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ABSTRACT 

Leadership self-efficacy is an important quality for school principals. In his work, Hattie 

has stated, “How we think about the impact of what we do is more important than focusing on 

what we do (Hattie, 2020).” Leadership efficacy, theories of action, and how leaders ensure their 

actions are aligned with their goals is more important than ever as educators face challenges with 

teacher shortages and leading in a tumultuous time. Teacher recruitment and retention is a 

worldwide problem. Teachers are leaving the field. While teachers do not have to validate the 

beliefs of their leaders, they must carry out the actions at the direction of the leader. This study 

explored the relationship between leadership self-efficacy, teacher perception and teacher 

retention. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

 The mission of the United States Department of Education is to “promote student 

achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by fostering educational excellence and 

ensuring equal access” (U. S. Department of Education, 2022, p. 3). A threat to accomplishing 

this mission is teacher turnover. Teacher turnover impacts schools and school districts financially 

and undermines student achievement (Learning Policy Institute, 2017). For example, the 

Learning Policy Institute has determined that districts spend on average $20,000 for each teacher 

who leaves the profession (Learning Policy Institute, 2017). In contrast, a school district such as 

Volusia County Schools (Florida) which employs approximately 4,500 teachers that serve 

63,000 students has an attrition rate of 10% with an annual cost of $9,000,000. An analysis of 

teacher turnover rates nationwide found that teacher attrition, excluding retirement, accounts for 

more than two-thirds of the hiring demand in school systems each year, and teacher turnover has 

reached a startling rate of 16% annually. (Sutcher et al., 2016). These statistics are based on a 

national average and do not tell the story for all districts. Teacher retention is a problem 

throughout the nation. However, due to systems and difficulty attracting talent, for some areas, 

teacher retention rates are much lower than the averages listed above. There is a correlation 

between socio ecomomic status and teacher turnover. Teacher turnover in high-poverty schools 

is 50% higher than in low poverty schools (Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 

2016). While some attrition is healthy, research has found that high rates of teacher turnover 

(30% or more annually) has significant consequences including instability, teacher shortages, 

learning loss, and a poor school climate (Kolwyck, 2020). The benefits districts realize because 
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of retaining and developing teachers both in student achievement and financially makes 

increasing teacher retention a worthwhile goal for school districts.  

 To address the problem of teacher turnover, it is important to understand the reasons 

teachers stay in the field and the reasons why they leave. There is an enormous amount of 

literature that outlines influences regarding teacher retention decisions, but the findings are not 

what is expected. A study conducted by Colson and Scatterfield (2018) examined the impact 

strategic compensation has on teacher retention. According to the authors, “the compensation 

system for teachers in the public education system is built to retain teachers at all levels of 

effectiveness”(p. 93). In this statement, the authors suggest that a more strategic methodology for 

determining teacher compensation based on teacher skill level and student outcomes would 

increase the likelihood that skilled teachers would remain in the field. This study was 

inconclusive. This is valuable when considering strategies to retain teachers. The study did not 

support the theory that retention decisions are based on financial gain or systems.  However, the 

findings of this study do support that teachers value leadership above compensation.  

 There are numerous studies that describe the types of environments in which teachers 

thrive. Working conditions are the most commonly cited reasons for teachers leaving the 

profession (Kolwyck, 2020). In a 2001 study, Ingersoll defined working conditions as 

administrative support, student discipline, and input in decision-making (Ingersoll & Stuckey, 

2014). Two of the components of Ingersoll’s definition of working conditions, administrative 

support and input in decision making, are a direct result of the type of leader in a school.  

Administrators make supporting teachers and engaging teachers in decision making a priority or 

they do not. Stakeholders formulate an opinion of a school leader as effective or not effective 
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based on observable characteristics and actions. Leaders whose mindsets and theories of action 

are developed utilizing the feedback of stakeholders and include the utilization of high impact 

strategies are viewed as most effective. To determine high impact strategies, The work of John 

Hattie should be considered. For example, in his metanalysis, Hattie recognizes the impact 

principals have on student achievement and teacher impact (2009). In his work, he notes that 

there are two distinct types of principal leadership. Those principals who demonstrated aspects of 

the instructional leader had a greater impact with an effect size of 0.66 (with 0.40 being one year 

of growth in a year) than transformational leaders who possess characteristics such as 

consideration (0.36) and inspiration (0.40: Hattie, 2009). Both leadership dimensions are 

necessary for success and both demonstrate positive outcomes. However, when considering 

teacher retention and building a culture that retains teachers, it is imperative to consider those 

focused and high impact aspects of instructional leadership that contribute to teacher satisfaction 

and collective efficacy.  

 Hattie defined leaders who promote and participate in teacher learning (0.91), actively 

plan, coordinate and evaluate teachers and the curriculum through regular classroom visits and 

feedback (0.74), are skilled at strategic resourcing (0.60), establish goals and expectations (0.54), 

and ensure supportive environments that protect time for teaching (0.49) as instructional leaders 

(Hattie, 2009). These leaders create a culture and climate that supports and grows collective 

efficacy and thereby retain teachers..   

Policy makers recognized the importance of the leader in the school when writing 

legislation such as No Child Left Behind. This legislation called for the replacement of the 

principal in persistently low-performing schools and required leadership alternatives in federally 
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funded turnaround schools (Branch, et al., 2013). These studies highlighted the important role 

school leaders played in retaining teachers. Additionally, they impact student success.  

 Recently, the Wallace Foundation released a synthesis of 20 years of research on 

educational leadership and the importance of the role of the principal. The study found that 

principals’ contributions to student achievement were nearly as large as the teacher 

contributions. The study noted that principal contributions were larger in scope as the decisions 

made by a school leader impact every student in the school. Wallace included building a 

productive school climate (one that promotes teacher collective efficacy) as one of the top three 

categories of leadership behaviors that impacts student achievement (Grissom, et al., 2021). 

 Researchers including the Wallace Foundation, asserted that leadership requires specific 

skills to create a school culture that lowers attrition rates. The leadership role in a school is 

multifaceted and has many challenges, however, all school leaders need to understand specific 

characteristics and attributes that create successful schools (Gallagher, et al., 2012) 

 Leadership matters, especially in regards to teacher retention. There is a considerable 

amount of research that supports the impact of instructional leaders. Specifically, those who 

establish goals and expectations while ensuring a supportive environment that ensures teachers 

work together and demonstrate collective efficacy. There is little doubt that teachers will thrive 

and stay in a school that is led by a committed instructional leader. Because leadership 

characteristics and actions are so important to teacher retention, it is imperative to understand the 

relationship between the actions of the leader and how they contribute to an environment that 

leads to collective efficacy and teacher satisfaction.  
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 School leadership is a complex concept. There are many decisions, and thought processes 

that contribute to the success of a school leader. Daily decisions range from student safety to 

curriculum implementation. To manage the demand, principals must focus on those practices that 

have the greatest impact on creating an environment that supports teachers and students (Hattie 

& Smith, 2021).    

 Effective school leadership is the result of deliberate and strategic planning and 

implementation. Leadership is developed. Leaders who concentrate only on implementing high 

impact practices with no clear plan or vision, risk creating an environment that is chaotic. 

Conversley,  leaders who have a clear vision but do not follow through with actions are simply 

“daydreaming” (Hattie & Smith, 2021, p. 5). 

 Therefore, school leaders must be mindful of how their thought process or their theory of 

action impacts the school. In their research Hattie and Smith conclude that, “Effective school 

leaders talk about their mindframes and their beliefs and prove them through their practices and 

results” (2021, p. 6). When this statement is analyzed and put into practice, Hattie and Smith 

suggest that what leaders think about what they do has more of an impact than what they do. 

Mindframes consist of a school leaders’ beliefs and values. Mindframes explain to teachers, 

parents and students why a leaders makes the decisions that they make. For example, a leader 

who sees assessment as a tool for informing their impact and next steps will create and 

implement a plan for improvement differently than a leader who does not have the same 

mindframe. They will use and interpret data to inform practice as well as seek teacher input. A 

leader who views assessment as a method of determining impact will discuss and make 

assessments visible thereby clearly showing teachers the impact instruction is having on student 
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achievement. Sinek identifies this practice as “The Golden Circle” (Sineck, 2009). In his work, 

Sinek identifies that success starts with the leaders’ theory of action or their “why” and then 

grows outward to the more obvious actions of how and what. School leaders need to be mindful 

of and have a plan for implementation of a theory of action that is grounded in research practices 

and proven to be impactful (Sineck, 2009). In short, mindframes inform theories of action for 

leaders and define how a leader thinks about the what and how. 

Problem Statement 

Teacher retention, particularly in underserved communities, is a problem. Each year, 

teachers are choosing to leave the profession which widens the gap between teacher availability 

and teacher need (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). One example, Volusia County Schools (VCS), is a 

medium size district serving 63,000 students in the central Florida area. Currently, 68% of 

students live in poverty. To be identified as a student living in poverty, the combined income in 

the household must fall below the federally set poverty rate. The teacher retention rate for first 

through third year teachers working for VCS is 54% (Volusia County Schools, 2020). The 

Covid-19 pandemic has negatively impacted the retention rate. Some teachers have resigned or 

taken a leave of absence. This has contributed to vacancies. Further, organizations struggling 

with teacher turnover are unable to develop and implement long term goals due to uncertainty 

associated with the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. The issue contributes to lower student 

achievement and financial issues caused by the lack of teacher retention. Money that is spent on 

teacher attrition cannot be spent on high quality materials and programs to support student 

learning. A study conducted by Davis and Wilson suggested that principals’ empowering 

behaviors and teacher perception of leadership explain up to 14 percent of variability in teacher 
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motivation. As reported by the Wallace Foundation, leadership in schools matters specifically 

concerning teacher perception and student achievement (Grissom, Egalite, & Lindsay, 2021). 

The evidence is clear that districts must do a better job of finding teachers that are a good fit for 

their schools and creating conditions that ensure effective teachers continue to grow and stay. 

Leaders who identify and communicate their theories of action and approach decision making 

strategically, create environments that promote efficacy and ensure teachers want to remain in 

the field of education. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a leader’s level of self-efficacy 

impacts teacher retention. Because there is a nationwide teacher shortage and with many 

competing priorities, leaders are easily distracted. This can lead to reactionary leadership 

patterns. Those who are thoughtful and give voice to a theory of action are able to articulate their 

mindframe and vision to teachers. The ability to self-reflect and clearly articulate a vision to 

teachers in a way that leads to meaningful actions which impact student achievement is a clear 

indication of high leadership self-efficacy. This study sought to determine the correlation 

between school leader and teacher perceptions of leadership self-efficacy and teacher retention.  

Significance of the Study 

 When a teacher decides to leave the profession, there is a cost to the district both 

financially and in student achievement. The Learning Policy Institute (2017) estimates that 

teachers who leave the profession cost rural school districts nearly $9,000  and urban districts 

$21,000. Students from all types of environments benefit academically from teachers who have 

remained in the profession and have had the opportunity to form relationships with students and 
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the community over time (Hattie, 2009). Therefore, the results of this study could impact student 

achievement and school district’s budgets. Increasing teacher retention means that districts could 

significantly save money by decreasing recruitment and onboarding dollars each year. Further, 

the results of this study could be used to inform districts and universities of practices  which 

leaders engage in that improve teacher efficacy and lead to increased retention. This information 

could also be used in leadership professional development and coursework provided to school 

leaders and those interested in entering the leadership pipeline. Additionally, this study will 

provide leaders with a framework for establishing a theory of action that can be articulated to 

teachers creating buy in and increased teacher retention rates.  

Definition of Terms 

 The following are the definitions of key terms used throughout this study to provide 

clarity and a common language for readers.   

 Mindframe:  A leaders’ beliefs and values.  In other words, the way of thinking of the 

leader and what they value in a vision for the organization.  

 Theory of Action:  The plan a leader has for increasing student achievement based in 

research.  

 High Impact:  A strategy or practice that has an effect size of (.40) or higher as 

determined by John Hattie’s metanalysis. 

 Effect Size:  Indicates how meaningful the relationship between variables or the 

difference between groups is. It indicates the practical significance of a research outcome. A 
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large effect size means that a research finding has practical significance, while a small effect size 

indicates limited practical applications.  

 Self-Efficacy:  Refers to the set of beliefs we hold about our ability to complete a 

particular task. Self-efficacy is the product of past experience, observation, persuasion, and 

emotion. Self-efficacy is linked to academic achievement and the ability to overcome phobias.  

Conceptual Framework 

 This study’s conceptual frameworks were mindframes identified by Smith and Hattie as 

well as the work of Sinek (Hattie & Smith, 2021; Sineck, 2009). Both frameworks helped to 

define leadership self-efficacy and how a leader implements a theory of action. According to 

both researchers, leaders who implement theories of action identified mindframes and high 

impact leadership strategies and created a workplace that positively impacted teacher retention. 

This work described leaders who are perceived as effective and impactful by the teachers in their 

school. Those leaders who demonstrated high levels of self efficacy by implementing strong 

theories of action and were perceived as effective by their teachers.   

Mindframes 

 In order to understand how leadership mindframes impact the work of the school leader, 

it is necessary to further explore the work of John Hattie. Specifically, it is important to further 

explore the idea that how one thinks about what they do is more impactful than what they 

actually put into practice. This can be studied by considering the effect size of specific leadership 

practices described in Visible Learning. In this metanalysis, Hattie identified that the average 

effect size of a year’s progress is an effect size of d=0.40 (Hattie, 2009). This signifies 

implementation of those strategies and practices that prove to have at least a d=0.40 effect size, 
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will result in a years’ worth of student achievement growth for a years’ worth of learning. From 

this work, Hattie identified 10 high impact practices specific to leadership.  All of these practices 

surpassed the d=0.40 effect size identified in his work. Smith and Hattie took this research one 

step further by identifying specific mindframes leaders can adopt to guide their theories of 

action. Naming these mindframes and associating them with how a leader implements a theory 

of action bridges the gap between research and practice (Hattie & Smith, 2021). The identified 

mindframes are:  

• I am an evaluator of my impact on teacher/student learning. 

• I see assessment as informing my impact and next steps. 

• I collaborate with my peers and my teachers about my conceptions of progress and my 

impact. 

• I am a change agent and believe all teachers/students can improve.  

• I strive for challenge rather than merely doing my best. 

• I give and help students/teachers understand feedback, and I interpret and act on feedback 

given to me. 

• I engage as much in dialogue as in monologue. 

• I explicitly inform teachers/students what successful impact looks like from the outset. 

• I build relationships and trust so that learning can occur in a place where it is safe to 

make mistakes and learn from others. 

• I focus on learning and the language of learning.  
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Golden Circle 

 In his work, Sinek states that successful leaders “talk about their why and prove it with 

what they do” (Sineck, 2009, p. 29). He further clarifies that leaders are not directly  responsible 

for results or student achievement, but rather are “responsible for the people who are responsible 

for those results. (Sinek, 2009, p. 38)” Sinek further states “and the best way to drive 

performance in an organization is to create an environment in which information can flow freely, 

mistakes can be highlights and help can be offered and received. In short, an environment in 

which people feel safe among their own. This is the responsibility of a leader” (Sineck, 2009, p. 

