are two exceptions, Item 7
has cross-loadings, but it loads less on expected factor 3 (with a loading of 0.39) than on
factor 1 or teacher commitment to organization (with a loading of 0.62). On the other
hand, Items 12 and 13 have high loadings of 0.57 and 0.66 on Factor 2 (teacher
commitment to teaching), but much lower loadings (less than 0.40) on expected factor
3, which means it doesn't really measure factor 3 or teacher commitment to students
(Field, 2018), but these items may be more relevant to teacher commitment to teaching
(Brown, 2015). Keeping this item could jeopardize the construct validity of Factor 3
(DeVellis, 2017). It is advised eliminating the three items to improve the emphasis and
clarity of the remaining Factor 3-related items. Item 9’s identical loadings across
Factors 1, 2, and 3 create uncertainty about which construct it actually reflects. This
cross-loading complicates the interpretation of the factors (Thompson, 2004). Only
items 10 and 11 display the loading on Factor 3 (managing instructional program),
suggesting a poor representation of the factor. Typically, three significant loadings are
required for a factor to be considered stable and interpretable (Costello & Osborne,

2005).
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Table 4.10: Validated and Refined Tools after EFA for TC

No. Items Factor 1 Factor 2

4. I am proud to tell others that I work in this school

(TCO4). .80
5. I believe that this school is the best one to work for
(TCOS). .79
2. I speak to my friends proudly that my school is a great
workplace (TCO2) 78
3. I find that my values and the values of the school are
very similar (TCO3) 77
7. I am extremely glad to work in this school (TCO?7). 74
1. Ireally care about the fate of this school (TCOL1). .70
6. I enjoy discussing my school with people outside it
(TCO6) .55
19. The most important thing in my life is teaching
(TCT6) 7
18. Iput a lot of personal effort into my teaching (TCT5) .76
17.  Choosing to become a teacher is one of best choices
for me (TCT4). 73
16. 1 enjoy teaching (TCT3) .67

14. I now want my teaching to be more success than in the

past (TCT1). 64

15. I sometimes lie awake at night thinking about the next

morning’s lesson (TCT2). .55

The findings from EFA analysis was similar to Meyer et al. (1993), which will be
extensively described in the next chapter 5. Based on the EFA analysis, the original
dimensions of teacher commitment with 3 sub-components, from the Western context
are reduced to only two components in Cambodian context. Teacher commitment to
students is removed as most items are overlapped with teacher commitment to teaching
and some of them have low loadings on this sub-component.

In conclusion, the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) findings show that the

original three-dimensional model of teacher commitment, developed in a Western
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context, does not fully match in the Cambodian context of secondary resource schools.

The sub-component representing teacher commitment to students (TCS) revealed poor

reliability and construct validity due to significant cross-loadings and low factor

loadings, leading to its exclusion.

The initial dimensions and
items of TC in Western contexts

v

e Commitment to school
e Commitment to teaching

e Commitment to students
(Firestone & Rosenblum, 1988)

The two dimensions of TC in
Cambodia

!

e Commitment to school
e Commitment to teaching

Figure 4.3: Outlining the Results of TC from EFA analysis in Cambodia

4.3 Results of the Perceived Levels of IL, TCE and TC

To respond to the second purpose, this section presents the descriptive statistics

for the key dimensions of leadership and teacher commitment as assessed among the

619 participants in the study. The results are based on a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5,

where higher scores indicate more positive perceptions or behaviors. Each dimension

was rated for its mean (M), which represents the average response, and its standard

deviation (SD), which reflects the variability or consistency of responses. The rankings

are based on the average score for each dimension, with the highest-ranking dimensions

reflecting the most positively perceived aspects of leadership, teacher collective efficacy

and teacher commitment.

Table 4.11: Teacher Perceptions of IL, TCE and TC

Dimensions N TotalM  Meaning SD Rank
Instructional Leadership 619 4.13 High .58 5
School Mission 619 4.25 High .56 4
Positive learning climate 619 4.00 High 71 6
Teacher collective efficacy 619 3.84 High 49 7
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Teacher commitment 619 4.40 High 44 2
Commitment to school 619 4.38 High 49 3
Commitment to teaching 619 4.42 High 45 1

The means and standard deviation along with reliability statistics for research
variables are displayed in Table 4.11. Teachers reported relatively high perceptions of
instructional leadership (M = 4.13, SD = 0.58) with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91 and for
each sub-construct of instructional leadership, teachers also reported relatively high
perceptions. In particular, teachers’ perceptions of the school mission (M = 4.25, SD =
0.56), with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87, while teachers’ perceptions of the school
learning climate were also high (M =4.00, SD = 0.71) with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88.
In addition, the teacher report to the high grand mean of teacher commitment (M = 4.40,
SD = 0.44) with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.94 and for the sub-construct of teacher
commitment, their commitment to school (M = 4.38, SD = 0.49) with a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.92 and their commitment to teaching (M= 4. 42, SD = 0.45) with a crobach’s
alpha of 0.89. Finally teachers’ perception of collective efficacy is not high (M= 3.84;
SD = 0.49) with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85.

4.4 Multiple Comparisons of IL and TC in Three Regions

Table 4.12 reveals how teachers’ perceptions of instructional leadership (IL) and
teacher commitment are compared across three regions in Cambodia: the Tole Sap
region, Central Plain, and Coastal and Sea regions. The table provides mean scores and
standard deviations for key perceived variables, including school mission, positive
school learning climate, teacher commitment to school, and commitment to teaching.
Statistical tests (F-values and p-values) indicate significant regional differences in some
areas, with post-hoc results identifying which regions show higher perceptions for
specific variables.

These disparities indicated that regional context plays a role in determining how
teachers perceive school principals and their own teaching commitment. For example,
high score in certain regions may reflect best practices of instructional leadership by
school directors. Regional differences may be also caused by resource accessibilities,
administrative support, and opportunities capacity building. Understanding these

differences is crucial for developing equitable access to policies.
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Table 4.12: Mean and SD Various Tests

Schools in Post
Schools in Schools in
Perceived the Tole Hoc
Central Coastal and
variables Sap region Results
Plain (b) Sea (¢)
(a)
M SD M SD M SD F P-value
School
Mission 427 56 4.15 .58 4.37 49  ***Q 374 ¢c>Db
Positive
learning
climate 400 .76 3.94 1 4.10 .66 2.402 ns
Commitment c>b
to school 438 .52 4.28 46 4.51 47  ***11.678 c>a
Commitment

to teaching 4.44 47 435 45 450 .42 *5.859 c>b

Collective

efficacy 389 49 383 .55 3.80 43 1.403 ns

Notes: Perceptions of instructional leadership (school mission, and positive school
learning climate) and teacher commitment to school in the three types of regions. *p

<0.05; ** p <0.001; *** p <0.0001; ns = non-significance

The third purpose of this study is to investigate regional differences in teachers’
perceptions of their school directors’ instructional leadership including their perceptions
of the school mission, school learning climate, and self-reported commitment to school,
their commitment to teaching and collective efficacy in three types of regions: Tonle
Sap, Central Plain, and Coastal and Sea. One-way ANOVA was employed to test these
differences, with the findings shown in Table 4.12.

The results in Table 4.12 displayed that there are significant differences in the
teachers’ perceptions of creating school missions between different regions in which
schools are located (F(2, 616) = 8. 374, p < 0.0001). A post hoc Bonferroni test revealed
that teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions rated their principals’ ability to create a
school mission higher than those in the Central Plain region. However, Teachers’
perceptions of the school mission in Tonle Sap were not different from those in both the

Central Plain and Coastal and Sea regions.
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Table 4.12 displayed no significant differences in teachers’ perceptions of the
school learning climate across the Central Plain, Coastal and Sea, and Tonle Sap regions
F (2,616) = 2.402, p > .05. In this sense, teachers in the three regions provided the
similar levels of school learning climate implemented by principals.

The findings in Table 4.12 displayed that Levene’s Test for homogeneity of
variances yielded F(2, 616) = 11.678, p = 0.40. This indicated a violation of the
assumption of equal variances in the regions for teacher commitment to the school.
Therefore, the Games-Howell post hoc test was appropriately used to compare the
differences between regions when variances and sample size were unequal (Field, 2013;
Games & Howell, 1976).The Game-Howell post hoc test in Table 3 displayed
significant differences in the perceptions of commitment to schools across different
regions. The finding showed that teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions had the highest
commitment to school, which was significantly higher than those in both Tonle Sap and
Central Plain regions. However, there were no significant differences were found in
teacher commitment to school between the Tonle Sap and Central regions.

The results in Table 4.12 displayed that there are significant differences in the
teachers’ commitment to teaching between different regions in which schools are
located (F(2, 616) = 5. 859, p <0.05). A post hoc Bonferroni test in Table 4.12 revealed
that teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions rated higher teacher commitment to
teaching than those in the Central Plain region. However, Teachers’ perceptions of
commitment to teaching in Tonle Sap were not different from those in both the Central
Plain and Coastal and Sea regions.

The results in Table 4.12 displayed that there are no significant differences in the
teachers’ collective efficacy between different regions in which schools are located
(F(2,616) =1.40,p > 0.05). In this sense, teachers in the three regions provided the

similar levels of collective efficacy.

4.5 Correlational Results

There are two types of correlational analysis in the current study. One aims to
examine the relationship between sub-constructs of independent, dependent variables
and a mediating variable. The second investigates the relationship between demographic

variables, instructional leadership and teacher commitment.
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4.5.1The Relationships among the All Study Variables

One of fourth purpose in this study is to investigate relationships between
refined sub-components of independent and dependent variables. The correlation
between instructional leadership (school mission and positive school learning climate),
teacher commitment (commitment to school and commitment to teaching), and teacher
collective efficacy in perceptions of teachers from secondary resource schools in 3

different regions are reported in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13: Correlation between Sub-Construct and Sub-Construct
Variables 1 2 3 4 5

1. School Mission -

2. Positive Learning ~ Climate 66" -

3. Commitment to school 49" A7 -

4.Commitment to teaching 427 40" 73" -
5.Collective efficacy 417 447 407 377 -

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The analysis, conducted using Pearson correlation, revealed sub-construct of
instructional leadership- creating school mission, and school learning climate were
found significantly and positively correlated with teacher commitment to school as
shown in Table 4.13. Teachers’ perceptions of principal’s creating a school mission
were significantly correlated with teacher commitment to school (» = 0.49, p < 0.001),
and teacher commitment to teaching (r = 0.42, p < 0.001). Similarly, teachers’
perceptions of principals’ role in developing school learning climate were also found
positively and significantly correlated with teacher commitment to school (r = 0.47, p <
0.001) and teacher commitment to teaching (» = 0.40, p < 0.001). Moreover, teacher
collective efficacy was significantly correlated with teachers’ perceptions of creating a
school mission (» = 0.41, p < 0.001) and of developing school learning climate (» =
0.44, p < 0.001) as implemented by school principals. Finally, teacher collective
efficacy was significantly correlated with teachers’ perceptions of commitment to
school (r = 0.40, p < 0.001) and of commitment to teaching(r = 0.37, p < 0.001),

perceived by teachers. All correlations fall within the medium (Cohen et al., 2018).

112



4.5.2. Relationships between Teachers’ Demographic and Study Variables

The fourth purpose of this study is also to investigate correlations between
refined sub-components of independent, dependent variables and demographic
variables. The correlations between instructional leadership (school mission and
positive school learning climate), teacher commitment (commitment to school and
commitment to teaching), and teachers’ demographics in perceptions of teachers from

secondary resource schools in 3 different regions are reported in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14: Descriptive Data and Correlation: Demographics and Variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Age 3.19 0.77 -

2. Education 2.70 094 -.102° -

3. Experience 4.01 1.23 795" -.105" -

4. SM 4.42 045  .050 -050  .055 -

5.PLC 4.00 0.71 106 -.1217° 067 .67 -

6. TCT 4.42 045 140 -019 124" 427 401" -

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 4.14 showed that commitment to teaching is significantly and positively
correlated with teacher with age (» = 0.140, p < .01), and teaching experience (r =
0.124, p < .01) but according Cohen (2008), this correlation is very low. The findings
also displayed that teacher commitment to teaching was significantly correlated with

school mission (7 =.422", p <.001) and school learning climate (» = 401", p < .001).

4.6. Multiple Regression Results
The important part of fifth purpose of this study is also to investigate the direct

effects of refined sub-components of instructional leadership on teacher collective
efficacy and validated sub-component of teacher commitment in perceptions of teachers
from secondary resource schools in 3 different regions and the impacts of collective
efficacy on teacher commitment.

This study employed both multiple regression analysis and structural equation
modeling (SEM) within a correlational research design. Multiple regression was first
used to examine the direct effects of instructional leadership on two dimensions of

teacher commitment: commitment to the organization (TCO) and commitment to
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teaching (TCT). Subsequently, SEM was conducted to test a mediation model in which
collective teacher efficacy (TCE) functioned as a mediating variable in the relationship
between instructional leadership and two sub-components of commitment. The
integration of both analytical techniques allowed for a more comprehensive exploration
of the direct and indirect pathways among the study variables.

4.6.1 The Predictors of TCT

Multiple regression is employed for data analysis using SPSS software program
version 23.This method allow the researcher to test specific, direct correlation between
sub-dimensions of instructional leadership and teacher commitment to teaching. It is a
straightforward method to examine the direct effects of individual dimension. To
examine the effects of demographic variables and IL variables on teacher commitment

to teaching, multiple regression is used and the results are showed in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: the Predictors of Teacher Commitment to Teaching

Commitment to teaching

Models B SE B AR* R* Sig df F Semi-

Partial
Modlel 420 .099 018  .013 000 3 3.797
Age 063  .039 107 110
Education -.007 019 -014 729
Experience 011 .025 .031 .645
Model 2 2.72 151 212 206 000 5 33.026
Age .060 .035 102 .088
Education .007 .018 .014 704
Experience .001 .022 .002 976
School
Mission 226 .039 277 .000 227
Positive
Learning
climate 133 .031 207 .000 171
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Note: A4 R?=delta R-squared. R*= Adjusted R*

Hierarchical multiple regression was employed to investigate the predictors of
teacher commitment to teaching. In the first model, controlled variables (age, education
level, and teaching experience) were entered in the first block. Table 4.15 displayed that
controlled variables have significant effects on teacher commitment to teaching,
Adjusted R? = .013, F (3, 615) = 3.797, p < .0001, explaining 1.3% of the variance in
commitment to teaching. In the second model, the sub-constructs of IL (school mission
and school learning climate) were entered, explaining an additional 19.3% of the
variance in the dependent variable. This indicated that IL significantly predicted teacher
commitment to teaching, Adjusted R? = .206, F (5, 613) = 33.026, p < .001). The final
model, which entered all predictors, show that school mission (5=.277, p < .001) and
school learning climate ($=.207, p < .001) were significant predictors of teacher
commitment to teaching. Together, the final model explained 20.6% of the variance in
teacher commitment to teaching.

4.6.2 The Effects of Instructional Leadership on TCO

Multiple regression is still employed for data analysis using SPSS software
program version 23.This method allow the researcher to test specific, direct correlation
between sub-dimensions of IL and sub-dimensions of teacher commitment to
school/organization. It is a straightforward method to examine the direct effects of
individual dimension. To examine the effects of demographic variables and IL variables
on teacher commitment to school, multiple regression is used and the results are showed

in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16: Predictors of Teacher Commitment to School

Commitment to School

Models B SE B AR?> R?* Sig. df F Semi-
Partial
Modlel 412  .106 .021 .016 .000 3 438
Age 042 .042  .066 324 .040
Education -004  .021  -.008 .845 -.008
Experience .034 027 .085 201 .052
Model 2 226 155 268 283  .000 5 49.68
Age .038 036  .060 290 .043
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Education .014 018 027 437 .031

Experience 021 .023 .052 359 .037
School

Mission 267 .040 304 .000 260
School

Learning

climate 184 .032 267 .000 229

Note: 4 R?=delta R-squared. R*= Adjusted R*

Hierarchical multiple regression was employed to investigate the predictors of
teacher commitment to school. In the first model, controlled variables (age, education
level, and teaching experience) were entered in the first block. Table 4.16 displayed that
controlled variables have significant effects on teacher commitment to school, Adjusted
R? = 016, F (3, 615) = 4.376, p < .0001, explaining 1.6% of the variance in
commitment to school. In the second model, the sub-constructs of IL (school mission
and school learning climate) were entered, explaining an additional 26.8% of the
variance in the dependent variable. This indicated that IL significantly predicted teacher
commitment to school, Adjusted R? = 283, F (5, 613) = 49.683, p < .001). The final
model, which entered all predictors, show that school mission (f=.304, p < .001) and
school learning climate (f=.267, p < .001) were significant predictors of teacher
commitment to school. Together, the final model explained 28.3% of the variance in
teacher commitment to school.

4.6.3 The Effects of Instructional Leadership and TCE

The last part of fourth purpose of this study is also to investigate the effects of
refined sub-components of instructional leadership on teacher collective efficacy in
perceptions of teachers from secondary resource schools in 3 different regions.

Table 4.17: Predictors of Teacher Collective Efficacy

Semi-
Variables B SE B R? Sig. df F

Partial
Model 2209 .136 218  .000 2 87.142
School Mission .184 042 208 .000 .17

Positive school
learning climate 212 .033 305 .000 25
Note. R?= Adjusted R-Square
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Simultaneous multiple regression was employed to examine the best predictors
of teacher collective efficacy. The mean, standard deviation, and inter-correlations are
displayed in Table 4.11 and Table 4.13. The combination of variables to predict teacher
collective efficacy from sub-constructs of instructional leadership namely creating
school mission and school learning climate was statistically significant F(2, 616) =
87.142, p < .0001). The adjusted R? value was 0.218. This indicates that 21.8% of the
variance in teacher collective efficacy was explained by the model. Both school mission
(f =21, p < .0001) and school learning climate (f =.31, p < .0001) were significant
predictors of teacher collective efficacy.