39). As a result, Sinek proposed a “Golden Circle” as a framework for successful leaders 

(Sineck, 2009). The framework proposed three circles within each other.  The largest circle is the 

“What.” Within the “What” circle, there is a smaller circle that is the “How.” Within the “How” 

circle is a smaller circle that is the “Why.” The framework placed a leaders’ why clearly in the 

middle with all other decisions and actions spreading from there. The “how” and “what” are on 

the outer circles of Sinek’s “Golden Circle” (Sineck, 2009).  Hattie and Smith’s mindframes are 

the “why” of Sinek’s “Golden Circle” (Hattie & Smith, 2021). They are the vehicle for forming a 

theory of action that may impact teacher retention. 

Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

1. Is there a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership? 
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Null Hypothesis 

H0 There is no relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership.  

Hypothesis 

HA There is a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership. 

Research Question 2 

2. Is there a relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention?  

Null Hypothesis 

H0 There is no relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention.  

Hypothesis 

HA There is a correlation between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention.  

Limitations 

 This study was limited to schools within the state of Florida and VCS. Although there are 

similarities in teacher retention rates across the United States, this study did not explore leaders 

across geographic regions. Additionally, this study is limited to school principals only.   

 Subject attitude may have limited the findings. Teacher honesty on the survey was hard 

to determine. The survey was confidential, and it was communicated that it is important to be 

honest and transparent in answering. 

 Finally, mortality was a limitation of the study. The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic 

has led to teachers deciding to leave the field of education for health reasons. This may have 

impacted the retention rates at schools that have experienced high levels of COVID-19 or other 

impactful experiences as a result of the pandemic. 
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Assumptions 

 This study included the following assumptions:  

1. School leaders have a theory of action. 

2. School leaders conduct exit interviews with teachers and track data regarding teacher 

retention. 

3. School leaders have some level of autonomy when writing their School Improvement 

Plan. 

Organization of the Study 

 This study is organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1includes the background, problem 

statement, purpose, significance, definition of terms, conceptual framework, limitations, and 

assumptions. Chapter 2 is a literature review that includes studies that explore teacher retention 

factors, leadership mindsets, leadership characteristics, and high impact leadership strategies.  

Chapter 3 includes the study’s methodology, including the participants, instrumentation, data 

collection and data analysis process. Chapter 4 presents the study’s findings. Chapter 5 includes 

a summary of the study, a discussion of the findings, implications of the findings, 

recommendations for further research and conclusions.  

Summary 

Leadership self-efficacy and a leaders’ theories of action ensure decisions and strategies 

are aligned with leadership goals. This is more important than ever as educators face challenges 

with teacher shortages and leading in a tumultuous time. Subscribing to the belief that “How we 

think about the impact of what we do is more important than focusing on what we do,” leaders 



14 
 

can utilize self-efficacy and teacher perception to solve the problem of poor teacher retention. 

(Hattie, 2020). Teacher recruitment and retention is a worldwide problem. Teachers are leaving 

the field. While teachers are not directly responsible for forming the beliefs of their leaders, they 

must carry out the actions at the direction of the leader. This study explores the relationship 

between leader theories of action, teacher perception and teacher retention. 
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

Teacher retention throughout the United States and particularly in areas of high poverty, 

is a challenge that districts throughout the United States are facing. It is a problem that is getting 

worse each year (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). The University of Pennsylvania has stated that 44% of 

teachers leave the field of education within the first five years (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Today, 

an average teacher has just 1-3 years of classroom experience compared to an average of 15 

years of experience 30 years ago (Ingersoll & Stuckey, 2014). Further evidence of teacher 

turnover can be found by considering the average age of teachers. In 2015-2016, a study by 

Ingersoll found that less than half of teachers were over 29 years of age and just 19% were older 

than 40 (Ingersoll, 2018). This statistic supports the assumption cited in Ingersoll’s study that 

teaching is viewed as an entry level job and not a long-term profession. Data gathered from a 

district in central Florida further supports these findings.  

Volusia County Schools (VCS) is a mid to large size district located in central Florida. 

The student population has fluctuated between 62,000 and 64,000 students in the last 5 years 

(Volusia County Schools, 2020). In the 2021 school year, there were approximately 7500 

employees of which approximately 4,500 were teachers. There were 67 traditional schools in 

VCS serving elementary, middle and high school students in 14 different communities. The 

communities that are served represent very diverse populations. The largest city is Deltona with 

93,692 residents (Volusia County, 2020). The smallest town is Pierson with a population of 

1,542 (Volusia County, 2020). The school system served both urban city (Daytona) and rural 

(Pierson) populations. Of the 67 traditional schools, 46 (68%) received Title I funding indicating 

that at least 75% of their student population were identified as living in poverty (Volusia County 
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Schools, 2020). In VCS, the retention rate for teachers who had been teaching 1-3 years was 

54% (Volusia County Schools, 2020). The rate of turnover is highest after the third year of 

teaching with 30% leaving the profession. This rate of turnover is not only costly financially, but 

student learning is compromised as well (Sutcher, et al., 2016). 

   The Covid-19 pandemic has exacerbated the retention issue as many teachers left the 

field after working virtually and the flexible schedules other industries can offer. Historically, the 

beginning of the year is the time of year that VCS reports the fewest vacancies. This is due to the 

timing of college graduation and summer hiring efforts. This added burden of finding teachers to 

fill vacancies during times of the year that traditionally have less vacancies means that school 

systems are starting the year behind and not able to proactively hire and ensure that quality 

teachers are available throughout the school year. Unfortunately, poor teacher retention impacts 

school districts and makes planning long term for improvement difficult.  

Notwithstanding, the growing problem of teacher retention has been attributed to many 

factors. Studies such as the 2016 study by Sutcher, et al have examined compensation, policy, 

working conditions, job satisfaction, and leadership actions. The researchers identified actions 

that leaders can engage in that promote teacher retention such as focus group discussions and 

providing opportunities for teacher voice; however, the current study is focused on how leaders 

develop efficacy and how leadership efficacy leads to an increase in teacher retention (Sutcher, 

et al., 2016). Thus, this chapter is focused on a review of literature directly related to the present 

study. To provide a comprehensive review of literature to support the findings of the study, the 

literature is organized into three parts: (a) collective and leadership efficacy, (b) teacher 

perception of leaders, and (c) teacher retention. Reviewing the literature around these topics will 
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provide clarity to support the theory that leaders who are efficacious and perceived as such by 

the teachers they work with will have higher teacher retention rates. 

When veteran teachers do not agree or like their administrators, they might consider 

leaving the school or even the profession. Some may consider becoming an administrator. A 

study by Eadens (2018), et al. found that 83% of educators who graduate with a Master's degree 

in Educational Leadership intended to seek employment as an assistant principal. This finding 

was the same across genders and credit hours completed. This study supports the notion those 

who remain in the field learn from their own experiences and seek to be in environments that are 

efficacious (Eadens et al, 2018). 

Collective and Leadership Efficacy 

  Leadership is a multifaceted role that requires a diverse set of skills. Successful 

leadership requires technical expertise and a mission focus (Colwell, 2020). Teacher retention is 

a complex problem that requires strong leadership. In his work around leadership, Fullan states, 

“The more complex the problem, the more that people with the problem must be a part and 

parcel of the solution” (Fullan, 2019, pg. 9). Leaders who create environments that promote 

collective efficacy and allow teachers and leaders to work together to solve problems are the 

focus of this section of the literature review. 

Prior to identifying leadership behaviors that contribute to a leader’s sense of self-

efficacy that will empower the leader to provide teachers an environment which supports 

collective efficacy, it is important to define what collective efficacy is and how it is achieved. 

Collective teacher efficacy is defined as “the perceptions of teachers in a school that the faculty 

as a whole can execute the courses of action necessary to have positive effects on students” 
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(Hattie & Smith,  2021; p. 37).  Hattie cites collective efficacy as a significant concept related to 

principal effectiveness stating that collective efficacy is “a more powerful predictor of student 

achievement than socioeconomic status, prior achievement, parental involvement and home 

environment” (Hattie & Smith, 2021; p. 37). Hattie notes that leaders have limited time, energy 

and resources emphasizing the need to focus on creating environments that will have the greatest 

impact. Using collective efficacy as a guide, Hattie states the “how we think about impact of 

what we do is more important than focusing on what we do” (Hattie & Smith, 2021, p. 1). 

Therefore, leaders must be deliberate in their decisions and actions to impact teachers and 

students positively.  

Further, Hattie states, “practices trump labels and beliefs trump practices” when it comes 

to student achievement and leadership practices” (Hattie & Smith, 2021; p. 1). The idea that 

forming a theory of action or “thinking about how we think about impact” is the very practice of 

implementing a theory of action (Hattie & Smith, 2021).  In her research, Jenni Donohoo 

outlines two very specific actionable starting points for leaders to begin the work of establishing 

collective efficacy. Donohoo recommends focusing on collaboration on instructional 

improvement and helping teacher teams identify shared mastery goals (Hattie & Smith, 2021).   

In order to examine how the leader and the teacher work together to establish efficacy 

individually and collectively, the next two sections are divided into studies that focus on 

leadership characteristics that correlate to teacher efficacy and leadership practices that increase 

a leaders’ self-efficacy. 
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Leadership Characteristics and Teacher Collective Efficacy 

This section will examine those discrete actions and characteristics of leadership that 

contribute to teacher satisfaction and collective efficacy. Studies such as the one conducted by 

Kitsantas (2011) sought to link teacher collective efficacy and teacher commitment. In his work, 

the researcher cites teacher turnover as a costly consequence of No Child Left Behind (2015). 

Educators striving to meet the rigorous requirements of No Child Left Behind have contributed 

to less teacher commitment which has led to teacher turnover. Teachers cited the stress of 

meeting the demands of legislation as a factor in their decreased sense of commitment to the 

teaching profession. This is costly financially for school districts and is reflected in decreasing 

student achievement. Therefore, Kitsantas took an exploratory approach to examining the extent 

to which factors such as teacher efficacy, collective efficacy, and principal efficacy beliefs 

predict teacher commitment. Teacher commitment is related to the concept of internal motivation 

in this study. The study conceptualizes teacher commitment in the framework proposed by 

Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) as three characteristics. Those are the extent to which the 

teachers accept the goals and values of the school, the amount of effort they are willing to exert 

for the school, and their desire to remain within the school (Kitsantas, 2011). The researchers 

selected teachers and principals using the SASS public use data set from 2005. The researchers 

selected over 26,000 teachers and 6,700 principals who responded to the Public School Teacher 

and the Public-School Principal surveys. They selected those who answered yes to the question 

regarding whether or not their school was required to meet the district or state performance goals 

(Kitsantas, 2011). The researcher analyzed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale survey to 

determine relationships between efficacy and teacher retention to determine which aspect had the 

most influence on teacher retention. The teachers and principals responded to surveys designed 
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on a Likert Scale with statements regarding teacher commitment, principal efficacy, and teacher 

efficacy. Once those surveys were validated, the researchers used the final four factors as scales 

for a level 2 independent variable associated with principals. They performed exploratory 

multilevel analysis of the relationships of measures of teacher and administrator efficacy beliefs 

to a measure of teacher commitment (Kitsantas, 2011). This analysis provided valuable 

information towards the goal of the study. 

The initial purpose of the study was to find a model to measure the impact that different 

forms of teacher and principal efficacy have on teacher commitment. The study found that 

granting teachers efficacy to enlist administrative direction, the efficacy to make decisions and 

the efficacy to control aspects of their classroom operation increased teacher commitment. The 

study also found that the greater a principal’s belief in his or her influence in an area, the lower 

the teacher’s commitment. This indicates that forms of micromanaging will not result in teacher 

commitment. A surprising finding was that meeting performance goals had neither a direct nor 

cross level interaction impact on teacher commitment. The researcher’s hypothesis was that 

meeting performance goals would impact teacher commitment; however, this did not seem to be 

the case. Teacher commitment can be increased as principals diminish their influence on 

spending and discipline policies that directly impact the teacher. The researchers suggest that 

districts use studies such as this to match principal leadership styles and beliefs with the 

characteristics of the teachers being hired. There is a direct correlation between principal self-

efficacy, teacher efficacy, and teacher commitment (Mowday, et al., 1982). The exploration of 

teacher commitment has a direct correlation to the current study’s goal of impacting teacher 

retention.  
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Considering the finding above, to increase teacher commitment, it is worthwhile to next 

look at what discreet characteristics and actions do leaders possess or implement to increase 

collective efficacy. In a study aiming to find this, Oyer identified leadership descriptors and 

actions that have received attention by scholars as contributing to the success of the leader. This 

study sought to determine a relationship between humility, confidence, and leader effectiveness. 

Oyer defines leader effectiveness as the extent to which leaders influence others to engage in 

activities that result in the achievement of mutual goals. There are three research questions 

addressed in this study: What is the relationship among leader confidence, humility, and 

effectiveness? Does leader effectiveness differ by the level of leader confidence and humility, 

while controlling for relevant demographic variables? Do leader confidence and humility 

significantly predict leader effectiveness (Oyer, 2015)? These questions posed by the authors 

helped to frame the theory proposed. 

 Oyer (2015) used a correlational research design to examine the relationship between the 

three quantitative variables:  leader confidence, leader humility, and leader effectiveness. Leader 

effectiveness was measured by follower perception. The design was created to reveal the degree 

to which leader confidence and leader humility were predictive of leader effectiveness. They 

were measured both separately and together. There were 137 participants from the Midwest in 

the study. The participants completed a survey with four sections:  demographics, a scale 

measuring perception of principal’s humility, a scale measuring perception of principal’s 

confidence and a scale measuring perception of principal’s effectiveness (Oyer, 2015). 

The survey data were analyzed using SPSS 17.0.  All scales and subscales had a high 

level of reliability. The researchers analyzed the data using Pearson r Correlations between 



22 
 

primary variables and subscale to determine the relationship between the attributes (Oyer, 2015). 

The study found a slightly stronger relationship between humility and confidence with leader 

effectiveness. However, all relationships were strongly correlated. The results from this analysis 

prove that teachers perceived their principals’ humility related behaviors as being compatible 

with both confident leadership and effective leadership (Oyer, 2015).  

Oyer found that leaders can be perceived as both humble and self-confident. The 

researchers explain further by stating that humility appears to be necessary for leader integrity 

and building trust with followers. It adds to credibility and is an indicator of ethical leadership. 

Further, the researchers found that low humility-high confidence leaders are perceived as 

arrogant and had the lowest level of effectiveness. Within the low confidence category, an 

increase in humility was not an indicator of an increase in leader effectiveness. This study 

suggests to school districts that humility is a characteristic that should be sought after when 

selecting school leaders, This study highlights the need for reflective practitioners in the field of 

school leadership. Those leaders that actively seek feedback from others and have a desire to 

view themselves accurately will be perceived as the most effective leaders (Oyer, 2015). 