If one wants to predict level of TCE for similar group knowing scores of school
mission (SM) and positive learning climate, one can use the regression equation to
estimate an individual’s score of teacher collective efficacy, the predicted TCE score as
following formula:

TCE=B+ B, xSM+ B,xPLC +e¢

TCE=2.209 +0.184xSM + 0.212xPLC + e

TCE = Teacher Collective Efficacy (dependent variable)

SM = School Mission (independent variable)

PLC = Positive School Learning Climate (independent variable)

B = Intercept (constant term)

B, = Unstandardized coefficient for School Mission
B,= Unstandardized coefficient for Positive School Learning Climate

e = Error term (captures the unexplained variance)

4.7. The Results of EFA for Validated and Refined Tools

The fifth purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of sub-components of
instructional leadership on sub-components of teacher commitment through teacher
collective efficacy as a mediator. Therefore, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is used
as an initial step to ensure the model fit when combining the five validated and refined
factors into one model. Then Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural
Equation Modeling will further analyze the relationship and the effects with in the

model.

117



Table 4.18: FLs, Eigenvalues, and Variance, and Cronbach’s Alpha

Items

Factor loadings

TCO

GC

PLC TCT

SM

Factor 1: Teacher commitment (TCO)

0.92

TCOl1

542

TCO2

703

TOC3

768

TCO4

768

TCOS

754

TCO6

.698

Factor 2: Collective efficacy: Group Competency (GC)

0.85

GCl1

.643

GC2

.673

GC3

.603

GC4

.696

GCs5

.638

GC6

.698

GC7

.647

GC8

.639

GC9

576

Factor 3: Positive school learning climate (PLC)

0.88

PLC1

732

PLC2

733

PLC3

754

PLC4

729

PLCS

.684

PLC6

.643

Factor 4: Teacher commitment to teaching (TCT)

0.89

TCT1

.657

TCT2

618

TCT3

761

TCT4

11

TCTS

780
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TCT6 730

Factor 5: Create school mission 0.86
CSM1 726
CSM2 744
CSM3 704
CSM4 .641
CSM5 .597
Eigenvalue 11.568 3349 256 1.246 1.168
% Variance 35.055 10.148 7.756 3.775 3.54

Prior to EFA, normal distribution was checked through skewness and kurtosis of
each item. In this study, the skewness values ranged between —0.85 and —0.22 and the
kurtosis values located between —0.61 and +1.54, indicating that the data was normally
distributed (Hair et al., 2019). Then, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett
Sphericity tests were applied to examine whether the data were appropriate for factor
analysis. In this study, the KMO value was 0.95, indicating that the data were
appropriate for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974). The Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was
significant [y2 (528) =11212.633, p <.0001], suggesting that correlations between items
were sufficiently large for factor analysis. In this respect, common factor analysis was
used as the factor extraction method with promax as the factor rotation method. EFA
results revealed five different factors, including creating school mission, developing
positive school learning climate, teacher commitment to school, teacher commitment to
teaching and collective efficacy. The model accounted for 60.28 present of the total
cumulative variance. All items in each factor showed loaded values over 0.5 and the
eigenvalue above 1 (Hair et al., 2019). The Cronbach o values of each factor were
higher than 0.70, representing high internal consistency reliability for each factor (Hair

et al., 2019). More information is illustrated in Table 4.18.

4.8. Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) for Each Construct

4.8.1 Assessing Construct Validity and Model Fit for TCE

The last purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of sub-components of
instructional leadership on sub-components of teacher commitment through teacher

collective efficacy as a mediator. Therefore, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is
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employed as an initial step to ensure the model fit when combining the three main
constructs into a single model. Then the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is
conducted to finally analyze the direct and indirect effects of instructional leadership on
teacher commitment through collective efficacy serving as a mediator in the following
section.

The researcher conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to evaluate the
construct validity and model fit of teacher collective efficacy. The model fit was
assessed employing established criteria: x?/df < 3.0, p < 0.0001, CFI, TLI > 0.90,
SRMR = 0.08, and RMSEA = 0.08 (Hair et al., 1998; Hu & Bentler, 1999).

In fact, the current researcher examined the construct validity of scale.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the first-order, one-
dimensional factor structure of the collective efficacy. The CFA results showed an
acceptable model fit: (x2/df = 3.01, p < 0.0001, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96, SRMR =
0.028, and RMSEA = 0.057). This is expected in models with large sample sizes and
does not undermine the overall fit. The RMSEA value (90% CI: 0.042-0.073) was close
to the ideal range, and both CFI (0.97) and TLI (0.96) exceeded the recommended
threshold, indicating strong model performance. The SRMR (0.028) further supported
the adequacy of the model.

4.8.2 Standardized Factor Loadings of TCE Model

The teacher collective efficacy, the latent variable is measured by nine
indicators (GC1 to GC9), all of which demonstrate strong and statistically significant
factor loadings (p < 0.001).The factor loadings (FL) for all indicators range from 0.65
(GC3) to 0.78 (GCY), indicating a relatively consistent and strong association with the
latent variable of collective efficacy. The highest loading is observed for GC8 (0.78)
and GC7 (0.76), suggesting that these indicators are the most influential in representing
collective efficacy. The lowest loading is observed for GC3 (0.65), which, although still
statistically significant, suggests it might be less strongly aligned with the latent
construct compared to other indicators. However, it is still above the threshold of 0.50,
which is typically considered acceptable in many research contexts (Hair et al., 2019).

All indicators have significant loadings with Est./S.E. values well above the
threshold for statistical significance (typically Est./S.E. > 2.0), confirming that the
indicators are reliable measures of the latent variable. The range of estimates (0.65 to
0.78) indicates that the indicators generally exhibit strong correlations with Group

Competencies, but there may be slight variation in their contributions to the overall
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construct. Indicators such as GC1, GC2, GC5, GC6, GC7, GC8 and GC9 contribute
more strongly, while GC3 and GC4 contribute less, though still significantly.

In short, the Teacher collective efficacy (TCE) latent variable is well-
represented by its nine indicators, all of which show strong and statistically significant
loadings. The strongest indicators include GC7 and GC8, while GC3 and GC4 show
slightly weaker loadings but are still statistically significant. These findings suggest that
the teacher collective efficacy construct is reliably measured by its indicators, with

minor variations in the strength of individual indicators.

Table 4.19: Standardized Model Results of TCE
Variable Indicator Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. Two-Tailed P-

Value

GCl 0.72 0.030 20.398 0.000

GC2 0.73 0.028 23.355 0.000

GC3 0.65 0.031 18.619 0.000

TCE By GC4 0.69 0.027 24.015 0.000
GC5 0.75 0.029 21.171 0.000

GC6 0.71 0.026 25214 0.000

GC7 0.76 0.027 24.530 0.000

GC8 0.78 0.029 21.023 0.000

GC9 0.73 0.030 20.327 0.000

4.8.3. Assessing Construct Validity and Model Fit for TC

The researcher examined the construct validity of TC scale. Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the second-order, two-dimension factor
structure of the teacher commitment and the findings revealed (x2/df = 3.00, p <
0.0001, CFI=0.97, TLI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.032, and RMSEA = 0.064). This is expected
in models with large sample sizes and does not undermine the overall fit. The RMSEA
value (90% CI: 0.055-0.073) was close to the ideal range, and both CFI (0.97) and TLI
(0.96) exceeded the recommended threshold, indicating strong model performance. The
SRMR (0.032) further supported the adequacy of the model. The CFA results indicated

an accepted model fit.
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The findings of the CFA provide strong evidence that support the construct
validity of the teacher commitment scale. The fit indices collectively suggest that the
proposed second-order, two-component model of teacher commitment is a robust
representation of the underlying structure of teacher commitment. These results claim
that the scale is a reliable and valid instrument for measuring teacher commitment in
educational research and practice in Cambodian context.

$7T2(032)

| |
wicol [*
)
| |
vlicor e~ 402 (.028)
161 (18.455) PPN L :
2 [ o
\ 773 (.018) vltco3[e— 417 (.028)
. 4 bt |
64 (.018) [ | N .
4 > tcod 302 (.023)
v o € 836 (.004) | [*
829 (012) [ l
) 755 (.019) 0!‘,“«[‘ 261 (.021)
216 (10.073) 833 (.013) |
‘H'tcm.l- 129 (.029)
) ) ( L i
1. 000 (.000) | tc | : R
242 (16.441) StcoTfe- 272(.022)
—
r
865 (9.508) . —:K“}‘ 195 (.031)
) |
/ 711 (.022) I ’
N wt e .611(.027) o 1otz fe- 627 (.033)
= oot
- B09 (016 __ r 1
805 (.017) ~jotd e 345 (027)
819 (016) : i
778 (.018) ® ictq fe- 352(.027)
| ]

r
|
| .
- < 329 ( 026)
| tet ,‘

[ |
N tet6 - 395 (.028)
I I

Figure 4.4: The Second-Order of Teacher Commitment Model

4.8.4. Standardized Factor Loadings of TC Model

The teacher commitment, the latent variable is measured by sub —constructs:
teacher commitment to organization/school (TCO) and teacher commitment to teaching
(TCT). All indicators for TCO (TCO1 to TCO7) show strong and statistically
significant loadings (p < 0.001) (Hair et al., 2019; Kline, 2016). The factor loadings for
all indicators of TCO range from 0.655 (TCOI1) to 0.859 (TCOS5), indicating the
reliability and strength of the relationship between the indicators and the latent variable.
TCOS has the highest loading (0.859), indicating it is the most significant contributor to
the latent construct of teacher commitment to organization (TCO).TCO4 (0.836) and
TCO7 (0.853) also show strong loadings, underscoring their importance as reliable
indicators of TCO.

All the indicators for TCT (TCT1 to TCT6) are also strongly and significantly
related to the latent variable (p < 0.001) (Hair et al., 2019). The factor loadings for all
indicators of TCT range from 0.611 (TCT2) to 0.819 (TCTS), suggesting that the

indicators are all meaningful measures of the construct. TCT5 (0.819) is the strongest
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contributor to TCT, followed closely by TCT3 (0.809). TCT2 (0.611) shows a relatively
lower loading, but it is still above the 0.60 threshold, indicating acceptable strength in
the social sciences, though loadings as low as 0.50 may still be acceptable depending on
the context (Kline, 2016).

Teacher Commitment (TC) is represented by two indicators: TCO and TCT. The
loading for TCO is 0.916, which is quite high but not statistically significant (p =
0.928), suggesting that there may be issues with model estimation or multicollinearity
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). TCT has a moderate loading of 0.865, also not statistically
significant (p = 0.928), which may indicate similar model-related issues; such as sample
size or model fit (Kline, 2016).

In conclusion, teacher commitment to school (TCO) and teacher commitment to
teaching (TCT) are well-represented by their respective indicators, with all loadings
being statistically significant and in the strong range (Hair et al.,, 2019). TCO
(particularly TCOS and TCO7) shows very strong factor loadings, highlighting its key
role in teacher commitment to organization. While TCT indicators also show strong

loadings, especially TCTS and TCT3, which are the most significant.

Table 4.20: Standardized Model Results of Teacher Commitment

Variable Indicator Estimate S.E. Est/S.E. Two-Tailed
P-Value

TCOl 0.655 0.025 26.63 0.000
TCO2 0.773 0.018 43.41 0.000
TCO3 0.764 0.018 41.478 0.000

TCO BY TCO4 0.836 0.014 59.929 0.000
TCOS 0.859 0.012 69.246 0.000
TCO6 0.755 0.019 40.035 0.000
TCO7 0.853 0.013 66.506 0.000
TCT1 0.711 0.022 32.126 0.000
TCT2 0.611 0.027 22.366 0.000

TCT BY TCT3 0.809 0.016 49.376 0.000
TCT4 0.805 0.017 48.418 0.000
TCTS 0.819 0.016 51.772 0.000
TCT6 0.778 0.018 42.582 0.000
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TC BY TCO 0.916 10.073 0.091 0.928
TCT 0.865 9.508 0.091 0.928

4.8.5 Assessing Construct Validity and Model Fit for IL

The researcher examined the construct validity of scale. Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted to examined the second-order, two-dimension factor
structure of the instructional leadership (x%/df = 3.00, p < 0.0001, CFI = 0.97, TLI =
0.96, SRMR = 0.030 and RMSEA = 0.059). This is expected in models with large
sample sizes and does not undermine the overall fit. The RMSEA value (90% CI:
0.048-0.071) was close to the ideal range, and both CFI (0.97) and TLI (0.96) exceeded
the recommended threshold, indicating strong model performance. The SRMR (0.030)
further supported the adequacy of the model. The CFA results indicated an accepted

model fit.
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Figure 4.5: The Second-Order of Instructional Leadership Model

4.8.6. Standardized Factor Loadings for IL. Model

The Instructional leadership, the latent variable is measured by sub-constructs-
creating school mission (SM) and developing positive school learning climate (PLC).
All indicators (SM1 to SM5) show strong and statistically significant factor loadings (p
< 0.001). Estimates range from 0.680 (SM2) to 0.767 (SM5), suggesting that these

indicators are reliable measures of the latent variable. The highest loading is for SM5
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(0.767), indicating it is the strongest contributor to the latent construct (Hair et al., 2019;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019).

All the indicators for PLC are measured by PLC1 to PLC6, which also have
strong and significant loadings (p < 0.001). Loadings for all PLC indicators range from
0.619, (PLC6), to 0.820, (PLC3). The strongest loading is PLC3 (0.820), suggesting it is
the most influential indicator for this construct. PLC6 shows the lowest loading (0.619),
which might suggest room for improvement in its alignment with the construct (Kline,
2016; Hair et al., 2019).

IL is measured by SM and PLC. The loading for SM is high (0.983) but not
statistically significant (p = 0.877), which might indicate potential issues with
estimation or model fit. Similarly, the loading for PLC is moderate (0.783) but also not
significant (p = 0.877). This suggests the possibility of model-related concerns, such as
multi-collinearity or sample size effects, which might require further investigation
(Kline, 2016).

In short, SM and PLC are well-represented by their respective indicators, with
all loadings significant and strong (Hair et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). For IL
by SM and PLC, despite high loading values, the lack of statistical significance (p =
0.877) suggests potential model-related concerns, such as multicollinearity or sample

size effects, which may need further attention (Kline, 2016)

Table 4.21: Standardized Model Results of 1L
Latent Variable Indicator Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. Two-Tailed

P-Value
SM1 0.732 0.022 32.866 0.000
SM2 0.68 0.025 27.172 0.000
SM BY SM3 0.745 0.021 34.796 0.000
SM4 0.764 0.02 37.513 0.000
SM5 0.767 0.02 37.888 0.000
PLC1 0.767 0.019 39.688 0.000
PLC2 0.749 0.02 36.723 0.000
PLC BY PLC3 0.82 0.016 50.176 0.000
PLC4 0.763 0.02 38.918 0.000
PLCS5 0.712 0.023 31.589 0.000
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PLC6 0.619 0.027 22.628 0.000
IL BY SM 0.983 6.359 0.155 0.877
PLC 0.783 5.065 0.155 0.877

4.9 CFA Results of All Constructs: Validation and Model Fit

Prior to CFA, normal distribution was checked through skewness and kurtosis of
each item. In this study, the skewness values ranged between -0.85 and -0.22 and the
kurtosis values located between -0.85 and 1.54, showing normal data (Hair et al.,
2019). These values of skewness and kurtosis fall between the acceptable range from -2
to +2, suggesting that data do not violated the from normal distribution. Therefore, the
use of maximum likelihood estimation in CFA is appropriate. Ensuring normal
distribution enhances the validity and reliability of the factor analysis results in the
current study.

Table 4.22: Descriptive Data and Bivariate Correlations of Latent Variables

TCE SM PLC TCO TCT
TCE 0.68
SM 0.48%** 0.74
PLC 0.51 ** 0.77%* 0.75
TCO 0.45%* 0.55%* 0.527%#%* 0.79
TCT 0.42%* 0.48%** 0.427%* 0.79%** 0.76
Mean 3.84 4.25 4.00 4.38 4.42
SD 0.93 0.56 0.71 0.49 0.45
Skewness -0.22 -0.85 -0.69 -0.52 -0.30
Kurtosis 0.31 1.54 0.45 0.78 -0.61

Notes: **p <.01. Diagonal numbers (in bold) indicate the square root of the AVE.

CFA results revealed that the measurement model was psychometrically sound,
with adequate construct validity. The standardised factor loadings ranged from 0.58 to
0.86. The construct reliabilities ranged between 0.85 and 0.92, and the AVEs fell
between 0.53 and 0.62, showing acceptable convergent validity (Hair et al., 2019). The
square root of the AVEs ranged from 0.73 to 0.79 and each square root of the AVE of
each variable was greater than the correlation between that variable and other variables,

demonstrating acceptable discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In this study,
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the whole measurement model with five factors was tested. Results revealed that this
model could fit the data well: ¥2 (485) = 923.78, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.94,
SRMR = 0.040 and RMSEA = 0.046 (90% CI = 0.042-0.049), thus suggesting that all
the scales could match the Cambodian context. The results provide strong empirical
support for the conceptual framework underlying the current study. In addition, the
robust fit indices indicate that the model was appropriate and fit with the data. High
values of CFI and TLI also reinforce the model with acceptability across various factors
assessed. Finally, the reliability and validity of the measurement model are confirmed,
supporting its further studies within similar context. The results were founded on a
assumptions of normality which is supported by acceptable normal distribution of all
items. This justifies the adoption of maximum likelihood estimation in the confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). The overall results highlight the cultural relevance and good fit
of the model.

Table 4.23: FLs, AVEs, CRs, and Cronbach’s Alphas of Variables

Factor AVE/
Variables CR a
loading Square root
Teacher collective efficacy  0.58-0.67 0.53/0.73 0.85 0.85
Create school mission 0.68-0.77 0.55/0.74 0.86 0.86
Positive school learning 0.62-0.82 0.56/0.75 0.91 0.88
Teacher commitment to
organization 0.66- 0.86 0.62/0.79 0.92 0.92
Teacher commitment to
teaching 0.61- 0.82 0.58/0.76 0.89 0.89

The CFA results demonstrate that all indicators significantly contribute to their
respective latent variables, with most of standardized loadings consistently above 0.60,
indicating acceptable construct validity. The first latent variable, teacher collective
efficacy (TCE) was measured by in indicators (GC1 to GC9), with estimates ranging
from 0.65 to 0.78, all statistically significant (p < 0.001). The highest loading was for
GC7 (0.78), and the lowest was for GC3 (0.65), indicating that all items contribute
meaningfully to the construct.

The second latent variable, SM construct was measured with five indicators
(SM1 to SM5), showing high factor loadings between 0.683 and 0.770, all statistically
significant (p < 0.001). SM5 (0.770) had the strongest association with the latent
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construct. Thirdly, latent variable (PLC) was represented by six indicators (PLC1 to
PLC6). Standardized loadings ranged from 0.620 to 0.820, with PLC3 (0.820) being the
strongest contributor and PLC8 (0.620) the weakest, all significant at p < 0.001.

The fourth latent variables was teacher commitment to school (TCO) measured
with seven indicators (TCO1 to TCO7), with loadings spanning from 0.655 to 0.860.
TCOS5 (0.860) was the most strongly associated item, while TCO1 (0.655) has the
lowest loadings. All loadings were statistically significant (» < 0.001). Finally, teacher
commitment to teaching (TCT) was measured with six indicators (TCT1 to TCT6). The
loadings range from 0.612 to 0.819, all significant at p < 0.001. TCT5 (0.819) exhibited
the strongest relationship with the latent variables, while TCT2 (0.612) showed the
weakest. The findings showed that all manifest variables contributed to their respective
latent variables. The significant and acceptable factor loadings give strong relationships

between indicators and the sub-constructs.

Table 4.24: Standardized Model Results of all Study Variables

Variable Indicator Estimate S.E. Est./S.E. Two-Tailed
P-Value

GCl1 0.72 0.030 20.398 0.000
GC2 0.73 0.028 23.355 0.000
GC3 0.65 0.031 18.619 0.000

GC BY
GC4 0.69 0.027 24.015 0.000
GC5 0.75 0.029 21.171 0.000
GC6 0.71 0.026 25.214 0.000
GC7 0.76 0.027 24.530 0.000
GC8 0.78 0.029 21.023 0.000
GC9 0.73 0.030 20.327 0.000
SM1 0.735 0.022 33.531 0.000
SM?2 0.683 0.025 27.678 0.000

SM BY
SM3 0.735 0.022 33.713 0.000
SM4 0.764 0.02 37.797 0.000
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SM5 0.77 0.02 38.707 0.000

PLCI 0.767 0.019 39.829 0.000
PLC2 0.751 0.02 37.096 0.000
PLC3 0.82 0.016 50.59 0.000
PLC BY
PLC4 0.761 0.02 38.688 0.000
PLCS 0.713 0.022 31.795 0.000
PLC6 0.62 0.027 22.754 0.000
TCOl1 0.655 0.024 26.762 0.000
TCO2 0.777 0.018 4431 0.000
TCO BY
TCO3 0.762 0.018 41.355 0.000
TCO4 0.833 0.014 59.411 0.000
TCOS5 0.86 0.012 69.835 0.000
TCO6 0.754 0.019 39.91 0.000
TCO7 0.853 0.013 66.823 0.000
TCT1 0.708 0.022 31.834 0.000
TCT2 0.612 0.027 22.454 0.000
TCT3 0.808 0.016 49.108 0.000
TCT BY
TCT4 0.806 0.017 48.712 0.000
TCTS 0.819 0.016 51.799 0.000
TCT6 0.779 0.018 42.906 0.000

4.10 The Results of SEM: Effects of IL on TCE and TC

To address the most important part of the fifth research objective, this research
utilized a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to investigate the relationships between
instructional leadership (IL), teacher collective efficacy (TCE) and teacher commitment

(TC). Unlike the multiple regressions, which typically examine the effects of
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independent variables on the dependent ones, SEM offers particular advantages in
analyzing the relationships between the three variables. It is capable of accounting for
more complex relationships between all sub-constructs of IL, TC and TCE within a
single model, handling both direct and indirect effects simultaneously.

The model was designed to test both direct and indirect effects, where IL is
exogenous variable, TC is endogenous variable, and GC acts as the mediator. The
model’s fit indices suggest an acceptable to good fit for the data (Chi-Square:
Significant (X?= 1129, 528, df = 439, p <0.001), with large sample sizes and (RMSEA
= 0.050 (90% CI = 0.047 — 0.054) indicating good fit. And CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.924
reflecting acceptable incremental fit ( >0.92) and SRMR is equal 0.060, within the
acceptable threshold (< 0.08). These results confirm that the model is appropriate for
examining the hypothesized relationships. The findings gave the good model fit, the
following analysis was conducted to evaluate the strong significance of both direct and

indirect effects or paths.

4.10.1 Direct and Indirect Effects of IL on TCE and TC

This sections reports the direct effects among the key constructs, particular focus
on instructional leadership as the main independent variable which have the direct effect
on teacher commitment through teacher collective efficacy as a mediating variable.
Additionally, the analysis reveals the direct impact of collective efficacy on teacher
commitment. These relationships are evaluated to better understand the path ways
through which IL and TCE shape teacher commitment. The results contribute to more
nuanced understanding of how instructional leadership practices influence teacher
collective efficacy and teacher commitment. The findings of these direct and indirect
effects, this study provides more empirical evidence to support theoretical models

connecting instructional leadership to teacher attitudinal outcomes.

Table 4.25: Direct Effects in the Structural Equation Model

Path Standardized p-value Effect Type
Coefficient (f)

TCE — TC 0.728%* 0.000 Direct Effect

IL -»TC 0.365** 0.000 Direct Effect

IL - TCE 0.591** 0.000 Direct Effect

Note: **P, 0.001 indicate statistical significance
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Table 4.25 shows that teacher collective efficacy has strong positive direct effect
on teacher commitment (B = 0.728, p < 0.001), indicating that higher level of teacher
collective efficacy are directly related to greater teacher commitment. Instructional
leadership has a moderate positive direct effect on teacher commitment (f = 0.365, p <
0.001), suggesting that higher level of instructional leadership lead to higher levels of
teacher commitment. Instructional leadership also has strong positive direct effect on
teacher collective efficacy (f = 0.591, p < 0.001), indicating that stronger instructional
leadership improve teacher collective efficacy. These findings support the important
role of teacher collective efficacy in bridging the influence of instructional leadership on

teacher commitment.

Instructional
Leadership (IL)

Teacher

Teacher Collective Commitment (TC)

Efficacy (TCE)

0.73*

R? =63.2%

x%/df = 2.572; CFI= 0.94; TLI= 0.92; RMSEA=0.050; SRMR = 0.060
Figure 4.6: SEM Results of IL, TC and TCE

Table 4.26: Indirect Effects in the Structural Equation Model

Indirect Effect Standardized Coefficient
Path Calculation ») p-value
IL - GC —- TC 0.591 * 0.728 0.430%** 0.000

Note: **P < 0.001 indicate statistical significance

Table 4.25 and Table 4.26 showed that the direct and indirect effect of

instructional leadership (IL) on teacher commitment (TC) through teacher collective

efficacy (TCE) is statistically significant (f = 0.43, p < 0.0001). This finding suggested

that instructional leadership affects teacher commitment both directly (f = 0.365, p <
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0.001) and indirectly through teacher collective efficacy (= 0.430, p < 0.001).

Table 4.27: Total Effects in the Structural Equation Model

Path Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect
IL - TC 0.365%* 0.430%** 0.795%*

Note: **P < 0.001 indicate statistical significance

Table 4.27 shows that there is a total effect of instructional leadership on teacher
commitment (f = 0. 795, p < 0.0001) through teacher collective efficacy as a mediator.
This suggests that instructional leadership have a substantial overall effect on teacher
commitment, with a combination of both direct and indirect effects. The value of R? for
teacher commitment equal 0.632, suggesting that 63.2% of the variances in teacher
commitment explained by instructional leadership directly and indirectly through
collective efficacy (See figure 4.7).

4.10.2 Effects of IL on TC through TCE across All Factors

This structural equation modeling examine the influence of dimensions of
instructional leadership df = 439, p <0.001), with large sample sizes and (RMSEA =
0.050 (90% CI = 0.047 — 0.054) indicating the acceptable range. And CFI = 0.94, TLI
= 0.92 reflecting acceptable incremental fit ( > 0.92) and SRMR is equal 0.060, within
the acceptable threshold (< 0.08). These results confirm that the model is appropriate for
examining the hypothesized relationships. In short, the SEM findings provide empirical
support for the theoretical framework, suggesting that the sub-components of IL play a
crucial role in enhancing teacher commitment and collective efficacy. The alignment

and contrast to this study will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Table 4.28: Direct Effect of IL on TC through TCE across All Factors

Path Standardized Coefficient () p-value Effect Type
Positive
GC —»TCO 0.818 0.000 (Significant)
Negative (Not
SM — TCO -0.121 0.127 Significant)
Positive
PLC -TCO 266 0.002 (Significant)
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Positive

GC - TCT 0.182 0.001 (Significant)
Negative
SM — TCT -0.348 0.006 (Significant)
Positive
PLC - TCT 0.909 0.000 (Significant)
Negative (Not
SM — GC -0.107 0.377 Significant)
Positive
PLC — GC 0.649 0.000 (Significant)

Note: **P, 0.001 and p < 0.05 (*) indicate statistical significance

Table 4.28 showed that school mission (SM) has a negative effect on both
effects on teacher commitment to organization (B = -0.12, p < 0.0001) and teacher
commitment to teaching ((f =- 0. 35, p < 0.05). Positive school learning climate has
significant direct effects on teacher commitment to organization (f = 0.27, p < 0.05) and
teacher commitment to teaching (f = 0.909, p < 0.000). Positive school learning climate
has a strong positive direct effect on collective efficacy (f = 0.65, p < 0.0001) while
school mission has a non-significant negative effect on teacher collective efficacy (B = -

0.11, p = 0.038).

Table 4.29: Indirect Effect of IL on TC via TCE across All Factors

Path Indirect Effect Standardized p-value Effect Type
Calculation Coefficient (p)

SM — GC -TCO —0.107x0.818 -0.09 0.127  Indirect Effect

PLC —- GC — TCO 0.649x0.818 0.53 <0.001 Indirect Effect

SM — GC — TCT —0.107x0.182 -0.02 0.377  Indirect Effect

PLC - GC —» TCT 0.649%0.182 0.12 <0.001 Indirect Effect

Note: **P<(0.001 and p <0.05 (*) indicate statistical significance

Table 4.29 shows that school mission has no significant negative indirect effects
both teacher commitment to organization (f = -0.09, p = 0.13) and teacher commitment
to teaching (B = -0.02, p = 0.38) through teacher collective efficacy. Positive school

learning commitment has a significant positive indirect effect on both teacher
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commitment to organization (f = 0.53, p < 0.0001) and teacher commitment to teaching

(B =0.12, p <0.001) through teacher collective efficacy, indicating that positive school

learning climate improve teacher commitment via its influences on teacher collective

efficacy.

Table 4.30: Total Effects of IL Dimension on TC Dimensions via TC

Path Direct Indirect Effect Total P- Effect
Effect Effect value Type

TCO ON:

Direct
GC — TCO 0.82 - 0.82 <0.001 Effect

Direct
SM — TCO -0.12 - -0.12  0.127 Effect

Direct
PLC — TCO 0.27 - 0.27  0.002 Effect
TCT ON:

Direct
GC - TCT 0.18 - 0.18 0.001 Effect

Direct
SM — TCT -0.35 - -0.35 0.006 Effect

Direct
PLC — TCT 0.90 - 0.90 <0.001 Effect
GC ON:

Direct
SM — GC -0.11 - -0.11  0.377 Effect

Direct
PLC — GC 0.65 - 0.65 <0.001 Effect
Indirect Effects via GC:

Indirect
SM — GC — TCO -0.11  -0.11*0.82=-0.09 -0.21 0.127 Effect

Indirect
PLC —- GC — TCO 0.27  0.65*0.82=0.53 0.80 <0.001 Effect
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Indirect

SM — GC — TCT -0.35  -0.11*0.18=-0.02 -0.37 0.006 Effect

Indirect

PLC —-GC—TCT 0.800 0.65*0.18=0.12 1.00 <0.001 Effect

(PLC = Positive school learning climate, GC = Group Competency, SM = School
Mission, TCO = Teacher commitment to organization, TCT = Teacher Commitment to
Teaching)

Table 4.30 shows that school mission (SM) has no statistically significant total
effect on teacher commitment to organization (f = -0.12, p = 0.13), and a negative total
effect on teacher commitment to teaching (f = -0.37, P < 0.05). However, developing
positive school learning climate reveals statistically significant total effect on both
teacher commitment to organization (f = 0.80, p = 0.05), and teacher commitment to
teaching (B = 0.90, p < 0.00), This clearly suggest that there is significant relationship
between developing a positive school learning climate and teacher commitment to

organization and teacher commitment to teaching.
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Figure 4.7: Standardized Coefficients of TCE Mediating IL-TC Relationship

The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) study determined the R-squared
values for the latent variables, teacher commitment to teaching (TCT), teacher
commitment to organization (TCO), and group competencies (GC). Regarding TCO, the
model provides an explanation for a significant percentage of the variance, as indicated
by an R-squared estimate of 85.5%. The highly statistically significant association
between the predictors and TCO (p-value = 0.000) suggests that the model’s included
predictors exert a significant and powerful influence on TCO. By comparison, the
model is also able to provide a significant explanation for GC, which accounts for
around 31.6% of its variance. This indicates that the predictors have a considerable
effect on the variable in question. Furthermore, the p-value for GC, which is 0.000,
provides additional evidence that this association is statistically significant. On the other
hand, when it comes to TCT, the model explains high fraction of the variation (an R-
squared estimate of 0.576), and the effect is statistically significant, as demonstrated by
high estimate of 0.576. These data suggest that the model explains teaching
commitment to teaching most effectively, with a strong explanatory power explaining
the variances in teacher commitment to teaching, and a modest yet significant effect for

group competency.

Table 4.31: R-squared Estimate by IL

Variables Estimate S.E East./S.E. Two-Tailed F-value
TCT 0.576 0.049 11.841 0.00
TCO 0.855 0.023 37.876 0.00
GC 0.316 0.043 7.382 0.00
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

This chapter presented key insights by summarizing the main research findings
and discussing them in relation to existing literature across various contexts. Guided by
the research objectives, the analysis examined the validity of the study instrument,
assessed teachers’ perceptions of the core research components including the sub-
components of instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy and teacher
commitment as well as compared these perceptions across different regions.
Additionally, it explored the relationships among key variables, providing nuanced
insights into the impact of school principals’ Instructional Leadership (IL) on Collective

Teacher Efficacy (TCE) and teacher commitment.

5.1 Validating IL, TCE, and TC: Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis

5.1.1 Validating IL, TCE, and TC: Exploratory Factor Analysis

A significant amount of information regarding the structure of the data is
provided by the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) that was carried out in this
investigation. The skewness and kurtosis values showed that the data were almost
normally distributed, which meant that the factor analysis was valid (Hair et al., 2019).
We tested for normality, and the results showed that the data followed a nearly normal
distribution. Kaiser (1974) said that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0.95 and
the significant results of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity showed that the data was good
enough for factor analysis.

The EFA discovered a five-factor constructs. These factors are as follow: The
creation of a school mission, the development of a positive school learning climate, the
commitment of teachers to the school, the commitment of teachers to teaching, and
collective efficacy. Considering that these components accounted for 60.28 percent of
the overall variation, it is clear that they provide a complete representation of the key
structures. All items had factor loadings greater than 0.5 and eigenvalues greater than 1,
confirming the factor structure’s robustness. All of the components had Cronbach’s
alpha values that were greater than 0.70, which indicates that there was a high level of
internal consistency (Hair et al., 2019).

However, two main sub-constructs were removed. Managing instructional

program of IL and commitment to students from teacher commitment were respectively
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deleted due to low factor loading, cross-factor loadings and overlapping found in
Cambodian context.
5.1.1.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Validating the Scales of IL

The findings support the exclusion of Managing Instructional Programs (MIP),
which consisted of six items. This result suggests that, within the Cambodian context,
instructional leadership is best represented by only two dimensions: Creating a School
Mission and Developing a Positive School Learning Climate. The removal of the MIP
construct indicates that certain traditional components of instructional leadership may
not align with the realities of Cambodian school leadership practices.

This result is consistent with prior studies conducted in other Asian contexts,
where similar components of instructional leadership—particularly those related to
curriculum coordination—have been considered less relevant. Rodrigues and Avila de
Lima (2024) found that in some societies, principals are generally not involved in direct
classroom activities, even though many possess teaching backgrounds that inform their
leadership approach. Antoniou and Lu (2018), for example, claimed that several items
from the PIMRS instrument were not suitable for assessing instructional leadership in
China, where the Ministry of Education strictly controls the curriculum, leaving
principals with limited authority to develop instructional content. Similarly, Hallinger
and Walker (2017), in their comparative study of five Asian countries—China, Taiwan,
Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam—found that school leaders often have minimal
influence over curriculum development. These systemic constraints hamper the ability
of principals to fulfill the instructional leadership function of coordinating the
curriculum, as originally conceptualized by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). The
Cambodian context seems to reflect a similar structural limitation, reinforcing the
appropriateness of excluding the MIP dimension from the instructional leadership
framework.