Characteristics such as the ones described above, may be harder to implement as they are 

subtle traits and not actionable behaviors. A study conducted by Joan Davis and Sandra Wilson 

sought to identify principal empowering behaviors and determine the impact of these behaviors 

on teacher motivation and job satisfaction (Davis & Wilson, 2000). This study was made of 

teachers and principals in public elementary schools in Washington state. A survey was used to 

identify empowering behaviors and the impact of those behaviors. The findings specifically cited 

that principal empowering behaviors focused on the intrinsic or personal power of teachers 
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explained 14 percent of the variability in teacher motivation. This is significant to the hypothesis 

that leaders who facilitate collective teacher efficacy and have a well-grounded theory of action 

are more impactful. Further, it highlights the fact that the more principals engage in behaviors 

that are personally empowering the more teachers saw they had choice in their work and could 

identify their impact. The researchers also found that the dimensions of meaning and competence 

were not associated with principal empowering behaviors. Teachers in the study reported that 

although these dimensions lead to a perception that a leader is engaged and helping to develop 

the capacity of teachers to work collaboratively, they are not associated with the value that 

teachers assign to the purpose of their work as a classroom teacher (Davis & Wilson, 2000). 

 In addition to the studies above which were conducted with teachers who have entered 

the field traditionally, there are studies that have similar findings when conducted with teachers 

who have obtained certification through alternative methods. Studies such as the one conducted 

by Jacob Easley have explored leadership practices that correlate with teacher retention rates of 

teachers who have obtained certification in an alternative route. Easley’s study theorizes that 

leaders need to develop characteristics that will attract not only traditional teachers, but teachers 

who are talented professionals that have made the decision to make a mid-career change. He 

introduces a paradigm of ethical leadership stating, “Each administrative decision carries with it 

a restructuring of human life; this is why administration at its heart is the resolution of moral 

dilemmas” (Easley II, 2007, p. 27). Teachers who participated in Easley’s research reported that 

being respected as professionals is an important measure of principals’ moral leadership.  

Recognizing teaching as a profession and engaging in meaningful dialogue with teachers was 

found to be a leadership behavior that significantly impacts student success. Easley cites healthy 

relationships between teachers and principals as building teacher confidence to ask questions 
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vital to continuous improvement (Easley II, 2007). This study furthers the notion that teacher 

empowerment and collaboration are vital to successfully establishing collective efficacy in 

schools.  

 Finally, when exploring leadership characteristics in relation to collective teacher 

efficacy, the work of DeWitt should be considered. DeWitt is a researcher who has studied 

leadership behaviors extensively. and states that leaders who implement theories of action that 

create an environment that builds collective efficacy leads to positive mindsets, trust, and 

relationships all of which contribute to increased teacher retention (DeWitt, 2019). DeWitt notes 

that belief is not enough. Belief must be supported by practical leadership actions.  

Characteristics identified by DeWitt include leaders who model expectations and are reflective 

co-learners, leaders who are willing to share responsibility and leaders who view themselves as 

stewards of a collective effort (DeWitt, 2019). Extending this work and exploring the value of 

these practices toward teacher retention will prove beneficial to the field of education.  

Leadership Self-Efficacy 

As discussed in the previous section, leaders have a significant impact on teacher 

collective efficacy and by fostering environments that promote collective efficacy, leaders 

indirectly impact student learning. This section will investigate leadership self-efficacy. To 

ensure collective efficacy, leaders themselves must have self-efficacy. In their study, Jantzi and 

Leithwood aimed to better understand how successful leadership effects student learning 

specifically by examining school-level leaders’ individual and collective sense of efficacy for 

school improvement and the impact on student achievement. The study sought to understand the 

nature, causes and consequences of school leader efficacy as it relates to student achievement. 
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Then Jantzi and Leithwooed asked about district contributions to school leader efficacy, whether 

leader self and collective efficacy responded to the same or different district conditions and the 

effects of leader efficacy on conditions in the school and the learning of students (2008). 

Stratified random sampling procedures were used to select 180 schools within 45 districts 

within 9 states to participate in the study. All teachers and principals in the selected schools were 

asked to complete surveys. Ultimately, evidence was provided by 96 principals and 2,764 

teachers to two separate surveys. Surveys had previously created for other studies were used in 

this study; specifically, data from 58 items were utilized for this study. Data for student 

achievement used to conduct the study was gathered from state web sites. The data indicated 

student achievement in language arts and math over a 3-year period. Path analytic techniques 

were used to address the objectives of the study (Jantzi & Leithwood, 2008). 

Five types of analyses were utilized to answer questions. Pearson product correlations 

were calculated to estimate the strength of relationships between variables in the model. Standard 

multiple regression, Hierarchical multiple regression, a t-test, and a one-way ANOVA was used 

to determine significance (Jantzi & Leithwood, 2008). Results of the study concluded that school 

leaders’ collective efficacy was a link between district conditions and both the conditions found 

in schools and did impact student achievement. A school leader’s sense of collective efficacy 

was found to have a strong, positive relationship with leadership practices found to be effective 

in earlier studies. Districts are most likely to build the confidence and sense of collective efficacy 

among principals by emphasizing the priority they attach to achievement and instruction. They 

should also provide targeted and phased focus for school improvement strategies by building 

cooperative relationships with the stakeholders.  
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This study uniquely identified strategies that impacted leader efficacy but were simply 

not enough to move the needle on student achievement when implemented alone. These 

strategies that could not be done in isolation included providing a compelling vision for the 

district organization, providing opportunities for capacity development, providing structures that 

foster collaborative work, and managing the instructional program. While these are important, 

they are not the most important strategies and should not be implemented in isolation. This study 

also found that there is a relatively weak contribution to student achievement regarding setting 

directions. The study found that the efficacy of school leaders arises less from direction and 

inspiration and more from the aligned and supportive nature of their working conditions (Jantzi 

& Leithwood, 2008).  

The study above clearly links principal self-efficacy to student and teacher achievement. 

The next step to examine is how leaders become efficacious and how a high level of self-efficacy 

is determined in a leader. Emotional Intelligence allows for individuals to understand their own 

feelings and the feelings of others as well as regulate their thinking and actions will implement 

managerial and organizational strategies to improve the organization. A study conducted by 

Debes (2021) seeks to study the effects of Emotional Intelligence and self-efficacy on 

organizational effectiveness. Specifically, this study looked to determine the Emotional 

Intelligence level of school leaders and investigate its relations to factors such as self-efficacy 

and same demographic variables.  

 The author sought to help school leaders be more efficient role models with respect to 

leadership style and to impact succession planning, which has been identified as a need 

nationwide. There were six questions the study sought to answer: What are the school principals’ 
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EI competence and self-efficacy perception levels? Does the gender of school principals cause 

any significant difference in their EI competence and self-efficacy perception? Does the age of 

school principals cause any significant difference in their EI competence and self-efficacy 

perception? Does the working experience of school principals cause any significant difference in 

their EI competence and self-efficacy perception? Do professional training and development on 

EI cause any significant difference between the school principals? Does EI of school principals 

predict their self-efficacy (Debes, 2021)? 

A multidimensional instrument for school principals to measure Emotional Intelligence 

was developed. The researcher used an exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor 

analysis to establish the construct validity of the model. The study was conducted with 50 

principals, 26 males and 24 females, working in middle schools in one geographic area. The 

principals ranged in age between 33 and 59. Debes (2021) used a series of one-way ANOVA to 

investigate the demographic variables on EI and self-efficacy beliefs that were examined. The 

results were also obtained through using Pearson Product-Moment Correlation and a simple 

linear regression analysis to predict the power of EI on self-efficacy. The study verified that there 

is a significant effect between EI and the school principal’s self-efficacy perceptions. A principal 

who has strong emotional intelligence will demonstrate self-efficacy resulting in an organization 

that operates more effectively. There was some variability in the degree of EI and self-efficacy 

among the demographics sampled, however, there was not a factor such as age or experience that 

consistently predicted more emotional intelligence or self-efficacy. There was a positive 

correlation among all demographics.  
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In addition to considering characteristics and qualities leaders need to become self-

efficacious, it is important to examine the impact self-efficacy has on a school leader’s 

experience. Ensuring that school leaders have job satisfaction and will stay in the field ensures 

the stability that is needed to create environments that will retain teachers. One such study 

conducted by Babo and Postma (2019) sought to determine the influence of principals’ self-

efficacy on their job satisfaction. The researchers cited a 2012 MetLife Survey which reported 

that nearly half of principals surveyed reported being under great stress and that only 59% 

reported being very satisfied with their jobs (Harris Interactive, 2013). The study cites principal 

attrition and mobility as a threat to student achievement due to the principal’s sizeable impact on 

student success. Babo and Postma point to previous studies that point to job satisfaction as the 

key reason for principals deciding to leave the field. The researchers hypothesize that an increase 

in self efficacy of principals will lead to lower principal attrition rates. School principals who are 

described as having high levels of self-efficacy take action, pursue goals and view challenges or 

obstacles as motivators to work harder. The question Babo and Postma sought to answer was: 

What is the nature of the relationship between self-efficacy and principal job satisfaction?  

To answer these questions, public school principals in the state of New Jersey during the 

2017-2018 school year were invited to participate in the study. The researchers used the three 

surveys to collect their data. The surveys were: The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire Short-

Form to determine general job satisfaction, The Principal Self Efficacy Scale to determine self-

efficacy of the leaders and a basic demographic survey. There were 823 respondents to the 

invitation to participate. Of the 823, 715 principals met the study criteria and completed the 

survey. This was a response rate of 28.3 percent (Babo & Postma, 2015). The three surveys were 

analyzed to determine a relationship. To identify which demographic characteristics were 
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significantly related to job satisfaction, the demographic survey results were analyzed with the 

job satisfaction survey using simultaneous multiple regression and hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses where the dependent variable was principal job satisfaction. To investigate 

the relationship between job satisfaction and principal self-efficacy, the two surveys were 

analyzed using a hierarchical multiple regression (Babo & Postma, 2015).  

The findings of this study suggest there is a significant association between self-efficacy 

and principal job satisfaction. The researchers concluded that the job satisfaction of principals 

increases as their beliefs in their own abilities to succeed in the job increase. The researchers 

found a clear link between self-efficacy and principal job satisfaction that supports the assertions 

of previous research that dispositional factors are significantly related to job satisfaction in the 

principalship. Specifically, principal beliefs about their own capabilities significantly influences 

their job satisfaction which in turn influences performance and influence on student achievement 

(Babo & Postma, 2015). Job satisfaction contributes to the leaders’ self-efficacy and influences 

teacher perception.  

Considering the importance of leaders who possess high levels of self-efficacy as 

illustrated in the studies above, it is worthwhile to discuss how efficacious leaders are developed.  

A study by Versland (2021) analyzed the impact that the “grow your own” principal preparation 

programs have on leadership self-efficacy (Bianco, et al., 2019). Many districts have initiated 

“grow your own” programs for school-based leaders in response to fewer people entering the 

field of education and even fewer taking on leadership responsibilities. This study specifically 

looks at rural school leaders where candidates can be difficult to find outside of the district 

(Versland, 2021). In this study, the researcher cited specific characteristics of rural environments 
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that isolate the leaders such as the need for rural leaders to be generalists because there are fewer 

students and fewer positions. Versland sought to examine aspiring principals’ efficacy beliefs 

and identify the conditions that surrounded loss of efficacy as well as determine how preparation 

programs and rural districts might work together to meet the needs of rural principals.  

This was a qualitative study on self-efficacy and “grow your own” leadership programs 

(Versland, 2021). This research was the result of an unexpected finding from a larger mixed 

methods study about how elements in the principal preparation program influenced the 

development of self-efficacy beliefs. Data was collected from interviews with three principals 

who experienced a loss of efficacy, three teachers who worked with the principals and two 

university faculty members who were principal preparation supervisors. Hour-long interviews 

were recorded. The questions asked focused on how “grow your own” programs’ experiences 

influenced leader beliefs. There were open ended questions about working conditions, 

relationships, and competence (Versland, 2021).  

The data from the interviews was transcribed and sent to interview participants to review 

for accuracy. The transcripts were analyzed utilizing open coding of the interviews using 

Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy as a framing structure. Inductive analysis of data first 

employed unitization to examine single pieces of information that stood by themselves and then 

organized those units into categories with similar characteristics. The researchers looked for 

links and similarities between categories that would establish a relationship between program 

elements and leader self-efficacy (Versland, 2021).  

Versland found that there were several common factors that emerged between the 

principals who participated in a “grow your own” principal preparation program and also 
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reported a loss of self-efficacy during their preparation programs. Those factors that were 

common and influenced the leaders’ loss of efficacy included, a lack of prior leadership 

experience, leader selection process, and relationships with others. The implications of this study 

clearly suggest that school systems in rural areas need to set up intentional partnerships for 

selection and mentoring when selecting new leaders. Exposure to leaders of other areas is key to 

the success of the school leader. The study concluded that school systems should work with 

universities and other districts to establish meaningful opportunities for aspiring principals to 

connect and learn from each other (Versland, 2021). 

Teacher Perception of Leaders 

How a leader perceives their leadership can differ greatly from how a teacher views the 

leadership practices of the school leader. To achieve a level of collective efficacy, principals 

must have a realistic idea of how they are perceived by teachers. School leaders must recognize 

that the teacher’s perception of their leadership is in fact, reality for the teacher. In his research, 

Simon Sinek (2009) underscores the idea that it is not just leadership actions that matter. What 

matters most is why leaders engage in practices. Sinek states that “practices alone, even high 

probability practices, represents an incomplete recipe for success (Sinek, 2009; p. 3).” Successful 

leaders articulate about their values, visions, and expectations. Further, they prove it with what 

they implement. This action driven practice increases positive teacher perception of the leader 

(Sinek, 2009). 

In this section, teacher perception of school leadership will be examined in two distinct 

ways:  teacher perception of leader skills and teacher perception of leader characteristics. 

Leadership skills are what the leader does. Skills include easily identifiable actions that the 
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leader either engages in regularly or does not implement. Leadership characteristics are who the 

leader is day to day. Characteristics are those discreet, nuanced individualities that shape teacher 

perception of who the leader is as a person.  

Leadership Skills 

Educational reform has focused on the significant role of the principal. As school 

accountability measures are increased, the role of the person responsible for implementing and 

monitoring the change requires close examination. In a study, Kochamba points out that the role 

of the principal is becoming increasingly more complex. Therefore, the skills needed to be 

effective have increased. Previous studies have found a lack of congruence between principals’ 

and teachers’ perceptions of leadership, however, how the principal prioritizes skills and tasks 

was essential to the effective operation of a school. This study was conducted to investigate the 

principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of critical leadership skills for elementary principals and to 

examine if there were any significant difference in perceptions of critical leadership skills 

between elementary teachers and principals (Kochamba, 2004).  

Survey research design was used to compare the perceptions of principals and teachers. 