Two key components of Instructional leadership have emerged from the
findings: school mission and the development of positive school learning climate. The
former is comprised of two sub-components- framing the school goals, and
communicating the goals. Each sub-component consists of its specific items which can
serve as indicators for school principals to implement within their schools. The latter is
comprised of five sub-constructs: protecting instructional time, maintaining high
visibility, providing incentives for teachers, promoting professional development and

providing incentives for learning. Each of the five sub-components is also associated
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with specific items which can be used as indicators by schools and relevant stakeholders
to monitor and evaluate the school principals’ instructional leadership practices.

Both the removed construct of instructional leadership, managing instructional
program statistically, and the remaining constructs- school missions and development
of positive school learning climate emerged in Cambodian context as well as their sub-
components and items are all consist with some components of Cambodia school
principals’ roles and duties. There are 9 components in their roles: (1) education
authority; (2) administrative officer; (3) pedagogy mentor; (4) permanent inspector; (5)
education negotiator: (6) educator; (7) service provider; (8) counselor; (9) community
development agency. The three components of IL are also consist with duty components
of Cambodian school principals (MoEYS, 2016).

Although Cambodian school principals do not have authority to coordinate or
develop school curriculum due to centralized curriculum management, some
components of principals’ roles including pedagogy, permanent inspector, and
counselor are still consistent with some items of sub-components of managing
instructional program such as supervising and evaluating instruction, and monitoring
student progress. For example, as a role of pedagogical mentor, Cambodian school
principals are expected to (1) provide feedback and suggest pedagogy and teaching
techniques to teachers, (2) make the inspection plans, (3) visit the classroom and give
comments to improve teaching and learning processes, (4) observe the class and address
the teaching and learning issues.

Base on exploratory factor analysis, the component of managing instructional
program was removed in this study. Therefore it can be concluded that principals in
secondary resource school may not fully exercise their roles as pedagogical mentors,
educational inspectors and counselors as defined by the Ministry of Education, Youth
and Sport.

One item of one of school principal’s roles, namely “principal as an educator”
aligns with one item of provide professional development, a sub-component of
developing positive school learning climate. Cambodian school principals have 4 duties
— (1) administrative duties; (2) pedagogical and technical duties; (3) communication
duties (MoEYS, 2016). While the very few items of school principal’s administrative
duty are consistent with school mission, a sub-component of IL. For example, these
items include “school principals have duty to make school vision, mission, and action

plans to develop the organization” and “they have duty to form organizational structure
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and job description”. A few items of pedagogical and technical duty such as “school
principal teaches students when the teacher is absent” and the items of communication

(13

duty such as “ school principal should be available at school ground” or ‘“School
principal should appear in front of classrooms” or “teachers and students can see school
principals most of the time” are respectively consistent with only some items of protect
instructional time, and high visibility, the two sub-components of developing positive
school learning climate.
5.1.1.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Validating the Scales of TCE
Taken together, the findings provide empirical evidence that Collective Teacher
Efficacy is best represented as a uni-dimensional construct in the Cambodian context.
This result aligns with conclusions from previous studies (Goddard, 1998; Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 1998), which also conceptualized collective efficacy as a single,
cohesive factor. The results reveal the recovery of a single component from a one-factor
solution, which accounts for 64.10% of the variance and has an eigenvalue of 7.69
(Goddard, 2002). However, this finding was contrast to Goddard (2000) who claimed
that teacher collective efficacy is composed of two components- Task difficulties and
group competency.
5.1.1.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis: Validating Scale of TC
The findings from EFA analysis was similar to Meyer et al. (1993), which is
briefly described in this chapter. Based the EFA analysis, the original dimensions of
teacher commitment with 3 sub-components, from the Western context are reduced to
only two components in Cambodian context. The two main constructs are teacher
commitment to school and teacher commitment to teaching. This finding align with Lee
and Lim (2018) who found that teacher commitment to teaching (TCT) and teacher
commitment to students (TCS) share key items, an factors often overlap. Antoniou and
Lu (2018) also claimed that teacher commitment to teaching (TCT) and teacher
commitment to students (TCS) are closely linked. Roth et al. (2007) explored teacher
commitment and found that the dimensions of commitment to students and commitment
to teaching are sometimes not easily separable, as teachers who are highly committed to
their profession are often simultaneously very dedicated to their students. Their study
indicated that the same items measuring commitment to students often also reflect the
dedication to teaching itself, supporting the idea that the constructs may not be entirely
distinct. Meyer & Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model of Commitment includes

elements that could be interpreted as overlapping between organizational commitment,
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commitment to students, and professional commitment However, this finding is
contrast to Thien and Razak (2014) who identified four core dimensions of teacher
commitment: (a) commitment to profession; (b) commitment to students; (c)
commitment to teaching; and (d) commitment to school.

5.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The investigation of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results demonstrate
the measurement model’s reliability and authority. Normality was evaluated using
skewness and kurtosis before conducting the CFA. The results indicated a normal
distribution of the data, with values ranging from -0.85 to 1.54 (Hair et al., 2019) which
is a necessary assumption prior to conducting the CFA. The results of the CFA offered
compelling evidence of the model’s ability to accurately represent psychometric data.
The items were found to have a satisfactory level of correlation with their respective
factors, as indicated by the fact that the standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.58 to
0.86. According to these loadings, each factor appears to be adequately represented by
the items, which lends credence to the validity of the models used for measurement. The
construct reliabilities, which are between 0.85 and 0.92, are also much higher than the
threshold of 0.70. This means that the components are very consistent with each other
(Hair et al., 2019).

The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values were found to be within the
range of 0.53 to 0.62, which is indicative of convergent validity that is satisfactory.
According to Hair et al. (2019), AVE values that are greater than 0.50 are generally
considered to be ideal. In fact, values that fall between 0.53 and 0.50 are still considered
to be acceptable because they suggest that the factors explain a significant percentage of
the variance in the items.

Each square root of the AVE was larger than the correlation between that
component and the other factors, ranging from 0.73 to 0.79. The difference between the
square roots of the AVEs was positive. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), this
lends credence to the discriminant validity of the model, which suggests that the
elements under consideration are distinct from one another. The researcher also used a
number of other fit indices to evaluate the measurement model’s overall fit. Upon
conducting the chi-square test, it was found that the result was statistically significant
()% (485) =923.78, p < 0.001).

However, it is crucial to acknowledge that the chi-square statistic is highly

sensitive to the sample size. The most important thing is that both the Comparative Fit
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Index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) were higher than the needed 0.90 (CFI =
0.94, TLI = 0.94), which means that the model fits the data well. With a 90%
confidence level between 0.042 and 0.049, the Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR) value of 0.040 and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) value of 0.046 show that the model fits the data well. Both of these indices
fall within the acceptable range (Hair et al. (2019).

5.2 The Levels of Teachers’ Perceptions of IL, TCE and TC

5.2.1 The Levels of Teachers’ Perceptions of IL

The current finding of the study showed that teachers have excellent ratings for
overall instructional leadership (IL) (M = 4.13, SD = 0.58) and its sub-constructs, such
as school mission (M = 4.25, SD = 0.56) and positive school learning atmosphere (M =
4.00, SD = 0.71). The research also reveals that teachers have high perceptions of
instructional leadership (IL) in their schools. These results, which are backed up by high
reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha values between 0.87 and 0.91) are in line with
other research done in Iranian schools , for example, Hosseingholizadeh et al. (2020)
found similar high ratings of IL (M= 4.19, SD = 0.60), school mission (M= 4.26, SD =
0.70) and positive school learning climate (M =4.11, SD = 72). Ail et al. (2015) found
that teachers in Malaysia thought their principals were good at creating a good learning
environment (M = 3.95, SD = 055) and a school mission (M =4.19, SD =0.54).

On the other hand, the present findings contradict some of the earlier studies.
According to Bellibas et al. (2016) discovered that teachers in 23 primary schools in
Turkey rated their principals’ instructional leadership significantly lower. This was
especially true in areas such as school mission (M = 3.16), managing instructional
program (M = 2.95), and developing school learning climate (M = 3.28). Similarly,
according to the perceptions of the teachers who work in Turkish primary schools,
principals do not typically possess instructional leadership qualities that are particularly
strong. To be more specific, the teachers believe that the principals carry out their
instructional leadership responsibilities on an “occasional” basis. This belief is based on
the survey’s subcategory averages, which varied from 3.27 to 3.57 (Gumus &
Akcaoglu, 2013).

One of the elements contributing to the high levels of teachers’ attitudes toward
their principal’s instructional leadership could be the potential influence of social

expectations on the evaluations they provide. It is probable that there is a cultural
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expectation in Cambodia, as well as in many other countries, for teachers to provide
favorable scores to their school directors, particularly when responding to surveys
regarding leadership. This is especially expected when the teachers are asked to rate
their own performance. Subjecting teachers to social or professional pressure to report
high levels of satisfaction with their principals’ leadership may lead to inflated
perceptions of instructional leadership. This is especially true in the event that
instructors are under pressure to report high levels of pleasure. On the other hand, in
Turkey, where teachers may feel more empowered to express their dissatisfaction with
leadership, the ratings could potentially reflect a more critical and realistic perspective
on the performance of school directors.

5.2.2 Levels of Teachers’ Perceptions of TC

There is a high level of commitment across all of the sub-constructs of teacher
commitment, according to the findings of this study on instructor dedication in
Cambodia. The overall grand mean of teacher commitment is 4.40, with a standard
deviation of 0.44. The commitment to teaching with a mean of 4.42 and a standard
deviation of 0.45 is somewhat higher than the commitment to the school with a mean of
4.38 and a standard deviation of 0.49. According to these findings, Cambodian teachers,
in general, have a high sense of responsibility and dedication to both teaching and
school. Moreover, the high reliability of the teacher commitment scale, with Cronbach's
alpha values ranging from 0.89 to 0.94, further supports the consistency and robustness
of these findings.

Compared to the results of previous research in Malaysia, it seems that teachers
in Cambodia demonstrate significantly higher levels of commitment. In Malaysia, there
is a greater degree of diversity in the level of dedication to school across instructors who
belong to different ethnic groups. Malay and Chinese teachers report comparable levels
of dedication to the school (M = 2.94 and M = 2.87), which are slightly higher than the
levels reported by Indian teachers (M = 2.67). When it comes to the level of dedication
that teachers have to their profession, Indian teachers (M = 2.18) reported lower levels
of commitment than both Malay teachers (M = 2.73) and Chinese teachers (M = 2.69)
(Thien & Razak, 2014). Cambodian teachers, on the other hand, indicate much greater
levels of dedication (M = 4.40 overall), which suggests that Cambodian teachers are
generally more optimistic about their professional tasks in comparison to their
counterparts in Malaysia.

It is possible that cultural influences or social expectations could cause an effect
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on the high levels of commitment that teachers in Cambodia have perceived, which
could potentially contribute to instructors having exaggerated perceptions of their own
degree of dedication. It is possible that in some societies, such as Cambodia, there is a
desire to present oneself in a manner that is socially desirable, particularly when
responding to human behavior. Due to the fact that it is often viewed as a virtue to be
committed to one’s career, particularly in the field of education, teachers may
experience pressure from their colleagues and school leaders to rate a strong dedication
to their schools and teaching. In the event that this is the case, the responses may not
only represent their actual levels of commitment but also a cultural inclination to fit
with societal norms, which may result in an overestimation of their actual level of
commitment. It is possible that teachers in Cambodia, a country that places a high
emphasis on respect for authority and social conventions, are more likely to give
themselves a favorable rating. This is due to their desire to meet expectations and
conform to the perceived “correct” response within the study’s context.

5.2.3 Levels of Teachers’ Perceptions of TCE

The current findings from Cambodia show a moderately high perception of
collective efficacy among teachers. The mean score was 3.84, and the standard
deviation was 0.49, with Cronbach's alpha of 0.85. Despite the fact that the score is not
particularly high, this indicates that Cambodian educators have a broad belief in the
efficacy of their combined efforts toward the achievement of educational goals. When
comparing to the findings from the United States, in which teachers perceive the
collective efficacy scores for various districts ranged from 2.72 to 3.27 (Angelle &
Teague, 2014).

Cambodian teachers perceived higher levels of collective efficacy when
comparing to the previous findings conducted in the United States (Angelle & Teague,
2014; Ware & Kitsantas, 2007). These emerging results may have occurred due to
cultural setting. Many of the societies that are located in Southeast Asia, like Cambodia,
place a significant amount of importance on the concepts of community, cooperation,
and collective responsibility in educational atmospheres. The cultural emphasis on unity
and shared aims may lead educators to perceive their collaborative efforts as more
effective. The cultural emphasis on teamwork and solidarity may generate more positive
impressions of collective efficacy, even if objective metrics of school achievement may
not be as high as they otherwise would be.

It is also possible that Cambodian teachers’ self-assessments are influenced by
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cultural factors, such as respect for authority and the value placed on maintaining
positive relationships within a community. In this context, teachers may rate their
collective efficacy highly to reflect a sense of group cohesion and shared purpose, even
if it is not entirely aligned with objective measures of success. This cultural inclination
to promote a positive image of the group could lead to a slightly inflated perception of
their collective efficacy.

The overestimation of self-assessments by Cambodian educators may also be
due to cultural influences, such as the need to establish organizational links within a
community and the revealed respect for their colleagues in the context of inflation. In
this setting, it is conceivable for teachers to assign a high score to teacher collective
efficacy, even if it does not correlate entirely with objective assessment of performance.
This is because teachers have the ability to evaluate their own performance. This
represents both the sense of social cohesion and the shared purpose it embodies. This
cultural inclination to depict the group in a positive light may lead to a modest
overestimation of the group’s collective efficacy at the expense of the group’s

individual efficacy.

5.3. The Regional Comparison of Teachers’ Perceptions of IL, TCE, and TC

5.3.1 The Regional Comparison of Teachers’ Perceptions of IL

According to the findings of this study, there are considerable regional
differences in the ways that teachers perceive the competence of principals to establish a
school mission. Teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions had a greater rating of their
principals’ creating school mission compared to those in the Central Plain region (F(2,
616) = 8.374, p < 0.0001). On the other hand, the perception of the school mission did
not significantly change between Tonle Sap and the other two regions, suggesting a
more uniform perspective of leadership in the regions.

Teachers in all three regions (Coastal and Sea, Central Plain, and Tonle Sap)
reported similar impressions of the school learning climate (F(2, 616) = 2.402, p >
0.05), which indicates that administrators were equally effective in establishing a
pleasant learning environment. To compare with previous studies, research from
Thailand, which found geographical disparities in instructional leadership, is consistent
with this finding. Hallinger & Lee (2013) ranked principals in the Central region higher
than those in the South region. The Thai study, on the other hand, discovered that there

were no significant differences between other locations, which is comparable to the
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consistent assessments of the learning climate in Cambodian academic institutions.

During the process of analyzing the learning climate in schools, educators from
all three regions reported having similar perceptions regarding the effectiveness of
principals in creating a favorable atmosphere for learning. As a result of the lack of
substantial geographical differences in teacher evaluations of school learning climate, it
appears that principals in various regions are equally capable of establishing a helpful
and pleasant atmosphere within the school. This finding contrasts with the findings of
Hallinger and Lee’s (2013) study in Thailand, which found geographical differences in
the perception of instructional leadership. This study in Cambodia reveals a more
consistent assessment of the learning climate, which suggests that regional context may
play a more significant role in how leadership is perceived in mission-setting rather than
in environmental climate-building. While the research in Thailand identified regional
differences in leadership effectiveness between the Central and South regions, this study
in Cambodia reveals a more consistent assessment of the learning climate.

5.3.2 The Regional Comparison of Teachers’ Perceptions of TCE

According to the findings of the current research, there were no significantly
different levels of teacher collective efficacy (TCE) between the various regions in
Cambodia (F(2, 616) = 1.40, p > 0.05). This suggests that educators across Cambodia’s
various regions hold similar beliefs about their collective ability to influence student
outcomes. This stands in stark contrast to the findings from the United States, which
revealed significant geographical disparities in CTE. According to the findings of
Angelle and Teague (2014), District B (M = 3.27, SD = 0.54) reported a higher
collective efficacy compared to Districts A (M = 2.81, SD = 0.66) and C (M =2.72, SD
= 0.64). This was accompanied by a significant effect size (F(2, 360) = 26.54, p =
0.001, 72 =0.13).

The absence of major variations in Cambodia is likely a consequence of a more
consistent educational environment; this is the most likely explanation. National
legislation, shared educational systems, and cultural norms that emphasize community
support and collaborative effort create this atmosphere. Furthermore, shared education
systems are among the elements that contribute to the formation of this atmosphere.
Diverse regional variances in the United States, on the other hand, may be the result of a
variety of variables, including district policies, leadership styles, and resources. These
extraneous elements could also play a part. Cambodia’s perceptions of collective

efficacy have stayed the same over time. This suggests that differences in regional traits
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may not have as big of an impact as differences in school culture and how teachers work
together. Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) underline the necessity of cultivating an
atmosphere that supports collaboration in order to improve the efficacy of educators.
This is an extra point of interest that is worth mentioning. Despite the fact that there are
no variances that are exclusive to a given place, this theory is still applicable.

Future research could further explore how factors such as leadership,
professional development, and teacher collaboration contribute to collective efficacy in
Cambodia. Comparative studies across Southeast Asia would also be valuable in
understanding how cultural and regional factors influence teacher perceptions in
different educational systems.

5.3.3 The Regional Comparison of Teachers’ Perceptions of TC

This study found significant regional differences in teacher commitment to their
institutions. To be more specific, teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions reported
considerably higher levels of commitment to the school than its counterparts in the
Tonle Sap and Central Plain regions, as revealed by the Games-Howell post hoc test
(F(2,616) =11.678, p = 0.40). This was the main finding of the study. This shows that
geographical characteristics may play a role in molding teachers’ attachment to their
schools, with teachers in the coastal and sea regions perhaps benefiting from a better
sense of community, leadership, or available resources that create more dedication.
Also, this suggests that teachers in other regions may not be as attached to their schools
as teachers in others. Teachers in the Tonle Sap and Central Plain regions demonstrated
no significant variations in their level of commitment. This suggests that instructors in
these locations estimate their school commitment similarly.

At the same time, it was noted that there were substantial geographical
differences in the level of commitment to teaching (F(2, 616) = 5.859, p < 0.05). There
were no significant differences found between Tonle Sap region and the other two
regions, although teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions rated their commitment to
teaching higher than teachers in the Central Plain region. Other regions did not have any
significant differences. Based on these findings, it appears that the elements that
influence teacher commitment may vary depending on the geography. It is possible that
teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions may have more support, better opportunities for
professional development, or stronger school cultures, all of which contribute to a
greater commitment to teaching.

These results align with previous research that has emphasized the influence of
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cultural and contextual factors on the degree of dedication that teachers exhibit. Within
the context of Malaysian primary schools, for instance, Abd Razak et al. (2010)
discovered that cultural orientation and working conditions within the school had a
direct influence on the level of commitment displayed by teachers. Thien and Razak
(2014) discovered that there were substantial differences in the level of commitment
shown by teachers across different ethnic groups in Malaysia. This finding suggests that
contextual factors, such as culture and working environment, have a role in shaping the
level of professional engagement displayed by teachers. In accordance with the findings
of this research, the researcher highlights the significance of regional and contextual
factors in affecting the level of commitment exhibited by teachers. Specifically, teachers
in certain locations demonstrate a stronger connection to their schools and teaching jobs
than teachers in other places.

The current results indicated that local factors like the effectiveness of
leadership, the school culture, and the available resources can influence the degree to
which teachers feel committed to schools and teaching, in spite of the general
recognition of teachers’ commitment. It is possible that more research may investigate
the specific regional elements that lead to these variances in teacher commitment. This
would be beneficial that it could help influence efforts to improve teacher involvement

across a variety of classroom settings.

5.4 The Relationship among IL, TCE and TC

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis revealed significant and positive
relationships between key dimensions of instructional leadership and teacher-related
outcomes. Specifically, teachers’ perceptions of principals’ roles in creating a school
mission and fostering a positive school learning climate were moderately correlated
with teacher commitment to both the school and teaching. Creating a school mission
showed a moderate positive correlation with teacher commitment to school (» = 0.49, p
< 0.001) and to teaching (» = 0.42, p < 0.001), while the school learning climate was
similarly correlated with commitment to school (» = 0.47, p < 0.001) and to teaching (r
=0.40, p <0.001).

Additionally, teacher collective efficacy (TCE) was significantly associated with
both instructional leadership sub-constructs—creating a school mission (r = 0.41, p <
0.001) and developing a school learning climate (» = 0.44, p < 0.001). TCE also

demonstrated moderate positive correlations with teacher commitment to school (» =
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0.40, p < 0.001) and to teaching (» = 0.37, p < 0.001). Overall, these findings suggest
that principals’ instructional leadership practices and the collective efficacy among
teachers play an important role in fostering teacher commitment, with most correlation
coefficients falling within the moderate range. The current study findings are consistent
with following prior findings.

First, consistent with the present results, prior studies have shown that
instructional leadership positively influences collective teacher efficacy (Calik et al.,
2012; Fancera & Bliss, 2011; Goddard et al., 2015; Hallinger et al., 2016; Hallinger &
Lee, 2013; Cansoy et al., 2022).

Second, the present findings support the existence of a relationship between
organizational commitment and teachers’ collective efficacy (Calik et al., 2012; Ross &
Gray, 2006b; Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). In particular, Cansoy et al. (2022) found a
strong association between collective teacher efficacy and teacher commitment,
suggesting that teachers with higher levels of both personal and collective efficacy tend
to exhibit greater commitment to teaching (Coladarci, 1992).

Third, the current findings are consistent with the literature which further claims
that the relationship between instructional leadership and teacher commitment is often
mediated by collective teacher efficacy (Chung, 2019; Qadach et al., 2020). For
instance, Al-Mahdy et al. (2018) demonstrated a significant indirect link between
instructional leadership and teacher commitment through collective teacher efficacy.

Finally, the present findings align with recent findings by Hosseingholizadeh et
al. (2020) reinforce this mediating role, providing further evidence that collective
teacher efficacy significantly mediates the indirect relationship between instructional

leadership and teacher commitment.

5.5 The Effects of IL on TC

The purpose of this study was to evaluate influences of sub-component IL on
teacher commitment to teaching and to school through the utilization of hierarchical
multiple regression analysis. There is a large impact that principal instructional
leadership (IL) has on boosting teacher commitment, as demonstrated by the findings of
the current research, which are consistent with those of past studies. To be more
specific, the study’s goal was to find out how school mission and school learning
climate, two parts of instructional leadership, affect teachers' commitment to their

teaching and schools.
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When the school mission and positive learning atmosphere, which are parts of
instructional leadership, were added to the second model, the amount of variation that
could be explained increased. Specifically, the percentage of variance was explained
and increased by 26.7% in teacher commitment to school and by 19.3% in teacher
commitment to teaching. This big boost in explanatory power suggests that the school
principal’s leadership style, especially when it comes to setting clear goals and creating
a supportive learning environment, has a bigger effect on teacher commitment than just
the teachers’ personal traits. This is especially true in the realms of setting a clear
mission and learning climate. This finding is consistent with the findings of Hong and
Matsko (2019), who highlight the fact that a combination of excellent leadership, high-
quality mentoring, and chances for professional involvement can considerably increase
the level of commitment. The final model, which included all predictors, revealed that
both school mission and school learning climate were significant predictors of teacher
commitment to school and to teaching. School mission was a particularly strong
predictor, with standardized coefficients () of 0.304 and 0.277 for teacher commitment
to school and to teaching, respectively.

In a similar vein, the present findings was noted that the positive linkages
between school learning climate and both categories of teacher commitment were
substantial ( = 0.267 for school commitment and = 0.207 for teaching commitment).
This was a significant finding. The results of the present finding was consistent with
previous findings such as Skelton (2019) and Cansoy et al. (2020), the actions of
principal instructional leaders, particularly those that are associated with the
establishment of a school mission and the development of a positive learning
environment, have a significant impact on the level of dedication that teachers have to
their schools as well as the quality of instruction that they provide. Previous research
indicated that principal IL behaviors have a considerable influence on teachers’
organizational commitment and teaching quality. These findings were consistent with
them, demonstrating that principal IL behaviors have a major influence.

The current findings were consistent with the following previous studies. First,
Thien et al. (2024) conducted a study on Malaysian high schools, which highlighted the
direct and positive effects of principal instructional leadership on teacher commitment
to school, to teaching, and to students. The current findings also align with the findings
conducted by Dou et al. (2017), who claimed that a principal’s leadership in defining

and expressing clear school goals and fostering a positive school culture can have a
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substantial impact on teacher commitment, are in agreement with the idea that the
importance of school mission and climate in shaping teacher commitment. Cansoy et al.
(2020) reported the influence of instructional leadership on teacher collaboration,
providing further support for the current findings. According to this research, the school
mission and climate have a significant role in establishing a feeling of shared purpose

and professional collaboration among teachers.

5.6 The Effects of IL on Teacher Collective Efficacy

The study specifically focused on the role of instructional leadership by defining
a school mission and cultivating a school learning atmosphere. The purpose of the
current study was to investigate the important predictors of teacher collective efficacy,
with a particular emphasis on the role of instructional leadership. Two important parts
of instructional leadership were found to be significant predictors of teacher collective
efficacy. They explained 21.8% of the variation in this construct (adjusted R? = 0.218).
The researcher determined this through the utilization of simultaneous multiple
regression analysis. The establishment of a school mission (f = 0.21, p <.0001) and the
school learning climate (f = 0.31, p <.0001) were found to be powerful and statistically
significant determinants.

It is consistent with the findings of past research that has highlighted the role of
instructional leadership in the process of developing the collective efficacy of
instructors. This conclusion is consistent with other findings. The research that was
carried out by Calik and colleagues (2012) offers additional evidence that there is a
favorable association between instructional leadership and teacher collective efficacy.
This current study was also consistent with the findings of Hosseingholizadeh et al.
(2023), who claimed that the manner in which administrators lead, particularly when it
comes to teaching, has a direct and significant impact on the level of dedication that
instructors have.

In addition, the study by Cansoy and Parlar (2018) further strengthens the
current study’s findings by emphasizing that school principals’ leadership behaviors
positively and significantly impact collective teacher efficacy. This body of work
highlights the vital role that instructional leadership plays in fostering an environment
conducive to high teacher efficacy, underscoring its potential to facilitate better
educational outcomes. Furthermore, the study by Qadach et al. (2020) supports the

positive inter-correlations between instructional leadership and collective efficacy,
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reinforcing the consistency of the relationship across diverse educational contexts.

In conclusion, the findings of this study contribute to the growing body of
literature that underscores the significance of instructional leadership, particularly in the
areas of school mission and positive learning climate, in enhancing teacher collective
efficacy. The results suggest that school leaders should place a strong emphasis on these
leadership dimensions to cultivate an environment where teachers feel capable,

motivated, and supported in their collective efforts to improve educational outcomes.

5.7 The Effects of IL on TCE and TC

5.7.1 Direct Effects

The results of this study shed light on the significant direct effects that exist
between teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment (B = 0.728, p < 0.001).
These findings suggest that the collective belief that teachers have in their talents is a
crucial aspect in developing their teaching dedication. This present finding was
consistent with Coladarci (1992) and Donohoo (2018) who highlighted the importance
of collective efficacy as a significant driver of teacher engagement and organizational
commitment. This result is in line with the findings of prior research, which also
stresses the importance of collective efficacy. When teachers believe they can influence
student outcomes, they are more likely to stay committed to their classroom duties.

Furthermore, it was discovered that instructional leadership exhibited a
moderate but direct impact on the level of commitment displayed by teachers (B =
0.365, p < 0.001). According to this, it appears that instructional leadership, which
encompasses activities such as goal settings and developing school learning climate
plays a significant role in affecting the level of commitment displayed by teachers. This
is consistent with the findings of Al-Mahdy et al. (2018), who also discovered that
instructional leadership has strong direct effects on teacher commitment, albeit of a
smaller magnitude (f = 0.26, p < 0.01). The current study provides further evidence that
leadership plays a significant role in determining the organizational and teaching
commitment that teachers have to their respective schools.

In addition, it was observed that instructional leadership had a significant direct
impact on the collective efficacy of instructors (B = 0.591, p < 0.001). This finding
lends support to the notion that successful leadership practices have the power to boost
teachers’ collective belief in their ability to achieve success. The findings of this study

are consistent with those of previous research, such as the study conducted by Al-
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Mahdy et al. (2018), which discovered that instructional leadership has a noteworthy
influence on collective efficacy (B = 0.60, p <0.01).

5.7.2 Mediated Effects

According to the current findings of an investigation into the mediation process,
the collective efficacy of teachers is a crucial factor that plays a role in mediating the
connection between instructional leadership and teacher dedication. As a means of
providing further clarification, it is worth noting that the indirect effect (B = 0.430, p <
0.001) suggests that the concept of collective efficacy plays a role in influencing the
impact of instructional leadership on teacher commitment. This impact is both direct
and indirect. The findings of this study shed light on the significance of collective
efficacy in the process of translating leadership tactics into actual teacher outcomes.

The results of this study’s mediation are consistent with the findings of Qadach
et al. (2020), who also identified collective efficacy as a mediator between instructional
leadership and teacher commitment. Furthermore, the findings are consistent with
Coladarci (1992) and Donohoo (2018) have established a comparable relationship
between leadership and teacher commitment. This is because leadership increases the
collective opinion that instructors have regarding their own efficacy.

Ultimately, the current findings were supported by Thien et al. (2024) who
found the collective efficacy mediated the association between instructional leadership
and the forms of teacher commitment, including teacher commitment to school and to
teaching. Furthermore, the current findings of this study are in agreement with those of
Cansoy (2022), who had found that collective efficacy partially buffered the relationship
between instructional leadership and organizational commitment while at the same time

allowing for a direct effect of leadership.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEDATIONS

This research concludes by summarizing the key findings and discussing their
theoretical, practical, and potential future implications. Additionally, the chapter
highlights and prioritizes recommendations for future research and practice, offering

guidance for further exploration in these areas.

6.1 Conclusions

By highlighting the significance of school missions and a pleasant learning
atmosphere as the primary components of instructional leadership in Cambodia’s
secondary resource schools, this study demonstrates the value of these two aspects. It
was found that the management of instructional programs (MIP) part of the original
model of instructional leadership did not work in Cambodia. This is because Cambodia
has a centralized curriculum management system, which means that decisions are made
by the Ministry of Education Youth and Sport rather than by individual schools.
Although some sub-components of MIP such as supervising and evaluating instruction,
and monitoring student progress align with components of Cambodian school
principals’ roles and duties defined by ministry of education, youth and sport (MoEY'S,
2016) may not be fully implemented at school level.

As a consequence of this, the research suggests that attention be directed toward
the two aspects—the school’s mission and the good learning climate—which are more
relevant and possess the potential to be directly altered by school administrators. One of
the most important factors that drive teacher commitment is having a school mission
that is both clear and compelling, as well as those that are connected with educational
goals and community values. In addition, the development of a constructive learning
environment that encourages teachers to work together, their professional development,
and respect for one another is beneficial to the development of collective efficacy and
the maintenance of teacher commitment.

The conceptual framework is easier to understand and more accurately reflects
the realities of education in Cambodia since the MIP dimension was taken out of the
study. By taking this strategy, school leaders are able to concentrate on areas that they
have the ability to effectively affect, which ultimately results in increased teacher

dedication and collective efficacy. Based on the data, it appears that enhancing
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leadership in these two crucial areas will result in improved instructional leadership and
a more robust commitment from teachers throughout all Cambodian secondary resource
schools.

According to the findings of the study, the data in the Cambodian context did
not correspond well with the concept of teacher commitment to students (TCS), which
is a distinct element of teacher commitment. Several of the items that were initially
intended to measure this construct had factor loadings that were either low or confusing.
This was particularly the case because of cross-loadings or weak representations of the
factor (commitment to students).

In the context of secondary resource schools in Cambodia, the main purpose of
this study was to investigate the relationship between instructional leadership (IL) and
teacher commitment, with a particular emphasis on the role that teacher collective
efficacy (TCE) plays as a mediator. The objective of this study was to determine the
mechanism by which instructional leadership contributes to the collective efficacy of
teachers and, ultimately, to their commitment. In addition to this, the study intended to
investigate the degree of dedication displayed by educators and the manner in which
they evaluate the leadership abilities of their school directors. The 619 teachers who
participated in the survey represented a comprehensive sample of secondary resource
schools. These educators were located in three distinct zones: Tonle Sap, Central Plain,
and Coastal and Sea.

6.1.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

The findings from the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) indicate that the
construct of Managing Instructional Programs (MIP) does not align well with the
Cambodian educational context. This is largely due to issues such as low factor loadings
on several items, cross-loadings, and a lack of clear representation in the model. These
results suggest that the concept of MIP, as originally conceptualized, may not be
entirely applicable in Cambodia, where central authorities typically dictate curriculum
decisions, and school leaders may not have direct control over instructional
management.

However, should policymakers wish to retain Managing Instructional
Leadership (MIL) as a key construct in Cambodian schools, it is essential to provide
targeted training for school directors to enhance their instructional leadership skills.
This training should include practical strategies such as regular classroom visits and

greater autonomy over curriculum management, empowering schools to take charge of
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their own educational programs. Decentralizing curriculum decisions from the central
authorities to the schools could facilitate a stronger alignment between the roles of
school leaders and instructional management, making the Managing Instructional
Program (MIP) construct more relevant and effective within the Cambodian context. By
taking these steps, MIP could be revitalized as a meaningful and actionable framework
in the country’s education system.

The findings of this study indicate that the items from Teacher Commitment to
Students factor in the Cambodian context load more strongly on Teacher Commitment
to Teaching. This suggests that the commitment to students may not be a completely
separate construct, but rather an integral component of a teacher’s overall commitment
to teaching. Therefore, it is appropriate to conclude that items related to the teacher’s
responsibility to students, such as helping students succeed and improving their
knowledge, should be incorporated into the Teacher Commitment to Teaching
dimension.

The researcher conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to validate the
underlying structure of the data. The results confirmed the presence of five distinct
factors: creating a school mission, developing a positive school learning climate, teacher
commitment to school, teacher commitment to teaching, and teacher collective efficacy.
The data supported a five-factor model that accounted for 60.28% of the total variance,
with all items loading above 0.5 based on their respective factors. The Cronbach’s alpha
values for each factor were above 0.70, indicating high internal consistency and
reliability for the constructs. This finding provides robust evidence for the construct
validity and reliability of the measures used in this study (See 4.18).

6.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Results

The researcher investigated the normal distribution of the data using skewness
and kurtosis prior to conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The values for
skewness ranged from -0.85 to -0.22, while the values for kurtosis ranged from -0.61 to
1.54, showing that the data distribution was normal (Hair et al., 2019). The CFA
findings established the assessment model’s appropriate construct validity and
psychometric validity. It was found that the construct reliabilities ranged from 0.85 to
0.92, whereas the standardized factor loadings were found to be anywhere between 0.58
and 0.86. These numbers for the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) ranged from 0.53
to 0.62, which shows that the convergent validity was good (Hair et al., 2019).
According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the square roots of the AVEs varied from 0.73
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to 0.79, and each square root of the AVE for each variable was bigger than the
correlation between that variable and other variables. This indicates that the
discriminant validity of the AVEs is satisfactory. Although the measurement model
only had five constructs, it fit well enough as shown by the statistical values: 2 (485) =
923.78, p < 0.001, CFI1 = 0.94, TLI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.040, and RMSEA = 0.046 (90%
confidence interval). These findings provide credence to the use of the measuring model
in the Cambodian secondary resource school context and bring to light the resilience of
the constructs that were investigated in this study.