The population was randomly selected. There were 294 teachers and 197 principals from South 

Carolina that participated. Kochamba used a medication of the Elementary Principals’ Critical 

Leadership Skills Survey (Young, 1994). The survey instrument was modified and revised to 

include a Likert type rating scale with six possible responses. The participants were also asked to 

respond to demographic questions. The t-test was used to analyze the data for four categories of 

the survey: technical, human relations, conceptual and transformational. These categories were 

the critical leadership skills identified. The survey was designed to reveal perception of the 
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importance of these leadership skills (Kochamba, 2004). This intentional survey design 

accomplished the goal above and can be seen in the results of the study. 

The findings of this study revealed that principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of three 

categories of critical leadership skills including technical, human relations and conceptual were 

similar. However, there was a significant difference between principals’ and teachers’ perception 

of transformational skill needed by the principal. The most notable aspect was translating vision 

into action. Principals gave this skill a much higher level of importance than teachers. The 

researchers noted that this may indicate principals have a better understanding of the role that 

vision plays in transformational leadership than teachers. Teachers gave the highest rating to 

human relations. Promoting high staff morale was considered by teachers to be the most 

important skill. The implication cited by the researchers suggests that principals need to be more 

aware of how to motivate staff and the importance of building morale. Both principals and 

teachers noted the importance of being able to problem solve and analyze critical aspects of a 

problem. This study shows that teachers and leaders have the similar views of successful 

leadership and perceive the same skills to be important with only slight differences.  

To narrow perceptions of teachers in relation to leadership skills further, a more specific 

study was conducted of principals in a large urban school district that sought to examine the 

differences in middle and high school teachers’ perceptions of the leadership practices of the 

leaders in schools. There were two research questions asked by the study:  What are the 

leadership practices of middle and high school principals? What differences exist in the 

leadership practices of middle and high school principals? The researchers propose that this 
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study will better equip present and future principals with the tools needed to create a school 

climate conducive to increasing student achievement (Fulton, et al., 2003).  

The researchers selected principals and teachers from 42 middle and high schools in a 

large urban public school system. Principals with less than three years tenure were excluded 

from the study. Data was collected using Kouzes and Posner’s (1997) Leadership Practices 

Inventory-Observer which measured five practices: challenging the process, inspiring a shared 

vision, enabling others to act, modeling the way, and encouraging the heart. Each of the five 

practices were measured using six statements. A 10-point scale was used for the participant to 

indicate the degree to which the leader behaves. In total 646 teachers responded (Fulton, et al., 

2003).  

The researchers reported the data excluding forty-four responses for being incomplete. 

The results were reported by frequencies. The results of the study found that teachers perceived 

leaders as challenging the process with 39% rating this practice as occurring usually or almost 

always. Inspiring a shared vision was perceived less frequently by teachers with 27% reporting 

that their principals only occasionally to almost never inspire a shared vision. Enabling others to 

act scored high with 44% of teachers saying their leader engaged in this practice usually or 

almost always. The lowest practice perceived by teachers as being utilized by their leader was 

encouraging the heart. The researchers noted that although this was reported as least practiced by 

principals, it is one of the most important functions. Teachers and students have a strong need to 

be continually motivated to improve. This skill is essential for school leaders. The researchers 

concluded by stating that this study portrays a somewhat promising view of the current status of 

school leadership. With over half of the teachers perceiving their school leadership as 
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demonstrating effective leadership practices often to almost always, the researchers conclude that 

leadership preparation is moving in the right direction. There was no significant difference 

between middle and high school teacher perception in this study (Fulton, et al., 2003). 

Another leadership researcher, Robinson (2010), claimed considerable evidence that 

instructional leadership and specifically, skills the leader implements have a significant impact 

on student outcomes and teacher perception of the leader. She continues the work of the 

researchers mentioned above and suggests that the effect of instructional leadership on student 

outcomes is three to four times as great as transformational leadership. In a 2010 study, 

Robinson uses available evidence and relevant theoretical analyses to propose a model of 

leadership capabilities needed to become an effective instructional leader. Robinson describes 

capabilities as what people need to be able to do and to be in order to carry out a particular 

function such as instructional leadership. This terminology was chosen for this study 

purposefully to recognize that school leadership involves an integration of knowledge, skills, and 

personal qualities. If these functions are separated, the leadership quality is compromised 

(Robinson, 2010).  

This article synthesizes various studies on leadership characteristics and their impact of 

student outcomes. These studies used various methods to determine leadership capabilities and 

the connection to positive student outcomes. The researcher narrowed her focus to three studies 

that provided the most information regarding leadership characteristics. Specifically, leadership 

content knowledge and leadership practice were assessed qualitatively through intensive 

interviews and classroom observations. While all three were qualitative studies, two used 
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surveys, two used interviews and one used field work in case study schools to determine 

outcomes (Robinson, 2010). 

A review of the three studies narrowed the researcher’s focus to leadership content 

knowledge, ability to solve complex problems, and relational trust. One important note is that 

with respect to content knowledge, the studies are varied in results. The studies used for this 

research focused on content knowledge use, the quality of teaching and the impact on students. It 

did not focus on the teacher’s knowledge acquisition as determined by teacher test scores. The 

data suggests that an integration of these three capabilities will lead to improved student 

outcomes (Robinson, 2010).  

The study finds that learning to lead schools successfully is not about mastering a long 

list of capabilities but is about learning to draw on and integrate cognitive and emotional 

resources at the appropriate time. The researcher utilizes the studies to create a model that shows 

how content knowledge, relational trust, and complex problem solving are not separate skills 

required to be a successful leader, but interconnected capabilities that increase the leader’s ability 

to reach stakeholders and increase student achievement. This study has implications for 

leadership preparation programs. The most important finding is that the overarching capability of 

a successful school leader is the integration of knowledge and the relationships in a context of 

school-based problem solving. The researcher also cautions other researchers to focus less on 

identifying additional capabilities and more on the meaning of capabilities for leaders and their 

impact. This study focused on leadership capabilities in comparison to student outcomes. It will 

be useful when studying the methodology for determining leadership characteristics that support 

teacher retention (Robinson, 2010).  
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Teacher Perception of Leadership Characteristics 

 After considering actions that leaders can take to ensure positive teacher perception and 

increase collective efficacy, it is important to discuss those characteristics and qualities leaders 

possess that although difficult to define in actionable terms, make a difference in teacher job 

satisfaction and teacher retention. Using previous research that found that behaviors, skills, 

qualities, and actions of transformational principals were pivotal to enhancing public education, 

Hauserman, Ivankova, and Stick (2013) sought to determine the extent to which transformational 

leadership was present among principals and how teachers perceived transformational leadership 

as affecting their attitudes and job performance. With the role of the principal becoming 

increasingly more complex, it is important to identify those behaviors, skills, qualities, and 

actions that increase teacher effectiveness. 

This was a mixed methods sequential explanatory design study. The study involved two 

sequential phases. Phase 1 was a quantitative phase. This phase was used to determine the 

transformational leadership levels of principals in Alberta based on teachers’ perceptions as 

determined by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. The study used three hypotheses to test 

the predictive potential of principals to increase the perceived levels of extra effort, satisfaction, 

and effectiveness for teachers. A random sample of 135 schools were selected. A total of 744 

surveys were returned. Based on an analysis of the surveys, principals were grouped into 

categories of high or low transformational leadership qualities for the second phase of the study. 

Phase two explored how principal behavior influenced teachers’ perceptions of principal 

leadership qualities and how these qualities affected the teachers’ work world. This qualitative 

phase was done in two steps. During step one teachers responded to an open-ended survey. Step 
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2 included follow up phone interviews. The interviews were recorded and transcribed. The 

answers were coded and categorized (Hauserman, et al., 2013). 

The three hypotheses were tested regarding the predictive potential of extra effort, 

satisfaction and effectiveness regarding principals’ transformational leadership style and 

analyzed. An HLM analysis was used to examine the three outcome variables. The qualitative 

data were analyzed by coding answers into four themes (the same themes as the quantitative 

data):  idealized influence, individual consideration, inspiration, and intellectual stimulation. The 

open-ended responses were used to triangulate the data (Hauserman, et al., 2013).  

The quantitative findings were not significant. However, the qualitative findings were 

significant. The qualitative part of the study found that highly transformational principals were 

viewed as being fair and consistent and interacted daily with subordinates. Highly 

transformational principals were seen as role models who were doing the work. Teachers felt that 

they influenced their perceptions positively. The researchers noted that the analysis and findings 

of this study raises questions about the MLQ’s suitability for measuring school leadership since 

the qualitative and quantitative outcomes were different. Overall, outcomes included noting that 

school leadership is crucial and affects teachers, staff, and student learning. The researchers also 

noted that the mixed methods approach was beneficial to discovering specific leadership 

behaviors (Hauserman, et al., 2013).  

Further exploring the idea that leadership qualities and characteristics directly impact 

teacher satisfaction, a similar 2017 study cites a decrease in teacher job satisfaction and an 

increase in teacher stress levels as a primary cause of teachers deciding to leave education. 

Noting that many factors are beyond the control of school-based leaders, this study sought to 



39 
 

examine the extent to which teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ servant leadership 

behaviors correlated with their job satisfaction. The following research questions were asked in 

the study: What is the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ servant 

leadership and teacher job satisfaction? Which specific characteristics of servant leaders are most 

highly related to teacher job satisfaction? Which specific characteristics of servant leaders are 

most highly related to teachers’ intrinsic job satisfaction? Which specific characteristics of 

servant leaders are most highly related to teachers’ extrinsic job satisfaction? To what extent do 

the demographic factors of teacher gender, years in education, years working with the same 

principal, highest degree held, and school size relate to teacher job satisfaction? The researchers 

used Maslow’s Theory of Human Motivation and Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory as theoretical 

frameworks (Jong & Fischer, 2017).  

This study collected data from high school teachers and principals in public and private 

high schools in a Midwest state. The study used two separate survey instruments to collect 

perceptions principal servant leadership characteristics and job satisfaction data. The two surveys 

were the Servant Leadership Survey and the Minnesota Satisfaction Survey – Short Form. Data 

was collected using Survey Monkey. The total number of teachers responding was 76 out of a 

possible 322. The surveys utilized a Likert Scale to collect the data (Jong & Fischer, 2017). 

The researchers used descriptive statistics to report demographic data. Each research 

question was answered by analyzing the data collected from the survey in a Pearson Product-

moment correlation table. There were several conclusions from this study. These conclusions 

included those teachers who perceive their principals exhibit servant leadership behaviors are 

much more likely to be satisfied in their jobs both intrinsically and extrinsically. Extrinsic job-
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related factors are more highly related than intrinsic factors to servant leadership. This indicates 

that principals may see greater positive changes to teacher job satisfaction levels if they focus on 

their own efforts to implement leadership changes focused on extrinsic factors such as handling 

coworkers, making competent decisions, implementing policies effectively, increasing pay and 

chances for advancement. Of the eight servant leadership characteristics, empowerment and 

humility are most highly related to overall job satisfaction. The demographic factors of teacher 

gender, years in education, years working with the same principal, highest degree held, and 

school size did not influence the teacher job satisfaction. The study concludes that what a school 

leader does consistently over time will eventually become the emphasis of the district, therefore, 

it is imperative that school leaders practice behaviors that will encourage teachers to remain in 

the field (Jong & Fischer, 2017). 

Teacher Retention 

Teacher retention and the suggestion that leadership impacts a teachers’ decision to remain 

in the field is not a problem that is limited to the United States. An international study conducted 

by Luis Miguel Dos Santos sought to determine the correlation of leadership styles and teacher 

turnover. The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with teachers to gain insight into 

what specific aspects of leadership encouraged them to remain in the profession. The participants 

responded that “acknowledgment from upper leadership” was a factor in their decision to remain 

in the field (Dos Santos, 2020, p. 42). An interesting aspect of this study is that the teacher 

participants were all second-career or career switching teachers who had professional experience 

outside of the school setting. The researcher concludes that investing in training for leaders in 
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acknowledging teachers and including them in decision making will increase teacher retention 

(Dos Santos, 2020). 

 Research in recent years has documented a growing teacher shortage. Studies cite many 

indicators of the shortage, including state-by-state subject area vacancies, personal testimonials 

and data from state and school district officials, and declining enrollment in teacher preparation 

programs. These indicators provide us with critical data to detect when there are not enough 

qualified teachers to fill staffing needs in a labor market that does not operate like other labor 

markets. Although often cited in research, teachers’ wages are not subject to traditional supply 

and demand logic. They are set by school districts through contracts that take time to negotiate. 

Therefore, economists cannot use trends in wages to establish that there is a labor market 

shortage. It also makes it difficult to determine exact numbers of teachers needed and available 

(Garcia & Weiss, 2019). 

The only direct estimate of the size of the teacher shortage nationally comes from the 

Learning Policy Institute’s seminal 2016 report, A Coming Crisis in Teaching? Teacher Supply, 

Demand, and Shortages in the U.S. (Sutcher, et al., 2016). The report states that many school 

districts “had serious difficulty finding qualified teachers for their positions. (Sutcher, et al., 

2016, p. 3)” Defining shortages as “the inability to staff vacancies at current wages with 

individuals qualified to teach in the fields needed,” the authors estimated that, barring any major 

changes, the annual teacher shortage would reach about 110,000 by the 2017–2018 school year 

(Sutcher, et al., 2016, p.3). This shortage has no doubt increased since the onset of the COVID-

19 pandemic. Thus, to alleviate this growing problem, this section will focus on leadership 

strategies for teacher retention in two distinct types of settings: Rural and Urban. While there are 

some differences, many approaches are similar.  

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-files/A_Coming_Crisis_in_Teaching_REPORT.pdf
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-files/A_Coming_Crisis_in_Teaching_REPORT.pdf


42 
 

Teacher Retention in Urban Settings 

A 2011 study sought to find a correlation between working conditions and teacher 

turnover. The researchers explore the relationship between school contextual factors and teacher 

retention decisions in New York City. The identified contextual features used for this study 

were: Teacher Influence, Administrative Support, Staff Relations, Student Behavior, Facilities, 

and Safety (Boyd, et al., 2011). The study extends prior research by using data on all schools and 

teachers in a New York City public school district to uncover the relationship between school 

working conditions and teacher retention. Research questions include:  What are the first-year 

teachers’ perceptions of school contextual factors? What is the relationship between school 

contextual factors and teacher attrition? How do first-year teachers’ assessments of school 

contextual factors predict the turnover decisions of other teachers in the same school (Boyd, et 

al., 2011)?  

The researchers administered a survey to all first-year teachers in the New York City 

public school system. They received a 70% response rate. Questions were taken from the 

national SASS survey and expounded upon. After the initial survey, there were two follow up 

surveys to see if perceptions differed in subsequent years of teaching. The survey responses were 

matched to administrative data provided by the New York City Department of Education. A 

multinomial logistic regression was used to estimate the relationship between teacher and school 

characteristics and teacher retention decisions. Further analysis was done using the follow up 

surveys.  