6.1.3 Teachers’ Perceptions of IL, TCO and TCT

The study found that designing a school mission and creating a learning
environment were two important parts of instructional leadership that were significantly
and positively linked to teachers’ commitment to their school and teaching. To be more
specific, instructors who believed that their leaders were successful in establishing clear
goals and cultivating a pleasant learning environment were more dedicated to their
school and to teaching. This was the case regardless of whether or not the leaders were
successful. As a result of these findings, it is abundantly obvious that leadership plays a
vital part in the process of developing an environment that supports the professional
development of educators as well as their involvement with students. The strong
correlation between school mission and commitment to school (r = 0.55), commitment
to teaching (r = 0.48), and also between school learning climate and components of
teacher commitment show that the way instructional leaders run their schools,
especially how they help create a clear school mission and a positive school learning
environment, has a direct and significant effect on how committed teachers are to their
teachings (see table 4.15).

6.1.4 Regional Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of IL, TC and TCE

According to the findings of this study, there were significant regional
differences in the ways in which teachers perceived instructional leadership and teacher
commitment. Using One-way Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and post hoc analysis, the
data revealed that teachers’ views on the process of creating school missions are very
different depending on where they work. The capacity of principals to develop a school
mission was ranked substantially higher by teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions than
it was by teachers in the Central Plain region. On the other hand, when compared to
teachers in either the Central Plain or the Coastal and Sea regions, those in the Tonle

Sap region did not significantly differ in their assessments of the school mission.
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The findings also indicate considerable regional differences in teachers’
commitment to both their school and to teaching. The examination of teacher
commitment to the school showed that teachers in the Coastal and Sea regions
demonstrated significantly higher levels of commitment than their counterparts in the
Tonle Sap and Central Plain regions. In particular, the Coastal and Sea region
demonstrated a markedly greater commitment to the school, while no significant
differences were observed among teachers in the Tonle Sap and Central Plain regions.
There were also notable regional variations in teacher commitment to teaching. In
comparison to teachers in the Central Plain region, those in the Coastal and Sea regions
indicate higher commitment to teaching. However, teaching commitment did not differ
significantly between the Tonle Sap and Coastal and Sea regions, nor between the Tonle
Sap and Central Plain regions.

These findings imply that regional factors could significantly influence teacher
commitment, with the coastal and sea regions exhibiting higher levels of both school
and teaching commitment. Based on this conclusion, it appears that regional
characteristics, which may be related to socio-economic and cultural variations, may
impact how teachers perceive the role of principals in determining the mission of the
school and teacher commitment. Despite these variances, the teachers’ judgments of the
school’s learning climate, (IL sub-component) and teacher collective efficacy showed
no significant regional variation. This suggests that instructors, regardless of where they
are located geographically, have a similar perception of the overall climate at the school
(see Table 4.12).

6.1.5 The Relationships between TCE, IL and TC

It was shown that there was a substantial correlation between teacher collective
efficacy and teacher’ evaluations of school missions (» = 0.48) and school learning
climates (» = 0.51). There is a substantial association between the quality of leadership,
the environment in which teachers work, and their belief in their collective potential to
positively impact student outcomes. The setting in which they work strongly influences
this belief. It was also found that there was a positive correlation between collective
efficacy and teacher commitment (commitment to school » = 0.45, commitment to
teaching » = 0.42). This suggests that when teachers have faith in their collective
capacity to bring about change, they are more committed to both school and teaching

(see table 4.22).
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6.1.6 Predictors of Teacher Commitment and Collective Efficacy

For the study of what makes teachers committed, hierarchical multiple
regression analysis showed that creating mission of the school and the positive learning
environment were strong predictors of both commitment to teaching and commitment to
the school. In particular, it is worth noting that teacher commitment to teaching was
significantly predicted by the school mission (f = 0.277, p < 0.001) and the school
learning climate (B = 0.207, p < 0.001). Both of them were found to be important
prediction factors. These factors explained 20.6% of teaching commitment variations
(see Table 4.15). For the teacher commitment to school, the predictors accounted for
28.3% of the variation. Among the predictors, school mission (f = 0.304, p <0.001) and
school learning climate (B = 0.267, p < 0.001) demonstrated significant effects on
commitment to school (see Table 4.16). Additionally, using simultaneous multiple
regression to look at teacher collective efficacy showed that school mission (f = 0.21, p
< 0.001) and school learning climate (p = 0.31, p < 0.001) were strong predictors of
collective efficacy, explaining 21.8% of the variance in this construct (see Table 4.17).
These results show how important good instructional leadership is for building a strong
sense of collective efficacy among teachers, which in turn makes each teacher more
committed.

6.1.7 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

The structural equation modeling analysis confirms that instructional leadership
(IL) significantly affects teacher commitment through both direct and indirect pathways,
while instructional leadership has a direct positive effect on teacher commitment, a
significant portion of its influence occurs indirectly through its positive effect on
teacher collective efficacy. The results underscore the importance of the instructional
leadership in fostering teacher commitment, with collective efficacy serving as a key
mediator in this relationship. These findings suggest that interventions aimed at
enhancing instructional leadership could potentially enhance teacher commitment not
only through direct actions but also by strengthening teacher collective efficacy, thereby
improving overall teacher effectiveness and engagement in the organization.

The SEM results highlight the critical role of teacher collective efficacy in
mediating the relationship between school mission, positive learning climate and
teacher commitment to organization and teacher commitment to teaching. While school
mission and school learning climate exhibits minimal or negative effect, they

significantly enhances teacher commitment, both directly and indirectly through teacher
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collective efficacy. These findings emphasize the importance of fostering a positive
learning climate and building group competencies to strengthen teacher commitment in
schools.

Final conclusion of the present research findings- Table 4.25 shows that teacher
collective efficacy has strong positive direct effect on teacher commitment ( = 0.728, p
< 0.001), indicating that higher level of teacher collective efficacy are directly related to
greater teacher commitment. Instructional leadership has a moderate positive direct
effect on teacher commitment (5 = 0.365, p < 0.001), suggesting that higher level of
instructional leadership lead to higher levels of teacher commitment. Instructional
leadership also has strong positive direct effect on teacher collective efficacy (f = 0.591,
p < 0.001), indicating that stronger instructional leadership improve teacher collective

efficacy.

6.2 Implications and Benefits of the Research Findings for School Principals

Based on the correlational findings, this study concludes that the more
consistently school principals practice instructional leadership, the greater the levels of
teacher commitment and collective efficacy. In turn, higher levels of teacher
commitment and collective efficacy are likely to contribute to improvements in student
learning achievement. This suggests that when school principals intentionally and
effectively implement the components of instructional leadership, teacher motivation
and commitment are enhanced.

This conclusion is grounded in two key theoretical frameworks presented in the
conceptual framework: Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986) and Path-Goal Theory
(House, 1996). Social Cognitive Theory emphasizes those individuals’ actions, values,
and behaviors are shaped by observing others and by the environmental conditions—
both of which are significantly influenced by school leadership. Path-Goal Theory
highlights the relationship between a leader’s behavior and the motivation, satisfaction,
and performance of subordinates—in this case, the relationship between school
principals’ leadership practices and teachers’ daily work.

First, to promote teacher commitment, school principals must begin by
implementing the first core component of instructional leadership: defining the school
mission. This involves clearly formulating school goals in collaboration with key
stakeholders, including teachers, school governing bodies, and community leaders.

These goals should align with the broader school vision and national education policies,
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reflect students’ academic needs and ethical development, and meet national standards.
Furthermore, these goals must be effectively communicated to all stakeholders—
teachers, parents, students, community members, local authorities—so that everyone
understands and works collectively toward achieving them. Specific indicators related
to framing school goals and communicating school goals of IL should be incorporated
into school monitoring and evaluation mechanisms.

Second, school principals should implement the next component of instructional
leadership: managing the instructional program. This involves three key sub-
components: supervising and evaluating classroom instruction, coordinating the
curriculum, and monitoring both academic and behavioral progress of students.
Effective implementation of these practices supports teacher development and
strengthens instructional quality, ultimately enhancing commitment to the teaching
profession. However, managing instructional program (MIP) was excluded from
instructional leadership in the present findings. Therefore, school principals should
employ all items of (MIP) as indicators to be monitored and evaluated in school.

Third, principals should focus on the final component of instructional
leadership: promoting a positive school learning climate. To do this, principals must
protect instructional time, maintain high visibility within the school, provide appropriate
incentives for both teachers and students, and support ongoing professional
development. These practices create an environment in which teachers feel supported,
valued, and motivated to remain committed to their profession and the success of their
students. Therefore, school principals or head teachers should employ all items of
developing positive school learning climate in weekly duties.

In conclusion, schools should adopt Instructional Leadership (IL) as a central
framework for guiding their strategic direction and day-to-day operations. This begins
with the development of clear, measurable goals that are aligned with the school’s
broader vision and the national education policy. These goals should not only reflect the
academic and developmental needs of students but also embody the values, standards,

and long-term aspirations of the school community.

6.3 Implications of the Research Findings for Educational Stakeholders
Based on the correlational findings of this study, it is evident that constant

implementation of instructional leadership practices by school principals significantly

enhances teacher commitment and collective efficacy. These, in turn, contribute to
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improved student learning outcomes. Grounded in Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura,
1986) and Path-Goal Theory (House, 1996), the findings suggest that leadership
behavior plays a pivotal role in shaping the school environment and influencing teacher
commitment to school and teacher commitment to teaching. In light of these findings,
several implications emerge for key educational stakeholders:

Policy makers at the national levels should prioritize instructional leadership as a
core competency in education policies and leadership standards. This could include: (1)
integrating instructional leadership frameworks into national education reform agendas;
(2) establishing clear policies and guidelines that define the expectations for school
leaders regarding setting school missions, managing instructional programs, and
cultivating a positive school climate; (3) allocating funding and resources to support
leadership development initiatives and ongoing professional learning for principals. As
discussed in chapter 5, few elements of key components in Cambodian school
principals’ roles and duties are consistent with certain sub-components of instructional
leadership. However, managing instructional program, one of IL component was
notably removed. Therefore the policy makers should consider employing full range of
IL components as indicators of effective school management and leadership in national
policy.

Training institutes and universities responsible for pre-service and in-service
leadership development should: (1) incorporate instructional leadership models into
training curricula for both aspiring and current school directors; (2) emphasize the
practical application of leadership theories such as Social Cognitive Theory and Path-
Goal Theory to help leaders understand how their behaviors influence teacher efficacy
and commitment; (3) design training modules that strengthen principals’ skills in setting
school goals, managing instruction, and fostering a collaborative learning climate; (4)
ultimately, it is important that leadership trainers themselves be equipped with
instructional leadership skills and they are capable of exercising then effectively within
their own schools.

Provincial education offices or education inspectors should also receive in-
service leadership training with appropriated period of time to ensure they are well-
equipped with leadership skills. Therefore, they are able to play a vital role in
supporting school leadership development at the regional level. They should (1) monitor
and evaluate school principals’ performance specifically related to instructional

leadership practices; (2) facilitate the dissemination of best practices across schools
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through leadership workshops, cluster meetings, and provincial training programs; (3)
encourage schools to adopt evidence-based school improvement plans that align with
the core principles of instructional leadership; (4) finally provincial education officers
or inspectors require school directors to summit monthly reports detailing their
instructional leadership practices to Provincial Educational Office and other relevant
institutions. These should be accountable and transparent. Importantly, whether the
level of instructional leadership reported is low or high, it should not be treated as
administrative fault; what is important is the integrity and honesty of the reporting
process. The impact of IL practices finally contributes to improved student academic
achievement.

The district education officers should also receive in-service leadership training
with appropriated period of time to ensure they are well-equipped with leadership skills.
Therefore education offices should focus on implementation and oversight. Therefore
they are able to (1) conduct regular assessments of how school principals define and
communicate school missions, manage instruction, and build learning climates; (2)
provide targeted support to schools where leadership practices need strengthening, such
as mentoring, coaching, or peer learning networks (3) ensure that instructional
leadership indicators are integrated into district-level monitoring and school evaluation
systems.

In conclusion, all educational stakeholders including policy makers, training
institutions, universities, provincial and district education offices, as well as schools
should be well-equipped with strong instructional leadership skills and demonstrate the
capacity to practice them effectively within school systems to enhance sustainable

improvement in teaching and learning processes.

6.4 Recommendations
6.4.1 Recommendations for Future Actions

The results show how important instructional leadership is because it not only
affects teachers’ commitment directly, but it also increases their collective efficacy,
which in turn increases their commitment. This is because the findings highlight the
importance of both of these factors. In order to improve overall teacher commitment and
collective efficacy, educational leaders should prioritize leadership behaviors that foster
teacher collaboration, professional development, and a supportive climate. These

elements are among the factors that contribute to increased overall teacher commitment.
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In addition, the fact that collective efficacy plays a mediating role suggests that
instructional leaders should concentrate on enhancing teachers’ trust in their collective
capabilities to impact the results of their students. When leaders take this action, they
have the ability to dramatically increase teacher dedication, which is essential for
enhancing school performance and the success of students, respectively.

6.4.1.1 Enhancing Instructional Leadership Practices

In order to enhance the IL practice, we should pay attention to the School
Mission and Learning Climate: The findings of the research showed that a school
mission that is not only understandable but also inspiring, as well as a positive learning
climate is significant variables that contribute to the dedication of instructors. Therefore,
administrators must prioritize formulating a compelling school mission that aligns with
both educational objectives and the values of the community. Furthermore, building a
constructive learning environment that stimulates collaboration, creativity, and
professional development is a means by which it is possible to meet the goal of
increasing teacher involvement and long-term commitment to the school and to
teaching.

Leadership Training on a regular basis: In view of the fact that instructional
leadership has a significant impact on the outcomes for teachers, it is absolutely
necessary for school leaders to get continual professional development in their
knowledge of the methods of instructional leadership. Training should include strategies
for effective communication, the formulation of specific educational goals, and the
creation of an environment that is favorable to learning. Including these elements is
essential. Principals will have access to the necessary materials to effectively guide and
inspire their individual instructors.

Finally, the excluded “managing instructional program” (sub-component) from
original instructional leadership model based on the current results should be
reconsidered in national policy and school-level practices because if school principals
regularly adopt this sub-component, it may lead to increase teacher commitment and
enhance teacher collective efficacy.

6.4.1.2 Strengthen Teacher Collective Efficacy
The concept of teacher collective efficacy, which refers to the belief that
teachers have the potential to positively influence the results of their students, is a vital
mediator of teacher commitment. Because of this, it is important to encourage

collaborative teaching practices. School officials should encourage the implementation
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of tactics like team teaching, peer mentoring, and shared decision-making
methodologies to foster collaboration among educators. The introduction of
collaborative professional development programs and regular team meetings can
strengthen collective effectiveness. These programs encourage instructors to work
together toward the attainment of common goals, which further strengthens collective
efficacy.

Educational leaders should provide teachers with the opportunity to take on
leadership responsibilities. Providing teachers with the opportunity to take on
leadership responsibilities within the school, such as guiding the development of the
curriculum or participating in student support programs, can increase the overall
effectiveness of the school or institution. When they have the perception that they have
a role in shaping the policies and procedures of the school, teachers have a stronger
belief in their collective power to drive student success. This is because they believe
that they have the ability to influence outcomes.

6.4.1.3 Address Regional Differences

The study discovered considerable geographical disparities in how teachers
regarded the school mission and the efficacy of leadership. These differences should be
taken into consideration when tailoring leadership approaches to regional contexts. As a
consequence of this, instructional leadership training and tactics has to be modified so
as to accommodate the specific difficulties and cultural aspects that are present in
various places. In regions where it is believed that principals have a lower capacity to
build a school mission, there should be a greater emphasis placed on providing more
specialized support and training in order to cultivate this ability.

Ministry of Education, youth and sports should hold workshops or seminars that
are specifically designed to meet the requirements of educators in various places.
During these seminars, the primary focus should be on developing a common
knowledge of the process of creating a school mission and developing a learning
climate, while also taking into consideration the socio-economic and cultural backdrop
of each region.

6.4.1.4 Support TC through Professional Development

First, Ministry of Education Youth and Sport should establish programs that
offer ongoing professional development opportunities for educators throughout their
careers. A key element influencing a teacher’s passion for their profession is how much

they perceive progress and in their skills and effectiveness. It is imperative that schools
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provide teachers with chances for continuous professional development in order to
ensure the success of their careers. In addition to focusing on the development of
material comprehension, these programs should also place an emphasis on the
improvement of teaching strategies, experience in classroom management, and various
leadership capacities.

In order to guarantee that professional development will result in increased
levels of teacher commitment, it is important to provide incentives to educators who
participated in professional development programs and actively participate in those
programs. It is the responsibility of school administrators to offer incentives to
educators who choose to actively participate in professional development experiences.
The following are some examples of incentives that could be provided to teachers:
opportunity for career advancement, recognition, or increasing responsibility. Perhaps it
would be helpful to do a study that looks at these outside factors in order to get a more
complete picture of how they affect instructional leadership and teacher commitment.
Because of this, there is a possibility that the usefulness of MIP or Commitment to
Students will be reevaluated in a number of different situations.

6.4.1.5 Foster a Positive School Learning Climate

First we should create the supportive work environment. A healthy learning
climate is critical for both the well-being of teachers and the success of students. It is
important to create work environments that are supportive. Educational institutions
should prioritize creating an atmosphere that recognizes supports, as well as values
educators. The promotion of open communication, the provision of emotional and
professional support, and the provision of resources that enable teachers to attain
success in their professions are all ways in which this can be accomplished.

Second, we should advocate the autonomy of teachers. Giving teachers the
authority to make decisions regarding the implementation of instructional strategies and
classroom management is crucial. This feeling of control can lead to an increase in job
satisfaction and collective efficacy among teachers, which in turn leads to a rise in their
commitment to the school and the teaching profession.

6.4.1.6 Focus on Strengthening Teacher-Principal Relationships

Enhancing communication between principals and teachers is necessary. It is
essential for there to be open and continuous communication between principals and
teachers in order to cultivate trust and dedication. The administration of the school

ought to make consistent efforts to interact with the teaching staff, pay attention to their
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problems, and offer constructive criticism. Regular one-on-one sessions and informal
conversations can help build stronger relationships with teachers and boost their morale.
Involve teachers in decision-making. Principals should make sure that teachers are
included in the decision-making processes, particularly when it comes to matters
concerning changes to the curriculum, instructional techniques, and school rules. When
teachers actively participate in school planning, their dedication to the school and
teaching may increase.
6.4.1.7 Improving TCS and MIP

Teacher commitment to students should be prioritized and enhanced through
targeted in-service and pre-service training programs. These programs should focus on
fostering a stronger emotional and professional connection between teachers and
students, emphasizing the importance of teacher-student relationships in improving
student outcomes.

To improve managing instructional leadership, it is recommended that power be
decentralized to school directors, enabling them to take a more active role in developing
and tailoring the school curriculum to meet the specific needs of their students.
Additionally, school directors should receive specialized training in curriculum
development and management to equip them with the necessary skills to design and
implement effective instructional programs that align with students’ needs, school
vision, mission, and goals.

6.4.2 Recommendations for Further Studies

Future research should address the limitations of this study, which offers
valuable insights into the relationship between instructional leadership, teacher
collective efficacy, and teacher commitment. The following recommendations are
provided to enhance future studies:

First, this study employed a cross-sectional design, which limits the ability to
draw definitive conclusions about the causal comparative between the regions. Future
studies could adopt a longitudinal design to explore how the teachers’ perceptions
evolve over time. A longitudinal approach would provide valuable insights into how
instructional leadership, teacher collective efficacy, and teacher commitment change in
response to different leadership styles and interventions over an extended period.

Second, future research could examine the impact of additional contextual
elements, such as socio-economic status, community involvement, and access to

resources, on the effectiveness of instructional leadership and teacher commitment.
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These factors may significantly influence how teachers perceive leadership and their
level of engagement with their work. Investigating these contextual elements would
provide a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics at play.

Third, to increase the generalizability of the findings, future research should
expand the sample to include teachers from resource-poor schools or schools in
different regions of Cambodia. By including a more diverse range of educational
settings, researchers could compare how instructional leadership influences teacher
commitment and collective efficacy across various contexts, thus enhancing the
applicability of the findings to broader educational systems.

Fourth, although this study used a cross-sectional design, it is strongly
recommended that future research adopt longitudinal methods to better understand the
long-term effects of instructional leadership on teacher collective efficacy and teacher
commitment. Longitudinal studies can provide critical information on how leadership
styles impact teacher behavior and effectiveness over time, helping to inform strategies
that foster long-term teacher engagement and performance.

Fifth, further studies should explore how external factors, such as socio-
economic status, community involvement, and access to resources, influence
instructional leadership effectiveness and teacher commitment. These external factors
can significantly shape how teachers view their leadership and role within the school,
impacting their overall engagement and effectiveness.

Sixth, future research should consider including variables that were excluded in
this study, such as managing instructional programs (MIP) and teacher commitment to
students. Including these variables in the correlational model would allow for a deeper
exploration of how instructional leadership impacts teacher commitment, with teacher
collective efficacy potentially serving as a mediator.

Finally, future research should use a mixed-methods approach, combining
qualitative and quantitative data, to gain a deeper understanding of teacher commitment
in Cambodia. This approach would capture both statistical trends and the contextual
factors that qualitative research can reveal, providing a more comprehensive view of the
factors influencing teacher commitment and offering actionable insights for improving

educational outcomes.
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Appendix E. Initial Instruments for EFA

Part 1: Teachers’ Demographic Characteristics

Instruction: This instrument is designed to provide you with an opportunity to express
your opinions about school directors’ instructional leadership practices at the school and
particular situation. There are no right or wrong responses, so do not hesitate to mark the
statements as freely and honestly as possible. Please DO NOT record your name on this

document. Your responses will be kept confidential.

Please put a tick (v') into the box 0 and/or write your real set of information in the blank
that best describes you.
1. What is your gender?

[ ] Male
] Female

2. What is your age group?
[ ] 25 years or below
[ ] 26-35 years
[ 13645 years
[ ] Above 46 years
3. School Geography
[ ] Tonle Sap (Kampong Chhnang and Kampong Thom provinces)
[ ] Plain (Takeo and Phnom Penh)
[ ] Coastand Sea (Kampot and Preah Siharnouk provinces)
4. What is your highest level of education?
[ ] High School degree
[ ] Associate degree
[ ] Bachelor’s degree
[ ] Master’s degree
5. How long have you been in teaching experience?
[] 1-5years
[ 1 6-10 years
[ 1 11-15 years
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[ 116-20 years
[ ] Over 2lyear

Part 2: Teachers’ Perceptional level on School directors’ Instructional Leadership

This part comprises 3 main components of School directors’ instructional

leadership (1) Creating a School Mission, (2) Managing the Instructional Programs, (3)

Developing Positive School Climate.

2.1 Creating a school Missions

Definition: Two functions, Framing the School’s Goals and Communicating the School’s

Goals, comprise the first of the three dimensions, Defining the School’s Mission. These

concern the principal’s role in working with staff to ensure that the school has a clear

mission and that the mission is focused on academic progress of its students.

How often does your school practice the following the Responses
statement?
No.
Almost never 3 = Sometimes 4 = often
Rarely 5 = Almost always
1 My school principal develops a focused annual school goals. |1 [2 [3 |4 |5
2 My school principal uses data on student performance when
developing the school’s academic goals.
3 My school principal discusses the school’s academic goals
with teachers at technical meetings.
4 My school principal ensures that the school’s academic goals
are reflect in highly visible display in the school.
When making curricular decisions with teachers, my school
5 principals refers to the school’s academic goals

2.2 Managing the Instructional Program

No.

How often does your school practice the following the Responses
statement?

Almost never 3 = Sometimes 4 = often

Rarely 5 = Almost always
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My school principal clearly appoints a teacher who is

responsible coordinating the curriculum across grade levels.

My school principal participates actively in reviewing the

needs of curriculum materials.

My school principal individually meets with teachers to

discuss student progress.

My school principal discusses student learning achievement

with teachers to identify curriculum strengths and weakness.

My school principal use tests and students’ scores to assess

progress toward school goals.

My school principal visits classrooms to discuss school

issues with teachers and students.

2.3 Developing a Positive School Learning Climate

No.

How often does your school practice the following the

statement?

Responses

Almost never 3 = Sometimes 4 = often

Rarely 5 = Almost always

My school principle requires teachers to reinforce superior

performance in staff meetings, newsletters or memos.

11213 |4

My school principal praise teachers privately for their efforts

or performance.

My school principal actively supports teachers who employ
new skills that they acquired from in-services training in their

classroom.

My school principal ensures that every staff member is invited

to important in-service activities

My school principal attends or leads teachers in In-service

activities concerned with instruction in school.
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In every meeting, my school principal gives time at monthly
meetings for teachers to share ideas or knowledge from in-

service activities.

7 My school principal uses assemblies to honor students for
academic accomplishment or for behavior.

8 My school principal recognizes superior student learning
achievement or improved behaviors by being shown students’
photos or name with their work in the office.

9 My school principle contacts parents to communicate improve

or exemplary student performance.

Part 3: Teachers’ Perceptional level on Teachers’ Collective Efficacy

3.1. Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Group Competency of Teachers’ Collective

Efficacy
How much do you agree with each of the following Responses
statements?
No | 1 =strongly disagree 3 = unsure 4 = agree
2 = disagree 5= strongly agree
1 We teachers in this school have abilities to get eventhemost |1 |2 |3 4 15
difficult students engaged in their schoolwork.
2 Teachers in this school can prevent mobbing effectively.
3 We teachers in this school are confident that we are able to
motivate students to learn.
4 Teachers in this school can address individual students’ needs
successfully.
5 We teachers in this school can create a safe and respectful
atmosphere even in the most difficult classes.
6 We teachers in this school can succeed in teaching even to

low-ability students.

3.2. Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ Task Difficulties
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No

How much do you agree with each of the following

statements?

Responses

1 = strongly disagree 3 =unsure

2 = disagree

4 = agree

5= strongly agree

The students come to school ready to learn

1 213

4

Home environment provides so many advantages that

students here are likely to learn.

The communities provide opportunities that can help

student to learn successfully.

Students in this school just are not motivated to learn

Learning in this school is much difficult because students

are worried about safety.

Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning

difficult for students here.

Part 4: Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teacher Commitment

4.1. Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ Commitment to School

No

How much do you agree with each of the following

statements?

Responses

1 = strongly disagree 3 = unsure

2 = disagree

4 = agree

5= strongly agree

I really care about the fate of this school

1 2|3

4

I speak to my friends proudly that my school is a great

workplace.

I find that my values and the value of the school are very

similar.

I am proud to tell others that I work in this school.

I believe that this school is the best one to work for

I enjoy discussing my school with people outside it.

4
5
6
7

I am extremely glad to work in this school

4.2. Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ Commitment to Students
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academic achievement.

N | How much do you agree with each of the following statements? | Responses
0
1 = strongly disagree 3 = unsure 4 = agree
2 = disagree 5= strongly agree
1 | It is my mission to ensure that all my students can succeed.
2 | It is my responsibility to ensure good social relationships
among my students
3 | I feel obliged to mediate among rival groups of students.
4 | I feel too ashamed if I do not make all my efforts to improve
my students’ knowledge or skill.
5 | I'try to do my best to help unsuccessful students.
6 | It is my responsibility to help my students to obtain higher

4.3. Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ Commitment to Teaching

N | Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ commitment to Level of
0 | students perceptions
1 |2 1]3(4]5

1 |  now want my teaching to be more success than in the past
2 | I sometimes lie awake at night thinking about the next

morning’ lesson.
3 | I enjoy teaching,
4 | Choosing to become a teacher is one of best choices for me.
5 | I'puta lot of personal effort into my teaching
6 | The most important thing in my life is teaching.
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Appendix F. Initial Instruments for EFA in Khmer Version
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Appendix G. Validated and Refined Instrument for Further Analysis after EFA
1. Validated and Refined Factors of Instructional Leadership after EFA

1.1 Creating a School Missions

Perceptions on Creating School Missions of School Directors’

Level of Practices

No- Instructional Leadership 112 3145
1 My school principal develops a focused annual school goals.
2 My school principal uses data on student performance when
developing the school’s academic goals.
3 My school principal discusses the school’s academic goals
with teachers at technical meetings.
4 My school principal ensures that the school’s academic goals
are reflect in highly visible display in the school.
When making curricular decisions with teachers, my school
5 principals refers to the school’s academic goals
1.2 Developing a Positive School Learning Climate after EFA
No. | Perceptions on Developing a Positive School Learning Level of
Climate of School Directors’ Instructional Leadership Practices
112 (3 (415
1 My school principal actively supports teachers who employ
new skills that they acquired from in-services training in their
classroom.
2 My school principal ensures that every staff member is invited
to important in-service activities
3 My school principal attends or leads teachers in In-service
activities concerned with instruction in school.
4 In every meeting, my school principal gives time at monthly
meetings for teachers to share ideas or knowledge from in-
service activities.
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5 My school principal uses assemblies to honor students for

academic accomplishment or for behavior.

6 My school principal recognizes superior student learning
achievement or improved behaviors by being shown students’

photos or name with their work in the office.

2. Validated and Refined Dimension of TCE after EFA

This part comprises 2 main components of teachers’ collective efficacy: (1)
Group Competency, (2) Task Difficulties
2.1. Group Competency of Teacher Collective Efficacy

No | Teachers’ Perceptional level on group competency of Level of
teachers’ collective efficacy Perceptions

1 12 (3 |45

1 We teachers in this school have abilities to get even the

most difficult students engaged in their schoolwork.

2 | Teachers in this school can prevent mobbing effectively.

3 We teachers in this school are confident that we are able to

motivate students to learn.

4 Teachers in this school can address individual students’

needs successfully.

5 We teachers in this school can create a safe and respectful

atmosphere even in the most difficult classes.

6 | We teachers in this school can succeed in teaching even to

low-ability students.

7 | The students come to school ready to learn

8 | Home environment provides so many advantages that

students here are likely to learn.

9 | The communities provide opportunities that can help

student to learn successfully.

3. Validated and Refined Dimensions of Teacher Commitment after EFA
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3.1. Teacher Commitment to School

No | Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ commitment Level of
to school perceptions
112 |3 5
1 | I really care about the fate of this school
2 | I speak to my friends proudly that my school is a great
workplace.
3 | I find that my values and the value of the school are very
similar.
4 | I am proud to tell others that I work in this school.
5 | I believe that this school is the best one to work for
6 | I enjoy discussing my school with people outside it.
7 | I am extremely glad to work in this school
3.2. Teacher Commitment to Teaching
N | Teachers’ Perceptional Level on Teachers’ commitment Level of
o | to teaching perceptions
1 (213 5
1 | I now want my teaching to be more success than in the past
2 | I sometimes lie awake at night thinking about the next
morning’ lesson.
3 | I enjoy teaching,
4 | Choosing to become a teacher is one of best choices for me.
5 | I'put a lot of personal effort into my teaching
6 | The most important thing in my life is teaching.
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Appendix H. Demographic Information Codebook

Part 1: Demographic Information

5= Over 2lyear

Variable Label SPSS Coding instruction Measurement
Variables
What is your gender? Gender 1= Male Nominal
2= Female
What is your age? Age 1= 25 years or below
2= 26-35 years
3=136-45 years
4=Above 46 years scale
School Geography Region 1= Tonle Sap Normal
2= Plain
3= Coast and Sea
What is your highest level Education
of education? 1= High School degree
2= Associate degree
3= Bachelor’s degree
4= Master’s degree Ordinal
How long have you been in | Experience 1= 1-5 years
teaching experience? 2= 6-10 years
3= 11-15 years
4= 16-20 years Scale
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Appendix 1. Instructional Leadership Data Codebook

Part 1: School Mission

Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
My school principal develops a SM1 1= Almost never
focused annual school goals. 2= Rarely scale
3 = Sometimes
4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal uses data on SM2 1= Almost never
student performance when 2= Rarely
developing the school’s academic 3 = Sometimes scale
goals. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal discusses the SM3 1= Almost never
school’s academic goals with 2= Rarely
teachers at technical meetings. 3 = Sometimes scale
4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal ensures that SM4 1= Almost never
the school’s academic goals are 2= Rarely scale
reflect in highly visible display in 3 = Sometimes
the school. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
When making curricular decisions SM5 1= Almost never
with teachers, my school principals 2= Rarely scale

refers to the school’s academic

goals

3 = Sometimes
4 = often

5 = Almost always
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Part 2. Manage Instructional Program

Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
My school principal clearly 1= Almost never
appoints a teacher who is 2= Rarely scale
responsible coordinating the MIP1 3 = Sometimes
curriculum across grade levels. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal participates 1= Almost never
actively in reviewing the needs of MIP2 2= Rarely
curriculum materials. 3 = Sometimes scale
4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal individually 1= Almost never
meets with teachers to discuss MIP3 2= Rarely
student progress. 3 = Sometimes scale
4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal discusses 1= Almost never
student learning achievement with MIP4 2= Rarely scale
teachers to identify curriculum 3 = Sometimes
strengths and weakness. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal use tests and 1= Almost never
students’ scores to assess progress MIP5 2= Rarely scale

toward school goals.

3 = Sometimes
4 = often

5 = Almost always
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My school principal visits

1= Almost never

classrooms to discuss school issues MIP6 2= Rarely Scale
with teachers and students. 3 = Sometimes
4 = often
5 = Almost always
Part 3: Developing a Positive School Learning Climate
Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
My school principle requires PLC1 1= Almost never
teachers to reinforce superior 2= Rarely scale
performance in staff meetings, 3 = Sometimes
newsletters or memos. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal praise teachers PLC2 1= Almost never
privately for their efforts or 2= Rarely
performance. 3 = Sometimes scale
4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal actively PLC3 1= Almost never
supports teachers who employ new 2= Rarely
skills that they acquired from in- 3 = Sometimes scale
services training in their 4 = often
classroom. 5 = Almost always
My school principal ensures that PLC4
every staff member is invited to
important in-service activities
My school principal attends or PLC5 1= Almost never
leads teachers in In-service 2= Rarely scale

activities concerned with

3 = Sometimes
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instruction in school.

4 = often

5 = Almost always

In every meeting, my school PLC6 1= Almost never
principal gives time at monthly 2= Rarely scale
meetings for teachers to share 3 = Sometimes
ideas or knowledge from in-service 4 = often
activities. 5 = Almost always
My school principal uses PLC7 1= Almost never
assemblies to honor students for 2= Rarely Scale
academic accomplishment or for 3 = Sometimes
behavior. 4 = often
5 = Almost always
My school principal recognizes PLC8 1= Almost never
superior student learning 2= Rarely Scale
achievement or improved 3 = Sometimes
behaviors by being shown 4 = often
students’ photos or name with their 5 = Almost always
work in the office.
My school principle contacts PLC9 1= Almost never
parents to communicate improve or 2= Rarely Scale

exemplary student performance.