The study finds that there is a high correlation between positive working conditions and 

teacher retention. The administration had a particularly strong correlation. The more effective an 
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administrator is perceived to be, the higher the teacher retention rate. The researchers conclude 

that working conditions explain at least part of the higher attrition rate of teachers serving non-

White, underserved students. The research suggests this is good news from a policy perspective. 

Policies aimed at improving school administration may be effective in reducing teacher turnover. 

This effect of teachers’ perceptions of school administration having the greatest influence on 

teacher retention decisions was consistent for both first year teachers and teachers with other 

levels of experience. Despite the number of years a teacher is in the field, they rely on their 

leader to create the culture of the school. This finding speaks to the importance of understanding 

teacher perspective leadership and the importance of the impact of the leader in the school.  

A similar study conducted in 2007 found first year teachers leaving the field is an 

increasing problem. Despite recruitment strategies being implemented, high turnover especially 

for those in their first year of teaching continue to plague the field of education. This turnover 

results in a shortfall of quality teachers and instruction, a loss of continuity and commitment, and 

time, attention and funds devoted to recruitment rather than support. The researchers sought to 

better understand the leadership styles of principals who lead schools that have low attrition and 

transfer rates. The study was conducted in a small urban school district in a Southeastern state. 

The district was chosen because of its high attrition of teachers. Particularly, the district has a 

very high attrition rate of first year teachers. School site selection was intentional to gather data 

from various grade levels and diverse populations (Bartanen & Grissom, 2018).  

The researchers conducted semi structured interviews with 12 principals of schools to 

identify the common characteristics and strategies that principals use to retain teachers.  

Interview questions included background information, leadership style, school climate and 
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culture, decision making process, the role of the principal in recruiting, and specific teacher 

support systems (Bartanen & Grissom, 2018). The recorded interviews were subject to a 

systematic procedure of data examination based on template analysis. This qualitative content 

analysis model involved defining a template and using a set of priori codes based on findings 

from prior research and developed from the five facets of professional learning communities to 

analyze, describe, and interpret the transcriptions (Bartanen & Grissom, 2018).  

The findings pointed to principals who described their efforts to recruit, retain and 

support new teachers as informal efforts to keep new teachers informed, renewed, and inspired. 

The principals reported and teacher perception confirmed that the principal is instrumental in 

providing conditions and resources needed to support new teachers in their continuous learning, 

growth, and professional development. The principals share decision making with new teachers 

on substantive issues, work collaboratively with others to reach shared goals and expand teacher 

leadership capacity. Leaders who retain teachers model high expectations and keep the vision for 

the school as a part of all conversations. Data analysis reveals that beginning teachers must be 

viewed as essential members of the school community, however, they should be considered and 

treated somewhat differently. Principal support of teachers in the first year is essential in both 

attitudes and actions. Principals who viewed themselves as lead learners had the highest attrition 

rates. The researcher notes that while this is not new information, the study does confirm long 

held beliefs about principal support and attitudes and the impact of retaining first year teachers 

(Bartanen & Grissom, 2018).  
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Teacher Retention in Rural Settings 

In addition to urban settings, studies have also been conducted to investigate teacher 

retention related to leadership and environment in rural settings. One such study reported in 2021 

noted that working conditions are critical to teacher satisfaction. The study conducted by Moore 

and Walker focused on rural schools which face unique challenges in creating environments that 

promote student learning and increase teacher retention. The study provides a framework for 

understanding the working conditions of a school and the relationship to school climate. 

Additionally, the study provides clear definitions, criteria, and examples of rural schools. This 

study is limited to rural districts and reports on challenges that are unique to school districts that 

have the characteristics to identify them as rural. The researchers seek to determine how rural 

school leaders identify their roles in addressing working conditions and the factors that school 

leaders perceive as barriers to improving working conditions (Moore & Walker, 2021).  

Moore and Walker utilized a mixed methods approach to determine the school leaders’ 

role in initiating and maintaining working conditions that are positive and increase student 

outcomes. The research consists of a correlational research design and an open-ended qualitative 

question to investigate this role. This method of research was selected to examine the 

relationships between the independent and dependent variables. The researchers used The 

Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning survey instrument, open-ended qualitative 

questions, and a demographic survey to answer the research questions (Moore & Walker, 2021). 

  In their analysis, the researchers used descriptive statistics to report and analyze the 

demographic data. A survey, the TELL, was used to identify key factors of working conditions 

as they related to the school leaders’ perception of their role. Finally, the open-ended question 
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was analyzed using the constant comparison method. This process was used to discover patterns, 

themes, and categories to gather meaning from the data (Moore & Walker, 2021).  

There were several findings from this study that have implications for school leaders in 

initiating positive work environments for teachers and overcoming barriers to initiating a positive 

school environment that are unique to rural school districts. A review of the demographic data 

reveals that most principals in the northern Florida schools are female, White and have more than 

11 years of experience. The survey used to determine how rural school leaders identify their 

roles in addressing teacher working conditions was the TELL. The responses gathered identified 

key factors of working conditions such as the use of time, facilities and resources, empowerment, 

and professional development. The study found that the most important aspect of working 

conditions is the leaders’ role in instructional leadership. This is defined as those actions a 

principal takes to promote growth in student learning. Further, the study found that those leaders 

who place an emphasis on and create an environment that promotes professional learning lead 

more successfully. Creating a learning environment for instructional staff is an important 

strategy for leaders to utilize. Additionally, the study found providing teachers with time to plan 

during the school day contributed to success. Facilities and teacher empowerment were also 

found to be leadership strategies that are connected to increased student achievement and teacher 

retention (Moore & Walker, 2021).  

In comparison, Kolwyck found in a 2020 study that teacher turnover in high-poverty rural 

public schools is at such a high level that students are being denied equal access to high-quality 

teachers. Teacher turnover in high-poverty schools is 50% higher than in low-poverty school 

districts. The researcher sought to answer several questions including: What is the relationship 
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between teacher self-efficacy and intent to leave the job? What is the relationship between the 

level of collective teacher efficacy and intent to leave the job? What is the relationship between 

efficacy in student engagement and intent to leave the job? What is the relationship between 

efficacy in instructional strategies and intent to leave the job? What is the relationship between 

efficacy in classroom management and intent to leave the job? The purpose of the study is to 

provide leaders of poor, small, rural schools with alternative methods to improve on and reduce 

teacher turnover (Kolwyck, 2020). This study relied on survey data to answer the research 

questions. The surveys collected both qualitative and quantitative data. The study was conducted 

in one geographic area and makes the assumptions that principals distributed the surveys to all 

teachers and that all teachers answered the survey honestly (Kolwyck, 2020). The researcher 

analyzed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale survey to determine relationships between efficacy 

and teacher retention to determine which aspect had the most influence on teacher retention 

(Kolwyck, 2020).  

The findings of this study determined that the relationship between self-efficacy and 

teacher turnover is minimal in rural Missouri. However, the relationship between collective 

efficacy and teacher turnover is significant and supports the hypothesis. There are several 

implications for school leaders included in the findings of this study. These include providing 

teachers with opportunities for mastery and success with student learning will increase efficacy.  

Additionally, teachers who work in a highly supportive environment reported increases in their 

psychological stated which reduced job burnout. The researcher determines that school leaders 

should focus on ways to improve collective efficacy when teacher retention is a problem. 

Although, the researcher did not find that teachers in the geographic area studied were looking 
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for alternative careers, he did note higher satisfaction among those teachers who responded that 

they worked in an environment that promoted collective efficacy (Kolwyck, 2020). 

Summary of the Literature Review 

This chapter focused on the review of the literature regarding collective efficacy, 

leadership self-efficacy, teacher perception of leadership, and teacher retention. Collective 

efficacy leads to increased student outcomes (Hattie, 2009). Leadership self-efficacy is critical to 

promoting collective efficacy in a school setting regardless of the demographics of the 

population served (Smith & Hattie, 2021). How teachers perceive leadership attributes and 

actions makes a difference in whether teachers want to remain in the field (Smith & Hattie, 

2021). Teacher retention rates are highly correlated with the type of environment and working 

conditions of which the teacher perceives they are a part (Kolwyck, 2020). The review of the 

literature supports the need to further explore the relationship between leadership self-efficacy, 

teacher perception and teacher retention to provide leaders with a practical and systemic 

approach of becoming self-efficacious leaders who support teachers so that they remain in the 

field of education.  

 

 



49 
 

 

CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 This study investigated the relationship between leaders’ self-efficacy and teacher 

perception of the school principal in Florida. These results were then used to investigate a 

relationship between an efficacious school principal and positive teacher retention rates in 

Florida. The data was collected using surveys adapted by the researcher from Smith and Smith 

(2018) and utilizing Bandura’s Guide for Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales (2006). Data 

regarding teacher retention data was gathered using available data from the VCS Human 

Resources Department. The data was analyzed to answer the research questions guiding the 

present study.  

Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

1. Is there a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership? 

Null Hypothesis 

H0 There is no relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership.  

Hypothesis 

HA There is a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their 

leadership. 

Research Question 2 

2. Is there a relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention?  

Null Hypothesis 

H0 There is no relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention.  
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Hypothesis 

HA There is a correlation between principals who are efficacious and teacher retention.  

This chapter contains the following parts: (a) research design, (b) population and 

sampling, (c) instrumentation, (d) validity and reliability, (e) data collection, (f) data analysis, 

and (g) summary. 

Research Design 

 This study utilized the mixed methods approach. The mixed methods research design was 

an explanatory sequential design. Consistent with the definition of an explanatory sequential 

mixed methods approach, the quantitative data was collected and analyzed first, followed by 

qualitative data. The qualitative data explained and contextualized the quantitative findings. The 

qualitative data was gathered after the quantitative data as a follow up to the initial survey 

(Steinberg & Price, 2021).  

Population and Sampling 

 The target population of this study focused on the current school leaders and teachers 

working in a central state school district (VCS) in Florida (N=1,846). It was limited to school 

leaders who have been at their present site in their current position for more than three years. The 

criterion of three years in the same setting was selected to ensure that the leader’s teacher 

retention rate can be measured over time and to ensure that the teachers have experience with the 

leader to respond to the perception survey accurately. To determine the number of leaders and 

teachers within this population, the Volusia County Schools Human Resources Department was 

contacted and provided the researcher with a list of participants. The researcher is employed as 

the Deputy Superintendent of Volusia County Schools. To avoid bias or conflict of interest in the 
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study, data regarding teacher retention was requested through the public records process. The 

information contained within Table 1 shows the demographic data regarding the qualifying 

leaders. 

Table 1: VCS Leadership Demographics 

School Level Leaders’ Years 

of Service 

Number of Teachers 

School A Elementary 7 61 

School B Elementary 10 55 

School C Elementary 5 24 

School D Elementary 3 41 

School E Elementary 4 40 

School F Elementary 6 57 

School G Elementary 3 44 

School H Elementary 6 36 

School I Elementary 5 24 

School J Elementary 3 46 

School K Elementary 7 38 

School L Elementary 7 40 

School M Elementary 3 30 

School N  Elementary 8 27 

School O Elementary 5 47 
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School Level Leaders’ Years 

of Service 

Number of Teachers 

School P Elementary 6 63 

School Q Elementary 11 50 

School R Elementary 5 55 

School S Elementary 9 45 

School T Elementary 12 40 

School U Elementary 4 47 

School V Middle 13 66 

School W Middle 9 47 

School X Middle 4 62 

School Y  Middle 10 70 

School Z  Middle 8 53 

School AA High  6 146 

School BB High 3 95 

School CC High 3 106 

School DD High 15 127 

School EE High 8 134 

Total Teachers   1,816 

  

Based on the information current as of July 2022, as shown in Table 1, the targeted 

population of this study included principals and teachers at 30 schools. The selected schools 
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include 21 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and 5 high schools. The total teacher 

population at these schools is 1,816 teachers. A stratified random sampling was used to ensure 

the most participation possible from the target population. Specifically, a voluntary response 

sampling was utilized. A voluntary response sample was based on ease of access as people 

volunteer themselves by responding to the survey. This sample population had a risk of being 

bias as some of the population will inherently be more likely to volunteer than others (Steinberg 

& Price, 2021). The final analysis included responses from the principals and a representative 

sample of teachers at the school. A G-Power Sample Size calculator was used to determine the 

minimum N needed to run the correlations and ANOVA. The researcher believed the sample 

population would be able to provide the data needed to fulfill the purpose of the study.  

Instrumentation 

 Data were collected via surveys designed specifically for this study. There were two 

surveys utilized for this study. The surveys were similar, but one was customized to the leaders’ 

perception of their own self-efficacy and the other was the teachers’ perception of their leaders’ 

self-efficacy and effectiveness. While the survey for this study was newly designed and piloted, 

the survey was grounded in Smith and Smith’s (2018) Self-Assessment Tool modified using 

Bandura’s (2006) Guide for Constructing Self-Efficacy Scales. In addition to the information 

included in Smith and Smith (2018) survey, demographic data and general perception data was 

collected. The Smith and Smith (2018) survey merged Dweck’s (2006) work on mindsets and 

Robinson’s (2010) three leadership capabilities with Hattie’s (2012) mindframes. All of these 

works were cited in the literature review. The Smith and Smith (2018) survey utilizes the 
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research of Dweck, Robinson, and Hattie and augments them by adding additional leadership 

perspectives in order to identify ten common theories of action.   

 As shown in Table 2, the survey consisted of four sections. The first section contained a 

set of questions to collect demographic information on the research participants. This included 

the school’s name, current position, years in current position, years at current school, number of 

years they plan to stay in their current position, whether they are certified in or out of field, and 

highest degree earned.  

 Section two utilized the Smith and Smith (2018) Self-Assessment tool. School leaders 

completed the survey. The teacher survey was adapted to convey how they perceive these beliefs 

are held by their principal. These were a series of ten questions designed to represent individual 

and organizational beliefs that require answers on how the leader views their role and practices. 

This section began with a belief that the leader is an evaluator of their own impact; activates 

change; focuses on learning over teaching; uses assessment as feedback; engages in dialogue; 

embraces the challenges of teaching, learning and leading; develops positive relationships; 

teaches the academic vocabulary of learning; reinforces that learning and leading is hard work; 

and collaborates in order to significantly impact student progress and achievement.  

 Section three asked participants to report perception data. They were asked to respond to 

questions designed to measure the culture of the school and their satisfaction with the direction 

of the school. This included perceptions of how clear the goals of the school are and how 

feedback and follow up are communicated and obtained.  

 Section four included open-ended questions that allowed participants to clarify 

information from the other sections or provide insight to information not previously asked. This 
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section specifically sought feedback from the respondent regarding teacher retention. The 

respondents were asked for their thoughts on how to increase teacher retention and stories from 

the field regarding why teachers leave the profession.  

Table 2: Survey Structure 

Section Construct Survey Items Item 

Numbers 

I Demographics 7 items 1-7 

II Efficacy Assessment 10 items 8-17 

III Leadership Perception 5 items 18-22 

IV Open Ended 3 items 23-25 

 

The first three parts of the survey, as described in Table 2, provided data for the 

quantitative analyses which is outlined in the data analysis section of this chapter. The data 

collected in section four of this survey was used for the qualitative portion of the data analyses 

and was used to add more details to the quantitative findings as well as contribute to the 

discussion and findings of the study. The theoretical frameworks used in this study, Hattie and 

Smith’s (2021) 10 Mindframes for Leaders and Sineck’s (2009) Golden Circle were used to 

select statements from Smith and Smith’s survey to use. Table 3 below outlines the alignment of 

section three of the survey items with the two theoretical frameworks.  
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Table 3 Alignment of Survey Items Theoretical Frameworks 

Item Number Item Mindframe 

(Smith & Hattie, 

2021) 

Circle 

(Sinek, 2009) 

I I am an evaluator 1 How 

II I am a change agent 4 Why 

III I talk about learning not 

about teaching 

7, 8, 10 How 

IV I see assessment as 

feedback 

2 What 

V I engage in dialogue not 

monologue 

7 How 

VI I enjoy the challenge 1, 4, 5 Why 

VII I develop positive 

relationships 

9 Why 

VIII I inform all about the 

language of learning 

8, 6 How 

IX I see learning as hard work 4, 5 Why 

X I collaborate 3 How 

 

Both theoretical frameworks, as shown in Table 3, were also represented in sections three 

and four as the perception questions and open-ended question lend themselves to these 

theoretical frameworks.  
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Validity and Reliability 

 Validity of the survey was evaluated through a six-step process described below. This 

process was designed to assess the survey questions for their dependability as there are multiple 

factors that can influence the dependability of a question. The steps included: (a) establishing 

face validity; (b) running a pilot test; (c) cleaning collected data; (d) using Principal Components 

Analysis (PCA); (e) checking for internal consistency; and (f) revising the survey. 

 Regarding the reliability of the survey, it was evaluated by calculating Cronbach’s alpha 

(α). This is a measure of internal consistency and is considered to be a measure of scale 

reliability (Steinberg & Price, 2021). This is also referred to as calculating the α coefficient. 

After determining the survey items met the criteria, the study continued. The coefficient was 

computed using the statistical software platform SPSS version 28 to ensure α >.70.  

 The process described above occurred using the teacher survey. The leader survey did not 

have enough responses to accurately calculate validity and reliability. However, the surveys are 

almost identical except for the perspective from which the questions are written. Therefore, the 

questions in the survey have proven to be valid and reliable. The teachers responded based on 

their perception of their leader. The school leader responded as a self-reflection. 

Establishing Face Validity 

 This was a two-step process that involved having the survey reviewed by two different 

parties. The first reviewer was a principal who was familiar with the topic and could evaluate 

whether the questions successfully capture the topic. The second reviewer was an expert in 
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question construction. The role of this expert was to ensure the survey did not contain leading or 

confusing questions. They also gave feedback regarding the construction of the survey.  

Internal Validity 

 There were threats to internal validity in this study. Those threats included mortality and 

selection bias (Steinberg & Price, 2018). Strategies were put in place to address each of these 

threats. Mortality was a threat because of the high rate of attrition in schools. Because this study 

took place within a school year and will not cross school years, this threat is limited. Only those 

responses from participants employed at the beginning of the study and still employed at the end 

of the study were used. Selection bias was also a threat. To mitigate the threat of selection bias, 

all teachers and leaders were sent the survey. Participant and answers were filtered based on the 

answers to the demographic questions.  

Pilot Test 

 A subset of the survey participant responses was selected to run a pilot test of the survey. 

Ten members of the intended population were randomly selected to participate in the pilot. The 

purpose of this step was to determine if there are questions that should be excluded due to 

irrelevance or weakness. Permission from Smith and Smith to utilize the Mindframes survey is 

included in the appendices. 

Data Collection and Cleaning 

 Collected responses were entered into a spreadsheet and reviewed to reduce the risk of 

errors. The questions were reviewed to determine if any responses need to be reverse coded due 

to negatively phrased questions. This practice was avoided in question construction. A five-point 
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scale was used. Therefore, the minimum and maximum values were reviewed to ensure that there 

were no responses outside the minimum and maximum. 

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) 

 The use of Principal Components Analysis (PCA) enabled the researcher to identify 

underlying components that are being measured by the survey questions. These components 

were referred to as factor loading. The factor loading scale was run between -1.0 and 1.0. The 

researcher looked for factor loadings of ≥.06. Questions outside of that range would have been 

removed. The goal in this stage was to determine what the factors represent by seeking out 

common themes in questions that load them into the same factors. Then questions could have 

been combined. This step validated what the survey was actually measuring.  

Internal Consistency 

 The survey was then reviewed to check the correlation between questions that load into 

the same factor to measure question reliability by ensuring the survey answers are consistent. 

This was done with a standard test known as Cronbach’s Alpha (CA). Test values ranged from 0 

to 1.0. Values should have been at least 0.6 or higher to indicate internal consistency.  

Survey Revision 

 The final stage of the validation process was the survey revision. This revision was based 

on the information gathered from the components analysis and Cronback’s Alpha. Questions 

were reviewed for deletion. Those that were determined to not pass the process were deleted or 

analyzed separately. After the entire validation process, only minor changes were made to the 



60 
 

survey, and it was distributed. If major changes were necessary, another pilot cycle and round of 

PCA and CA would have occurred. However, this did not occur.  

Research Procedures and Data Collection 

 Upon the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, the school district was 

be contacted for permission to conduct the study. The data for this study consisted of seven 

groups: leader demographics, teacher demographics, leader self-efficacy assessment, teacher 

perception of leader, leader retention intentions, teacher retention intentions, and teacher 

retention data disaggregated by school. The data sources were current teachers and leaders at 

VCS in Florida. The data was collected using the Leadership Efficacy Surveys designed for this 

study administered via Qualtrics. Additionally, teacher retention data was gathered using 

publicly available data. The survey structure was described in the instrumentation section of this 

document. An anonymous survey link was sent to the participants (N=1,846) via email 

addresses. Due to the researcher’s position as deputy superintendent with the school district, an 

email account was used to send the survey requests that was neutral to mitigate the risk of 

intimidation.  

Data Analysis 

 The current study was conducted in accordance with the mixed-method explanatory 

design. The data was analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. The highest priority was the 

quantitative data. As described earlier, the qualitative data was analyzed to be used as 

supplemental information to contribute to the discussion and add clarity to the results. The 

research questions are listed in Table 4. There were four sections to the survey. For the 
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quantitative analyses, the data collected in sections one, two and three were used. These data 

were analyzed in SPSS, version 28. 

 Data collected from the open-ended questions in section four were analyzed qualitatively 

using EXCEL. The content of these answers was analyzed and examined to establish common 

themes and categories which led to more comprehensive conclusions about teacher perceptions. 

Table 4 below provides an overview of the data analysis used in this study. 

Table 4 Data Analysis 

Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

What is the name of 

your school? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

What is your current 

position? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

How many years have 

you been in your 

current position? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

How many years have 

you been at your 

current school? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

How many more years 

do you plan to stay in 

your current role? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

Are you certified in 

the area that you teach 

or lead? 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

1 Leader/ 

Teacher 

What is your highest 

degree earned? 

 

 

 

Demographics Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader 
Leaders believe their 

fundamental task is to 

evaluate the effect of 

their leadership on 

students’ learning and 

achievement. By 

seeking evidence to 

inform their leadership 

practice, leaders are 

also asking: (a) How 

am I doing? (b) Where 

to next? And (c) How 

am I going to get 

there?  

I am an evaluator: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Teacher Leaders believe their 

fundamental task is to 

evaluate the effect of 

their leadership on 

students’ learning and 

achievement. By 

seeking evidence to 

inform their leadership 

practice, leaders are 

also asking: (a) How 

am I doing? (b) Where 

to next? And (c) How 

am I going to get 

there? 

 

My principal is an 

evaluator: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader This proposition is not 

making the claim that 

students are not 

involved in the 

learning equation or 

that all success or 

failure is indeed the 

responsibility of the 

leader; rather, it is 

claiming that the 

greatest impact relates 

to the leader’s 

mindset. 

 

I am a Change Agent: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Teacher This proposition is not 

making the claim that 

students are not 

involved in the 

learning equation or 

that all success or 

failure is indeed the 

responsibility of the 

leader; rather, it is 

claiming that the 

greatest impact relates 

to the leader’s 

mindset. 

 

My leader is a Change 

Agent: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader Professional 

discussions in schools 

are not teaching. We 

debate learning and 

discuss the impacts we 

are having on our 

students and how we 

know students are 

learning in our classes. 

Leaders provide time 

and support for 

teachers to be learners 

and evaluators. 

 

I talk about learning, 

not about teaching: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2  

Teacher 

 

Professional 

discussions in schools 

are not teaching. We 

debate learning and 

discuss the impacts we 

are having on our 

students and how we 

know students are 

learning in our classes. 

Leaders provide time 

and support for 

teachers to be learners 

and evaluators. 

 

My leader talks about 

learning, not about 

teaching: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

Efficacy 

 

Quantitative 

 

 

ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader While there is need for 

leaders to impart 

information, and the 

faculty meeting and/or 

professional 

development format is 

indeed efficient, and 

while leaders do have 

specific information to 

convey, there is a 

major need for leaders 

to also listen to 

teachers’ learning. 

 

I engage in dialogue 

not monologue: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Teacher While there is need for 

leaders to impart 

information, and the 

faculty meeting and/or 

professional 

development format is 

indeed efficient, and 

while leaders do have 

specific information to 

convey, there is a 

major need for leaders 

to also listen to 

teachers’ learning. 

My leader engages in 

dialogue not 

monologue: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader We need to embrace 

the challenge and 

make the challenge 

what we want it to be. 

The art of leading is 

that what is 

challenging to one 

teacher may not be to 

another. We need to 

pay constant attention 

to the individual 

differences and seek 

commonality so that 

peers can work with 

each other and 

teachers with one 

another and the leader. 

 

I enjoy the challenge: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Teacher We need to embrace 

the challenge and 

make the challenge 

what we want it to be. 

The art of leading is 

that what is 

challenging to one 

teacher may not be to 

another. We need to 

pay constant attention 

to the individual 

differences and seek 

commonality so that 

peers can work with 

each other and 

teachers with one 

another and the leader. 

My leader enjoys the 

challenge: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader So often, we are 

concerned about the 

school climate but are 

forgetful of warm, 

trustworthy, 

empathetic climates. 

The primary purpose 

is to allow teachers to 

feel okay about 

making mistakes and 

not knowing and to 

establish a climate that 

welcomes errors as 

opportunities. 

 

I develop positive 

relationships: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Teacher So often, we are 

concerned about the 

school climate but are 

forgetful of warm, 

trustworthy, 

empathetic climates. 

The primary purpose 

is to allow teachers to 

feel okay about 

making mistakes and 

not knowing and to 

establish a climate that 

welcomes errors as 

opportunities. 

My leader develops 

positive relationships: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Leader We need to develop a 

shared language of 

learning within our 

school (i.e., learning 

dispositions), use this 

language with our 

staff and students, and 

share the language 

with our parent 

community. Research 

tells us that when all 

of our communities 

understand the 

importance of 

deliberate practice of 

learning, they are 

more engaged in their 

children’s learning. 
 

I inform all about the 

language of learning: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Teacher We need to develop a 

shared language of 

learning within our 

school (i.e., learning 

dispositions), use this 

language with our 

staff and students, and 

share the language 

with our parent 

community. Research 

tells us that when all 

of our communities 

understand the 

importance of 

deliberate practice of 

learning, they are 

more engaged in their 

children’s learning. 

My leader informs all 

about the language of 

learning: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Leader I teach students and 

teachers the value of 

(a) concentration, (b) 

perseverance, and (c) 

deliberate practice. 

 

I see learning as hard 

work: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Teacher I teach students and 

teachers the value of 

(a) concentration, (b) 

perseverance, and (c) 

deliberate practice. 

 

My leader sees 

learning as hard work: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

2 Leader When we believe that 

by working together, 

we can make a 

difference, it has a 

positive impact on 

student learning and 

outcomes.  Effective 

collaboration happens 

when structures and 

relationships enable 

information and ideas 

to flow in all 

directions. 

 

I collaborate: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

2 Teacher When we believe that 

by working together, 

we can make a 

difference, it has a 

positive impact on 

student learning and 

outcomes.  Effective 

collaboration happens 

when structures and 

relationships enable 

information and ideas 

to flow in all 

directions. 

 

My leader 

collaborates: 

Never, Seldom, 

Sometimes, Often, All 

of the time 

 

Efficacy Quantitative ANOVA 

3 Teacher My leader is effective 

in supporting my 

growth as an educator 

 

Perception Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

3 Teacher My leader is a key part 

of the success or 

failure of our school 

 

Perception Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

3 Teacher My leader has an 

impact on my decision 

to stay in the 

profession 

 

Perception Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

 

 

3 Teacher My leader is an 

instructional leader 

 

Perception Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

3 Teacher My leader is an 

effective leader 

 

Perception Quantitative Descriptive 

Statistics 

4 Teacher Would you change 

locations to remain 

with your leader? Why 

or Why not? 

Open ended Qualitative Qualitative 

Content 

Analysis 
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Section Audience Survey Question Section Measurement Data 

Analysis 

4 Leader Do you believe 

teachers would change 

locations to remain 

with you? Why or why 

not? 

 

Open ended Qualitative Qualitative 

Content 

Analysis 

4 Teacher What are the greatest 

strengths of your 

leader that impact 

your decision to stay 

in the field? 

 

Open ended Qualitative Qualitative 

Content 

Analysis 

4 Teacher What are areas of 

growth for your leader 

that if improved would 

encourage you to stay 

in the field? 

Open ended Qualitative Qualitative 

Content 

Analysis 

 

 The results of these surveys were analyzed to determine a relationship between leaders 

who perceive themselves to be efficacious and teachers who perceive the same or different. 

Those who had a strong relationship and those who do not have a strong relationship were then 

analyzed using an ANOVA with their teacher retention rates over the last three years. The survey 

analyses yielded results that could explain answers in relation to the two research questions. 

Ultimately, findings could offer policy and practical implications for policy makers and 

practitioners. If the assumptions of the ANOVA are not met, and/or not robust to violations, an 

appropriate non-parametric equivalent test, Kruskal Wallis will be used. For each ANOVA that 

yields statistically significant results, they were further analyzed in a post hoc test using the 

Tukey HSD. Additionally, Cohens D effect size will be calculated. 

 Because the survey questions were both perception scores are quantitative variables, both 

the independent variable, the principal’s level of self-efficacy, and the dependent variable, the 
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teacher perception of their leader, a Pearson Correlation was used to determine a relationship. If 

assumptions of the Pearson Correlation fail, a Spearman Correlation was used as a non-

parametric equivalent.  

 To determine the relationship between the independent variable, teacher retention rates 

and the dependent variable, principal self-efficacy as determined by a strong correlation between 

leader and teacher perception, an ANOVA was used to analyze the data. The ANOVA was used 

because there is a categorical variable, teacher retention rates categorized, and a continuous 

variable, principal self-efficacy scores. Additionally, a t test was conducted with teacher 

retention rates as dichotomous. Either teachers were retained or not. This gave some information, 

but the additional tests were run so that those who were recently hired and can’t be considered 

retained or not will be included in the data for discussion purposes. 