3 = Sometimes
4 = often

5 = Almost always
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Appendix J. Teacher Collective Efficacy Data Codebook

Part 1: Group Competency

Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
We teachers in this school have GCl1 1= Strongly disagree
abilities to get even the most 2= Disagree scale
difficult students engaged in 3 = Not sure
their schoolwork. 4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Teachers in this school can GC2 1= Strongly disagree
prevent mobbing effectively. 2= Disagree
3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
We teachers in this school are GC3 1= Strongly disagree
confident that we are able to 2= Disagree
motivate students to learn. 3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Teachers in this school can GC4 1= Strongly disagree
address individual students’ 2= Disagree scale
needs successfully. 3 =Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
We teachers in this school can GC5 1= Strongly disagree
create a safe and respectful 2= Disagree scale
atmosphere even in the most 3 = Not sure
difficult classes. 4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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We teachers in this school can GC6 1= Strongly disagree
succeed in teaching even to low- 2= Disagree Scale
ability students. 3 =Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Part 2: Task Difficulties
Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
The students come to school TD1 1= Strongly disagree
ready to learn 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Home environment provides so TD2 1= Strongly disagree
many advantages that students 2= Disagree
here are likely to learn. 3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
The communities provide TD3 1= Strongly disagree
opportunities that can help 2= Disagree
student to learn successfully. 3 =Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Students in this school just are TD4 1= Strongly disagree
not motivated to learn 2= Disagree scale
3 =Not sure
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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Learning in this school is much TD5 1= Strongly disagree
difficult because students are 2= Disagree scale
worried about safety. 3 =Not sure

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
Drug and alcohol abuse in the TD6 1= Strongly disagree
community make learning 2= Disagree Scale
difficult for students here. 3 = Not sure

4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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Appendix K. Teacher Commitment Data Codebook

Part 1: Teacher commit to School

Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
I really care about the fate of TCO1 1= Strongly disagree
this school 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I speak to my friends proudly TCO2 1= Strongly disagree
that my school is a great 2= Disagree
workplace. 3 =Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I find that my values and the TCO3 1= Strongly disagree
value of the school are very 2= Disagree
similar. 3 =Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I am proud to tell others that I TCO4 1= Strongly disagree
work in this school. 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I believe that this school is the TCOS 1= Strongly disagree
best one to work for 2= Disagree scale
3 =Not sure
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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I enjoy discussing my school TCO6 1= Strongly disagree
with people outside it. 2= Disagree Scale
3 =Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I am extremely glad to work in TCO7 1= Strongly disagree
this school. 2= Disagree Scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Part 2: Teacher Commitment to Students
Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
It is my mission to ensure that TCS1 1= Strongly disagree
all my students can succeed. 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
It is my responsibility to ensure TCS2 1= Strongly disagree
good social relationships among 2= Disagree
my students 3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I feel obliged to mediate among TCS3 1= Strongly disagree
rival groups of students. 2= Disagree
3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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I feel too ashamed if I do not TCS4 1= Strongly disagree
make all my efforts to improve 2= Disagree scale
my students’ knowledge or skill. 3 =Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I try to do my best to help TCS5 1= Strongly disagree
unsuccessful students. 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
It is my responsibility to help TCS6 1= Strongly disagree
my students to obtain higher 2= Disagree Scale
academic achievement. 3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
Part 2: Teacher Commitment to Teaching
Variable label SPSS/M- Coding instruction Measurement
plus
variable
Names
I now want my teaching to be TCT1 1= Strongly disagree
more success than in the past 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
I sometimes lie awake at night TCT2 1= Strongly disagree
thinking about the next 2= Disagree
morning’ lesson. 3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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I enjoy teaching, TCT3 1= Strongly disagree
2= Disagree
3 = Not sure scale
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree

Choosing to become a teacher is TCT4 1= Strongly disagree

one of best choices for me. 2= Disagree scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree

I put a lot of personal effort into TCTS5 1= Strongly disagree

my teaching 2= Disagree scale
3 =Not sure
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree

The most important thing in my TCT6 1= Strongly disagree

life is teaching. 2= Disagree Scale
3 = Not sure
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
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Appendix L. Reliability Tests for Cronbach’s Alpha Using SPSS version 23

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's AlphaN of Items
851 9

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if  Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
GCl1 30.8126 15.528 551 .838
GC2 30.7141 15.619 .594 .833
GC3 30.3829 16.949 524 841
GC4 30.8901 15.480 .596 .833
GCs 30.6317 16.317 557 .837
GCo6 30.8998 15.488 .608 831
GC7 30.6721 15.548 .604 .832
GCS8 30.7835 15.616 .562 .836
GC9 30.6591 15.921 552 .837

Creating School Mission (MS)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s AlphaN of Items
.857 5

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach’s Alpha if

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
SM1 16.9838 5.204 .684 .825
SM2 17.0468 5.252 .640 .836
SM3 16.9144 5.130 677 .826
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SM4 17.0307 5.052 .684 825
SM5 17.0194 5.081 677 826

Developing Positive School Climate (PLC)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s AlphaN of Items
.876 6

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if  Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
PLCI 19.9661 13.104 712 .850
PLC2 20.2391 12.040 .686 .856
PLC3 19.9257 12.823 754 .843
PLC4 20.0113 12.765 .699 .852
PLCS 20.0081 13.053 .668 .857
PLC6 19.9467 13.652 583 .870

Teacher Commitment to Organization (TCO)

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's AlphaN of Items
919 7

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
TCOl1 26.2407 9.332 .624 918
TCO2 26.3716 8.590 .749 .906
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TCO3 26.2423 8.750 738 907
TCO4 26.2601 8.571 797 901
TCOS 26.2536 8.520 812 .899
TCO6 26.3086 8.916 714 910
TCO7 26.2488 8.524 .800 901
Teacher Commitment to Teaching (TCT)
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's AlphalN of Items
.886) 6
Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if ~ Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if

Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
TCT1 22.0436 5.505 .653 .873
TCT2 22.2956 5.429 571 .888
TCT3 22.0517 5.247 758 857
TCT4 22.0792 5.144 736 .859
TCTS 22.0937 5.244 769 .855
TCT6 22.1502 5.099 725 .861
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Appendix M. The Output of Multiple Regression Using SPSS Version 23

Mean of School Mission (MSM)

Descriptives
MSM
95% Confidenca Interval for
Mean
N Mean Std Deviation | Std Error | Lower Bound Upper Bound | Minimum | Madmum
Tolesap 180 42700 56429 04208 41870 43530 1.80 5.00
Central Plain 253 41502 58463 03676 40778 42226 1.80 5.00
Coastal and Sea 186 4 3656 48557 03560 4 2653 4 4358 200 500
Total 618 42498 55714 02239 42058 420937 180 500
Post Hoc Tests
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: MSM
Bonferroni
. Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (I-
() Region (J) Region J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tolesap Central Plain 11980 .05369 .078 -.0091 .2487
Coastal and Sea -.09559 05757 292 -.2338 0426
Central Plain Tolesap -11980 .05369 .078 -.2487 .0091
Coastal and Sea -.21539° 05318 .000 -.3431 -.0877
Coastal and Sea  Tolesap .09559 05757 292 -.0426 .2338
Central Plain 21539 05318 .000 .0877 3431

* The mean difference is significant atthe 0.05 level.

Mean of Positive Learning Climate (MPLC

Post Hoc Tests

Muitiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: MPLC
Bonferroni
_Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (-
(l) Region (J) Region J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tolesap Central Plain 04851 .06905 1.000 -1162 2153
Coastal and Sea -.09967 07404 536 -2774 0781
Central Plain Tolesap -.04951 06905 1.000 -.2153 1162
Coastal and Sea -14918 06840 .089 -.3134 .0150
Coastal and Sea  Tolesap .09967 07404 536 -.0781 2774
Central Plain 14918 .06840 .089 -.0150 3134
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Mean of Group Competence (MGC)

Post Hoc Tests

Muitiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: MGC
Bonferroni
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Difference (I-
(1) Region (J) Region J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound | Upper Bound
Tolesap Central Plain .05542 .04802 T47 -.0598 A707
Coastal and Sea .08479 05149 .300 -.0388 .2084
Central Plain Tolesap -.05542 .04802 747 -1707 .0598
Coastal and Sea .02937 04756 1.000 -.0848 1435
Coastal and Sea Tolesap -.08479 .05149 .300 -.2084 .0388
Central Plain -.02937 04756 1.000 -1435 .0848
Descriptives
MGC
95% Confidencea Intarval for
Maan
N M&an Std Daviation | Std Eror | Lower Bound | UpperBound | Minimum | Maximum
Tolesap 180 | 38877 46847 03492 38188 39568 244 5.00
Central Plain 253 | 38322 54600 02433 37646 38998 222 500
Coastal and Sea 186 | 38028 43477 03188 37400 38658 267 5.00
Total 619 | 38395 49276 01981 3.8006 38784 222 5.00
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Appendix N. Multiple Regression

The Effects of Demographic Information and SM/ PLC on TCT

Model Summary
Adjusted R Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate
1 1357 .018 013 45124
2 461° 212 .206 40486

a. Predictors: (Constant), Exp, Edu, Age
h. Predictors: (Constant), Exp, Edu, Age, MSM, MPLC

Coefficients?
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
| Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 4196 .099 42499 .000
Age 063 .039 107 1.601 110
Edu -.007 .019 -.014 -.347 729
Exp 01 025 .031 460 645
2 (Constant) 2718 151 17.970 .000
Age .060 035 102 1.710 .088
Edu .007 .018 014 .380 .704
Exp 001 022 .002 .030 976
MSM 226 .039 277 5773 .000
MPLC 133 .031 207 4292 .000

a. Dependent Variable: MTCT

The Effects of School Mission and Positive Learning Climate on TCO

Model Summary
Adjusted R Std. Error of
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate
1 5272 278 276 41665

a. Predictors: (Constant), MPLC, MSM
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Coefficients®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.479 130 19125 .000
MSM 276 .040 314 6.871 .000
MPLC 182 .032 .264 5.766 .000

a. DependentVariable: MTCO

The Effects of School Mission and Positive Learning Climate on GC
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Appendix O. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Validated Variables

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component

3

TCO3
TCO4
TCOS5
TCO7
TCO2
TCO6
TCOl
GC6
GC4
GC2
GC7
GCl1
GC8
GC5
GC3
GC9
PLC3
PLC2
PLC1
PLC4
PLCS5
PLC6
TCTS5
TCT3
TCT6
TCT4
TCT1

768
768
154
741
703
.698
542

698
.696
.673
.647
.643
.639
.638
.603
576

754
733
132
729
.684
.643

780,
761
730
711
.657
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TCT2
SM?2
SM1
SM3
SM4
SM5

618

744
726
704
.641
597

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
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Appendix P. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Fit Indices

Chi-Square Test of Model Fit

Value 1129.528
Degreks of Freedom 439
P-Value 0.0000

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation)

Estimate 0.050

S0 Percent C.I. 0.047 0.054

Probability RMSEA <= .05 0.420
CFI/TLI

CFI 0.937

TLI 0.924

Chi-Square Test of Model Fit for the Baseline Model

Value 11450.019
Degrees of Freedom 528
P-Value 0.0000

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Sguare Residual)

Value 0.080
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Appendix Q. Evidence for Professional Proof Reading
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBODIA
College of Education (CoE)

Schedule for Pre-Defense of Doctoral Dissertation

January 31. 2025

(Room: Vietnam Hall)

Date & Time

PhD Candidates & Dissertation’s
Topic:

Assessment Committees

1. Mr. Be Borey 1. Dr.Y Ratana ( Chief of Committee)
January 31,2025 | Dissertation’s Topic: 2. Dr. Mok Sarom (1* main assessor)
 percep 3. Dr. Sam Rany ( 2+ main assessor)
(8:00AM-10:00AM) 00T faniof tew 4. Dr.Chhourn Bun Hoeun (3 main assessor)
readiness in online teaching and | 5. Dr. Phon Sophal (Assessor member)
y X 5 6. Dr. Kep Bunly (Assessor member)
learning in higher educationin | 7. pr. Pok Visalboth ( Assessor member)
Cambodia. 8. Dr. Loch Ratana ( Note-taker)
January 31, 2025 |2. Khan Somphors Dr. Y Ratana ( Chief of Committee)
Dissertation’s Topic: Dr. Phon Sophal (1* main assessor)

(10:00AM-12:00PM)

-The Impact of Schoal directors’
Instructional Leadership on Teachers
Collective Efficacy and Commitment at
the Secondary Resource Schools in
Cambodia,

e i 2l o ol ol

Dr, Chhourn Bun Hoeun (2™ main assessor)
Dr. Mam Socheath (37 main assessor)

Dr. Mok Sarom (Assessor member)

Dr. Sam Rany (Assessor member)

Dr. Pok Visalboth {Assessor member)

Dr. Loch Ratana ( Note-taker)

January 312025
(2:00PM-04:00PM)

9. Mr. Em Sereyrath
Dissertation's Topic:

- Effectiveness of Schoal Directors’
Transformational Leadership on
Teacher's Sell-Efficacy and Job
Perfarmance in Cambodia.

1. Dr. Y Ratana ( Chief of Committee)

2. Dr. Phon Sophal (17 main assessor)

3. Dr. Chhourn Bun Hoeun (2* main
assessor)

4. Dr. Dr. Vong Sam Aun (37 main assessor)

5. Dr. Mok Sarom (Assessor member)

6. Dr. Sam Rany (Assessor member)

7. Dr. Pok Visalboth (Assessor member)
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Appendix S. Committee Members’ Comments during Pre-trial Defense

Kingdom of Cambodia
Nation Religion King
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The University of Cambodia
College of Education

Report on Evaluation and Corrections of the Pre-Trial Defense

Candidate’s Name: Khan Somphors

College: College of Education

Specialization: Educational Science

Dissertation Title: The Impact of School Directors’ Instructional Leadership on Teachers’

Collective Efficacy and Commitment at the Secondary Resource Schools 1n Cambodia

Tablel. Evaluation and Corrections Summary

Committee Comments/Suggestions Corrections Made Remarks
Member
Dr. Y Ratana The dissertation needs Revised language and Completed

improvements in language. | structure. added section on
formatting, and structure. Cambodia. divided literature
The literature review review. added chapter
should include a section on | summaries. socio-economic
Cambodia and be divided | context. and clearer

into theory and context. methodology.

Chapter summaries. socio-
economic context. and
clearer methodology are
needed. Relevant
Cambodian sources should

be added and discussed
with supervisors for further
revision.
Dr. Phon Sophal | The dissertation should Narrowed objectives to three | Completed
narrow its objectives to points. revised Chapter 3.
clear points and revise clarified conceptual
Chapter 3 to focus on framework. refined
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research methods, moving
excess content to Chapter
2. Clanfy the origin of the
conceptual framework,
refine CFA and SEM
analysis, and add context
on mstructional leadership
i Cambodia. Include
qualitative data from 9-12
participants and reduce
plagiarism to below 20%

CFA/SEM analysis. added
Cambodian context, added
qualitative data from 9-12
participants. and reduced
plagiarism.

through paraphrasing.
Dr. Chhourn The dissertation 15 well- Added mtroduction to Completed
Bun Hoeun, structured and follows the | Chapter 1, clarified citations,

UC format, showing strong | defined key terms. mcluded

effort and advisor support. | methodology summary table,

To improve, add an ensured APA format for

mtroduction to Chapter 1, | tables and figures. moved

clarify citations, and define | validation to appendix, and

key terms using relevant organized findings.

literature. Include a

methodology summary

table, ensure APA

formatting for tables and

figures, move repeated

validation details to the

appendix. and organize

findings clearly around the

research questions.
Dr. Mam This 15 a well-wntten and | Clanfied study’s impact on | Completed
Socheat detailed dissertation. but policy. linked problem

several areas need
refinement. Clanfy the
impact of the study on
policy and guidelines, and
clearly link the problem
statement to the research
objectives. Define key
terms contextually and
operationally. In the
literature review, shorten
paragraphs and add
personal analysis, with
emphasis on the
Cambodian context. Justify
the selection of resource

statement to objectives,
defined key terms
contextually. shortened
paragraphs in hiterature
review, justified resource
school selection, and aligned
findmngs with research
questions.
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schools and explain the
criteria for sample
selection and tools used.
Structure the findings
clearly by research
question. and ensure
alignment between
research questions.
findings, discussion, and
recommendations.

Dr. Mok Sarom | In addition to the previous | Presented findings clearly by | Completed
suggestions, please ensure | research question, discussed
that the findings are clearly | findings in relation to each
presented based on the RQ. and included detailed
research questions (RQs). | recommendations for future
The discussion should practices.
directly refer to the
findings for each RQ.
Additionally, provide
detailed recommendations
for future practices based
on the research outcomes.
Dr. Sam Rany He 1s the second All relevant points from Dr. | Completed
supervisor of this PhD Rany’s suggestions were
candidate and has agreed | integrated as part of the
with all the overall corrections.
recommendations made by
the pre-defense committee.
At the same time, his
recommendations, along
with the file, have already
been sent to this candidate.
Dr Pok Ensure proper use of Reviewed spaces and Completed
Visalboth spaces and review each paragraph relevance,

paragraph for relevance to
the research aspects. Focus
on presenting your own
perspective. supporting it
with references, and avoid
excessive citations.
Summarize only the main
ponts, eliminating
unnecessary details or
unrelated content. Check
sentence structure and

presented own perspective,
summarized main points,
eliminated irrelevant content,
improved sentence structure
and grammar, and

incorporated all commaittee
feedback.
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grammar. and incorporate
all committee feedback to
improve the dissertation.
Remember. Ph.D. research

should reflect original
thought and your unique
perspectives.
Dr.Loch Ratana | No specific comments. but | No direct revision required | Not
noted all other members’ from this evaluator. Applicable
feedback.
Prepared by the candidate

April 29. 2025

/
Ve 5 .//:""“YJ\ .

KHAN Somphors
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