 The quantitative and qualitative data were used to find overlapping results between leader 

efficacy, teacher perception, and teacher retention. This triangulation approach was used to 

determine themes and patterns in the data qualitatively and significance in the data 

quantitatively.  

Summary 

 This chapter outlined the main steps utilized in the current study. This study was based on 

a mixed methods explanatory design involving both quantitative and qualitative methods. The 

participants of the study were school based leaders and teachers in Volusia County Schools, 

Florida. For the study, the researcher created two very similar surveys based on the work of 

Smith and Smith (2018) which were evaluated on validity and reliability using a pilot approach.  

After receiving IRB approval, the researcher contacted the school district to seek permission to 
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conduct the study. The data was analyzed by means of quantitative and qualitative analyses to 

answer the research questions. The results of the analyses were used to draw conclusions from 

the study. 
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CHAPTER 4:  PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relationship between school 

leaders’ self-efficacy and teacher perception of their school leader. Further, the study sought to 

determine if there was a relationship between leader self-efficacy, teacher perception, and 

teacher retention rates. The study had two research questions addressing this purpose and utilized 

a survey as well as publicly available data to determine leader efficacy, teacher perception, and 

retention rates of individual schools. A survey instrument was tested to determine reliability and 

validity.  The survey proved both reliable and valid and was utilized in the study. Chapter 4 

contains the results from the pilot test determining reliability and validity of the survey 

instrument, a summary of demographic information, the results from the analysis, descriptive 

statistics, and the outcomes of the research questions. 

Pilot Test 

Face Validity 

 In order to establish face validity, the survey was reviewed by two independent parties.  

The first reviewer, a principal with more than 10 years of leadership experience who had 

conducted workshops and trainings on leadership and efficacy, reviewed the survey to determine 

if the survey successfully captured the intended topic. The feedback of the reviewer included the 

suggestion to add qualitative questions for clarification and to include the educational level 

achieved by the respondents. The second reviewer, a psychometrician, reviewed the survey for 

quality of questions and the construction of the questions. The recommendations of this reviewer 

included ensuring that all questions have consistent answer choices and a rearrangement of 
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questions to ensure four distinct sections of the survey. This suggestion was made to assist with 

analysis and description of the results. After the minimal changes were made at the suggestion of 

the reviewers, the survey was distributed to get a pilot sample. 

Pilot Test 

 A subset of the survey participants was selected to run a pilot test of the survey. Ten 

teacher surveys were selected to run the tests. Due to the limited number of leaders to survey, no 

leader surveys were analyzed during this phase. The surveys were identical except for the 

perspective from which they were answered. The leader survey asked for self-reflection while 

the teacher survey asked for the teachers’ perception of their leader.  

 Collected responses were entered into a spreadsheet and converted to a numerical 5-point 

scale. A review was conducted to ensure that no questions needed to be reverse coded due to 

negatively phrased questions and there were no responses outside the minimum and maximum.  

A principal component analysis (PCA) was run on the nine (9) question subset of the 

teacher survey that focuses on teacher perception of the leader. This test was run on the 

qualitative questions of the survey only. The use of PCA was assessed and found suitable prior to 

the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). A visual inspection of the correlation matrix showed 

that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than .30.  
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Table 5 Correlation Matrix 

 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 

Q6 1.000 .622 .599 .557 .627 .536 .513 .549 .496 

Q7 .622 1.000 .681 .737 .815 .669 .605 .630 .695 

Q8 .599 .681 1.000 .703 .700 .705 .564 .541 .624 

Q9 .557 .737 .703 1.000 .749 .734 .589 .533 .659 

Q10 .627 .815 .700 .749 1.000 .723 .744 .618 .641 

Q11 .536 .669 .705 .734 .723 1.000 .613 .638 .691 

Q12 .513 .605 .564 .589 .744 .613 1.000 .693 .756 

Q13 .549 .630 .541 .533 .618 .638 .693 1.000 .665 

Q14 .496 .695 .624 .659 .641 .691 .756 .665 1.00 
 

The overall survey Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was .887 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was statistically significant (p < .001), hence sampling adequacy and appropriateness 

of using PCA were confirmed. 

Table 6 KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .887 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity                                                    Approx 

Chi-Square 

335.553 

                                                                                                    Df 36 

                                                                                                    Sig. <.001 

 

The individual Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measures for each question were reviewed on 

the anti-image correlation matrix and were all greater than .8, with individual classifications 

ranging from meritorious to marvelous (Kaiser, 1974).  

Table 7 Anti-image Matrices 

  Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 

Anti-

Image 

Covariance 

Q6 .515 -.047 -.092 -.017 -.032 .010 -.007 -.082 .023 

 Q7 -.047 .231 -.020 -.050 -.106 .033 .075 -.062 -.087 

 Q8 -.092 -.020 .371 -.061 -.028 -.078 .009 .011 -.031 

 Q9 -.017 -.050 -.061 .310 -.042 -.083 .007 .040 -.039 

 Q10 -.032 -.106 -.028 -.042 .179 -.056 -.113 .028 .071 
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Anti-image 

Correlation 

Q6 .957* -.136 -.210 -.042 -.106 .026 -.018 .182 .062 

 Q11 .010 .033 -.078 -.083 -.056 .307 .037 -.087 -.069 

 Q12 -.007 .075 .009 .007 -.113 .037 .254 -.104 -.137 

 Q13 -.082 -.062 .011 .040 .028 -.087 -.104 .395 -.026 

 Q14 .023 .087 -.031 -.039 .071 -.069 -.137 -.026 .271 

 Q7 -.136 .861* -.068 -.186 -.522 .124 .308 -.206 -.349 

 Q8 -.210 -.068 .954* -.179 -.109 -.232 .030 .028 -.099 

 Q9 -.042 -.186 -.179 .945* -.179 -.269 .026 .114 -.133 

 Q10 -.106 -.522 -.109 -.179 .835* -.269 .026 .114 -.133 

 Q11 .026 .124 -.232 -.269 -.238 .914* .131 -.249 -.239 

 Q12 -.018 .308 .030 .026 -.532 .131 .808* -.330 -.523 

 Q13 -.182 -.206 .028 .114 .106 -.249 -.330 .915* -.080 

 Q14 .062 -.349 -.099 -.133 .323 -.239 -.532 -.080 .853* 

  

 The principal components analysis confirmed a one-component solution with one 

component that had an eigenvalue greater than one (1) which explained 68.6% of the total 

variance.  

Table 8 Total Variance Explained 

Component Total Initial 

Eigenvalues % 

of Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Extraction 

Total 

Sums of 

Squared % 

of Variance 

Loadings 

Cumulative 

% 

1 6.175 68.614 68.614 6.175 68.614 68.614 

2 .667 7.409 76.023    

3 .543 6.038 82.061    

4 .387 4.304 86.365    

5 .333 3.694 90.060    

6 .302 3.354 93.414    

7 .278 3.090 96.504    

8 .221 2.452 98.956    

9 .094 1.044 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

A visual inspection of the scree plot confirmed a one-component solution with 

components 2-9 adding little to the total variance.  
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 Figure 1 Scree Plot 

Finally, Cronbach’s Alpha was run to establish the internal consistency of the scale and 

found to have a high level of internal consistency, as determined by a Cronbach’s alpha of .942. 

Upon completion of the pilot test, the survey was emailed via Qualtrics link to those 

leaders identified and teachers at their schools from a neutral email address within the Research 

and Accountability Office at Volusia County Schools.  

 Survey Population and Demographic Information 

Survey Distribution 

 The survey was distributed via Qualtrics link to 31 leaders and 1,816 teachers. The 

survey was open for a 21-day window. During that time, 2 follow up emails were sent. The 

emails came from a neutral email address. 
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Survey Return Data 

The following table contains information on surveys that were returned. The surveys had 

an overall return rate of 17%. While this is a relatively small sample, it does provide enough 

information to conduct an analysis and answer the research questions.   

Table 9 Survey Return Rate 

 Surveys Distributed Surveys Attempted Surveys Completed for 

Analysis 

Teacher 1,816 288 258 

Leader 30 28 25 

Total 1,846 316 283 
 

The following is a breakdown by school of the schools in which both the leader and at 

least one teacher completed the survey at the same site. These are the surveys that can be used in 

the quantitative part of the study. Two schools, School AA, and School EE, had greater 

participation allowing for a more thorough analysis of the data. 

Table 10 Survey Return Rate by School 

School Number of Leader 

Surveys 

Number of Teacher 

Surveys 

School A 1 5 

School AA 1 18 

School B 1 6 

School BB 1 9 

School C 1 5 

School CC 1 14 

School D 1 5 

School DD 1 14 

School E 1 5 

School EE 1 18 

School F 1 9 

School G 1 9 

School H 1 5 

School I 1 1 

School J 1 12 
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School Number of Leader 

Surveys 

Number of Teacher 

Surveys 

School L 1 5 

School O 1 10 

School P 1 5 

School R 1 10 

School V 1 6 

School W 1 9 

School X 1 15 

School Y 1 8 

School Z 1 5 

Total 24 203 
 

Demographic Summary 

 The first demographic question asked of both leaders and teachers was how many years 

they had been at their current work site. Since the survey was only sent to leaders that had at 

least 3 years of experience at their site, there were no leaders that reported 0 or 1-2 years. The 

majority of the leaders responded that they had been at their current site either 3-5 years (48%) 

or 6-10 years (40%). There were three leaders (12%) that reported being at their current site for 

more than 10 years. This longevity is rare as demonstrated by the number of leaders with less 

experience. Teachers were more evenly distributed. The highest percentage of teachers (27%) 

reported they had been at their sites for more than 10 years.  

Table 11 Years at Current Site 

 0 years 1-2 years 3-5 years 6-10 years More than 10 

Leaders 0 0 12 10 3 

Teachers 37 39 61 49 72 

Total 37 39 73 59 75 
 

The second demographic question asked of both leaders and teachers was how many 

years they planned to continue to serve in their role. The leaders had varying intentions of the 

amount of time they will stay in their role. Of the ranges, 1-2 years and 6-10 years had the 
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highest percentage of leader responses. These combined ranges accounted for 56% of the leaders 

who responded to the survey. Two leaders indicated this would be their last year in the role. 

Additionally, 5 (20%) indicated an intention of staying in the role more than 10 years. The 

teacher responses were distributed equitably with the lowest percentage reporting they would be 

leaving after this year (12%). The highest percentage of teachers (24%) reported they planned to 

continue in their role for more than 10 years.  

Table 12 Intention to Stay in Current Role 

 0 years 1-2 years 3-5 years 6-10 years More than 10 

Leaders 2 7 4 7 5 

Teachers 31 54 61 51 61 

Total 33 61 65 58 66 
 

 The third demographic question asked both leaders and teachers to identify their highest 

degree earned. School leaders require at least a master’s degree. Therefore, there are no leaders 

who reported having less than a master’s degree, however, 68% reported having a master’s 

degree while the lowest percentage (12%) had earned a doctoral degree. Teachers reported 

similar data regarding degrees earned. Teachers are required to have a minimum of a bachelor’s 

degree. Of those teachers who responded, the highest percentage (55%) had earned a bachelor's 

degree. The smallest percentage of teachers (2%) had a doctoral degree. 

Table 13 Highest Degree Earned 

 Bachelors Masters Specialist Doctorate 

Leaders 0 17 5 3 

Teachers 142 105 4 5 

Total 142 122 9 8 
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 The final demographic question asked participants if they were certified in the area they 

were teaching or leading. Temporary certifications and those who are certified to teach out of 

field have a 3-year timeframe in which they must complete coursework to become certified. This 

question was asked to determine who would fall within this category. The additional coursework 

and testing requirements could be a factor in determining whether to stay in the field as many 

find the requirements challenging. Historically, there are large numbers that leave the field after 

the third year due to certification requirements. Therefore, the question was asked to factor into 

discussion. Only 10 (3%) respondents reported that they are currently working out of field. The 

great majority responded they are in field meaning that certification status should not be a factor 

in determining whether to continue in the field of education.  

Table 14 Certification Status 

 Certified in Area 

Teaching/Leading 

Not Certified in Area 

Teaching/Leading 

Leaders 25 0 

Teachers 248 10 
 

Quantitative Analysis of Results and Descriptive Statistics 

 The survey was divided into four sections: demographics, efficacy assessment, leadership 

perception and open-ended questions. The efficacy assessment and leadership perceptions were 

gathered as quantitative data. The analysis for each of these sections is below.  

Efficacy Assessment 

 Both teachers and leaders responded to the efficacy assessment portion of the survey. The 

questions were identical except for perspective. The purpose of this section was to establish the 
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leaders’ sense of their own efficacy and the teacher perception of the efficaciousness of their 

leader. This section of the survey was analyzed to partially answer research question 1. 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if teacher ratings of principal efficacy 

was different for principal self-efficacy groups. The principal participants were grouped into 

three groups based on their self-reported efficacy: low (n=6), moderate (n=9), and high (n=8). 

There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by visual inspection of a boxplot. 

 

Figure 2: Teacher Ratings of Principal Efficacy 

 

A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to determine if the data are normally distributed for 

each group of the independent variable. Teacher ratings of principal efficacy were normally 

distributed for the low, moderate, and high principal self-efficacy groups, as assessed by 

Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). 
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Figure 3: Shapiro-Wilk Test 

 

The assumption of homogeneity of variances was conducted using Leven’s test for 

equality of variances. The population variances of the dependent variable were equal for all 

groups, hence there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test of variances (p = 

.192).  

Tests of Homogeneity of Variances 
 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Teacher Rating of 

Principal Efficacy Score 

Based on Mean 1.797 2 20 .192 

Based on Median 1.744 2 20 .200 

Based on Median and 

with adjusted df 

1.744 2 12.694 .214 

Based on trimmed mean 1.799 2 20 .191 

Figure 4: Levene's Test of Variances 

Teacher rating of principal efficacy scores decreased from the low (M=23, SD = 8.4), to 

the moderate (M=22, SD = 3.6), to the high (M=20, SD=4.5) principal self-efficacy groups, but 

the differences between the groups was not statistically significant, F = (2, 20) = .607, p = .555.  
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Descriptives 

Teacher Rating of Principal Efficacy Scores 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Low 6 22.9917 8.37797 3.42029 14.1995 31.7838 

Moderate 9 21.6000 3.61148 1.20383 18.8240 24.3760 

High 8 19.7863 4.50791 1.59379 16.0175 23.5550 

Total 23 21.3322 5.36754 1.11921 19.0111 23.6533 

 

 

 Minimum Maximum 

Low 11.25 36.00 

Moderate 16.57 27.00 

High 13.00 27.16 

Total 11.25 36.00 

Figure 5: Descriptive Statistics 

 

This supports previous research cited in Chapter 2 by Hauserman that found that in a 

quantitative study, teachers perceived the transformational leadership style of their principals 

very differently than the principal perception. However, qualitative data revealed a relationship 

(Hauserman, et al., 2013). Further, this confirms the study by Doss and Tosh (2020) that reported 

a gap between principal perception and teacher perception. The perception gap exists between 

teachers and principals when studying characteristics, leadership style and efficacy (Tosh & 

Doss, 2020). 

ANOVA 

Teacher Rating of Principal Efficacy Score 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 36.288 2 18.144 .607 .555 

Within Groups 597.543 20 29.877   

Total 633.831 22    

Figure 6: ANOVA 
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 There were no statistically significant differences between teacher ratings of principal 

efficacy between the low, moderate, and high principal self-efficacy groups, F = (2,20) =.607, p 

= .555. This finding confirms studies such as Doss and Tosh (2020) that found that teachers 

generally perceive their leaders positively, however, there is a gap between the perception of the 

teacher and the self-reported perception of the leader.   

Leadership Perception 

 Teachers were asked 5 questions to further probe their perceptions of their leader.  These 

questions were asked to expand on the efficacy assessment and ensure consistency in perception. 

School leaders were not given these questions to answer as the research questions sought to 

determine teacher perception of their leader. Leadership efficacy was determined by the efficacy 

assessment. This section was analyzed to partially answer research question 1.  

Table 15 Teacher Perception 

 Yes No 

My leader is effective in supporting my growth as an educator 134 (74%) 49 (26%) 

My leader is a key part of the success or failure of our school 172 (93%) 11 (7%) 

My leader has an impact on my decision to stay in the profession 138 (75%) 45 (25%) 

My leader is an instructional leader 114 (62%) 69 (38%) 

My leader is an effective leader 131 (71%) 52 (29%) 

 

 Overall, teachers had a positive impression of their school leader. The most significant 

response was the indication that 93% of the respondents felt that their leader was a key part of 
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the success or failure of their school. This acknowledgement of the importance of the role of a 

school leader was significant when analyzing the qualitative data including a question of whether 

the teacher would follow their leader to another site. It is also significant to note that while the 

teachers responded that the leader is a key to the success of the school, only 62% perceived their 

leaders as instructional leaders. Previously cited research indicated that an instructional leader 

has a greatest effect size on student achievement (Hattie, 2009). 

Qualitative Summary 

 The qualitative portion of the survey asked teachers whether they would follow their 

leaders to another school site and to expand on their answer by stating why or why not. Leaders 

were asked to give their perception as to whether teachers would follow them to another site and 

to explain why. These answers give further insight into the teachers’ perception of the leader and 

the strength of the relationship between leaders and teachers. Additionally, these answers provide 

data to use in discussion of research question 1. Specifically, insight is provided regarding the 

alignment of teacher and leader perception.  

 The table below summarizes the teacher and leader responses. The open-ended responses 

were analyzed via Excel spreadsheet and categorized based on theme.  

Table 16 Teacher and Leader Relationship 

 Yes Maybe No 

Teacher: Would you change locations to remain with 

your leader?  

51 (29%) 15 (8%) 108 (63%) 

Leader: Do you believe your teachers would change 

locations to remain with your leader?  

19 (76%) 4 (16%) 2 (8%) 

 

 There is a discrepancy between the teachers’ commitment to their leader and the leaders’ 

perception. This discrepancy becomes even more clear when analyzing the open-ended responses 



90 
 

to this question. Teachers and leaders were asked to expand on their answers by detailing why or 

why not. The answers were analyzed and categorized by theme.  

Teachers who responded they would change school sites to remain with their leader cited the 

following reasons:  

• Leader trust in the teachers’ work: 4 (9%) 

• The leader is dependable: 1 (2%) 

• The leaders core values align with the core values of the teacher: 5 (11%) 

• The leader values the teacher: 12 (27%) 

• The leader has created an impactful culture and the teacher respects their knowledge: 22 

(51%) 

Teachers who responded they may change school sites to remain with their leader cited the 

following reasons:  

• Depends on who the new leader would be: 5 (71%) 

• Depends on the new location: 2 (29%) 

Teachers who responded they would not change school sites to remain with their leader cited 

the following reasons:  

• Location of the current school: 9 (11%) 

• Commitment to school community: 25 (31%) 

• Commitment to colleagues: 7 (8%) 

• Commitment to students: 3 (3%) 

• Leaving the profession soon due to retirement or other reason: 6 (7%) 
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• Satisfaction with current position/assignment: 3 (3%) 

• Disagreement with current leaders’ philosophy or leadership style: 29 (36%) 

Leaders who reported their belief that their teachers would follow them to another location 

cited the following reasons:  

• Positive relationships between leader and teachers that is built on trust: 17 (68%) 

• The leader reported that teachers had followed them in the past 2 (8%) 

• Positive culture created by the leader: 2 (13%) 

Leaders who reported their belief that some of their teachers would follow them to another 

location cited the following reasons:  

• Positive relationships with some, but not all, teachers: 3 (100%) 

Leaders who reported their belief that their teachers would not follow them to another 

location cited the following reason: 

• The teachers have a strong relationship with each other and would not leave the 

community: 1 (100%) 

Teachers were also asked to list strengths of their leader that impact their decision to 

remain in the field. The responses were analyzed and categorized by theme. The following is 

a summary of the responses: 

• Leader cares about the teachers’ well-being and has strong values and morals: 17 

• The leader creates a strong and supportive culture that recognizes hard work: 44 

• The leader is fair and consistent: 9 
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• The leader has an encouraging and positive personality: 24 

• The leader is a hard worker who engages in the work: 12 

• The leader supports the growth of the teacher and solicits input: 13 

Teachers were further asked to list weaknesses of their leader that if improved, would 

impact their decision to remain in the field. The responses were analyzed and categorized by 

theme. The following is a summary of the responses:  

• The leader does not give opportunity for teacher voice or collaboration: 11 

• The leader does not create an environment of trust: 16 

• The leader does not give impactful instructional feedback: 4 

• The leader is not fair or consistent in decision-making: 5 

• The leader does not recognize staff enough: 5 

• The leader does not communicate effectively: 26 

• Outside influences such as state and district requirements are the sole deterrent of the 

teacher staying in the field: 22 

Teacher Retention Data 

 The teacher retention data was requested for the 30 identified schools via a public records 

request.  This information is presented at school board meetings and was available upon request. 

A three-year trend report was requested. This report also verified the number of teachers at each 

site. In each of the schools represented in the table below, there was consistent leadership 

throughout the three years reported. While the number of teaching allocations provided to the 

school may have varied slightly from year to year, this number was not significant and did not 
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result in any teacher having to be displaced and thereby impacting the retention rate of the 

school. 

The reasons teachers cited for leaving was not available, however, it was reported that 

retirement rates district wide had remained consistent. Therefore, any increase in the number of 

separations can be attributed to leaving the school system for employment elsewhere, leaving the 

school system for personal reasons, or death. The retention rates reported were calculated as a 

percentage of the teachers who remained at the school site from year to year. The teachers who 

changed positions within the school were considered retained and calculated in the percentage. 

Teachers who remained with the school district and moved to a different school site had a 

negative impact on the retention rate for the school.  
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Table 17 Teacher Retention Data 

 

Schoo

l  

2020 

Employ

ee Ct 

2020 

Retain

ed 

2020   

Retenti

on % 

2021 

Employ

ee Ct 

2021    

Retain

ed 

2021   

Retenti

on % 

2022 

Employ

ee Ct 

2022 

Retain

ed 

2022   

Reten

tion 

% 

A 69 76 90.8% 59 63 93.7% 61 66 92.4% 

AA 152 163 93.3% 136 154 88.3% 146 169 86.4% 

B 68 72 94.4% 62 65 95.4% 55 62 88.7% 

BB 96 113 85.0% 87 105 82.9% 95 114 83.3% 

C 40 46 87.0% 37 41 90.2% 24 28 85.7% 

CC 110 133 82.7% 98 120 81.7% 106 127 83.5% 

D 44 49 89.8% 42 49 85.7% 41 51 80.4% 

DD 134 147 91.2% 127 144 88.2% 127 144 88.2% 

E 50 58 86.2% 42 52 80.8% 40 49 81.6% 

EE 152 168 90.5% 132 154 85.7% 134 159 84.3% 

F 37 41 90.2% 46 47 97.9% 57 63 90.5% 

G 50 55 90.9% 48 51 94.1% 44 48 91.7% 

H 39 47 83.0% 38 48 79.2% 36 44 81.8% 

I 27 30 90.0% 24 27 88.9% 24 28 85.7% 

J 54 60 90.0% 50 54 92.6% 46 54 85.2% 

L 49 51 96.1% 44 49 89.8% 40 47 85.1% 

P 68 71 95.8% 59 66 89.4% 63 69 91.3% 

R 56 63 88.9% 60 64 93.8% 55 62 88.7% 

S 51 65 78.5% 46 56 82.1% 45 61 73.8% 

T 40 44 90.9% 43 48 89.6% 40 43 93.0% 

V 65 74 87.8% 56 72 77.8% 66 81 81.5% 

W 61 71 85.9% 51 67 76.1% 47 69 68.1% 

X 79 97 81.4% 67 81 82.7% 62 80 77.5% 

Y 51 65 78.5% 46 56 82.1% 45 61 73.8% 

Z 40 44 90.9% 43 48 89.6% 40 43 93.0% 

 Aver. 1979   88.7% 1814   86.8% 1816   84.6% 

 

Retention Data and Efficacy Data 

 Teacher retention data was compared to the efficacy scores reported. The table includes 

the difference between the teacher’s perception of leadership efficacy score and the leader’s self-

reported efficacy score. The data in the table is sorted from the smallest difference between 

teacher perception and principal self-reported score efficacy to the largest difference. Apart from 
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two schools, those leaders with high retention rates were all within the top third of the table. 

Thereby indicating that those leaders had the smallest gap in their self-reported efficacy score 

and their teachers’ perception scores. There is no clear pattern when examining the data, but the 

data confirms earlier findings that there is a gap in leader and teacher perception of the leaders’ 

self-efficacy.  

Table 18: Comparison of Efficacy Scores and Retention Rates 

School Teacher’s 

Score of 

Leader 

Efficacy 

Principal 

Self-Report 

Score of 

Efficacy 

Difference 

Between 

Scores 

Retention 

Rate 

Teacher 

Retention 

Rate Group 

C 13 13 0 81.6 Low 

A 17.5 16 1.5 92.33 High 

G 16.57 15 1.57 92.3 High 

R 18.4 14 4.4 87.3 Moderate 

P 11.25 16 -4.75 76 Low 

W 15.23 10 5.23 91 High 

F 17.62 12 5.62 89 Moderate 

P 22.2 16 6.2 90 High 

Y 20.6 14 6.6 82 Low 

V 20.6 14 6.6 91.6 High 

D 21.66 14 7.66 81 Low 

O 19.8 12 7.8 80 Low 

E 25 17 8 89 Moderate 

CC 26 18 8 89.9 Moderate 

J 23.66 15 8.66 79.3 Low 

BB 21.33 12 9.33 82 Low 

B 23.4 13 10.4 89 Moderate 

H 20.75 10 10.75 83.3 Low 

EE 26.81 15 11.81 91.66 High 

Z 27 14 13 87 Moderate 

X 27.16 13 14.16 84.3 Low 

L 36 21 15 86 Moderate 

 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if teacher retention rates was different 

for principal efficacy groups. The principal participants were grouped into three groups based on 



96 
 

their self-reported efficacy scores and teacher rating of principal efficacy scores: low (n=8), 

moderate (n=7), and high (n=8). There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by visual 

inspection of a boxplot. 

 

Figure 7:  Boxplot 

A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to determine if the data are normally distributed for 

each group of the independent variable. Teacher retention rates were normally distributed for the 

low, moderate, and high principal efficacy groups, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05). 

  

Tests of Normality 

 Principal Efficacy 

Group 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Retention Rate Low .180 8 .200* .919 8 .420 

Moderate .230 7 .200* .862 7 .156 

High .152 8 .200* .956 8 .775 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

Figure 8 Shapiro-Wilk Test  
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The assumption of homogeneity of variances was conducted using Levene’s test for 

equality of variances. The population variances of the dependent variable were equal for all 

groups, hence there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test of variances (p = 

.265).  

Tests of Homogeneity of Variances 

 

Levene 

Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Retention Rate Based on Mean 1.420 2 20 .265 

Based on Median 1.031 2 20 .375 

Based on Median and with 

adjusted df 

1.031 2 19.931 .375 

Based on trimmed mean 1.404 2 20 .269 

Figure 9:  Tests of Homogeneity of Variances 

 

Teacher retention rates decreased from the low (M=87, SD = 3.97), to the moderate 

(M=86, SD = 4.81), to the high (M=85, SD=5.74) principal efficacy groups, but the differences 

between the groups was not statistically significant, F = (2, 20) = .361, p = .702. 

 

 

Descriptive 

Retention Rate   

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Low 8 87.1450 3.97380 1.40495 83.8228 90.4672 79.30 91.66 

Moderate 7 86.0757 4.81921 1.82149 81.6187 90.5327 81.00 92.33 

High 8 85.0625 5.74455 2.03100 80.2599 89.8651 76.00 92.30 

Total 23 86.0952 4.75890 .99230 84.0373 88.1531 76.00 92.33 

 

Figure 10: Descriptive Statistics  
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There is no statistical difference in retention rates regardless of efficacy rating. This is 

difficult to interpret as there exists a large gap between principal and teacher ratings of 

leadership self-efficacy. This finding is supported by previous research in which Kolwyck (2020) 

found that collective efficacy led to teacher retention, however, self-efficacy seemed to have no 

impact on teacher retention (Kolwyck, 2020).  

 

ANOVA 

Retention Rate   

 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 17.351 2 8.676 .361 .702 

Within Groups 480.885 20 24.044   

Total 498.236 22    

Figure 11: ANOVA 

There were no statistically significant differences between teacher retention rates between 

the low moderate and high principal efficacy groups, F(2,20)=.361 p = .702. This is also 

supported by literature such as the study conducted by Kolwyck in 2020 which found that there 

was no relationship between self-efficacy and teacher retention, however, there was a 

relationship between collective efficacy and teacher retention (Kolwyck, 2020).  

Outcomes of Research Questions 

Research Question 1: Is there a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher 

perception of their leadership? 

 To answer this research question, an ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was a 

relationship between principal self-efficacy (self-reported) and teacher perception of their 

leadership. The tests conducted on the quantitative data gathered in the survey showed no 

statistically significant relationship. Therefore, the null hypothesis HO there is no relationship 
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between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their leadership is accepted. This 

finding confirms previous research by Doss and Tosh (2020) that found while teachers 

consistently rated their school leaders positively, significant gaps existed between perceptions 

(Tosh & Doss, 2020).  

 The qualitative data gathered for this study supports the quantitative data and further 

highlights the significant gap in perception between the leaders’ self-reported self-efficacy and 

the teachers’ perception of their leader. This finding is highlighted in the leader perception that 

teachers would follow them to a new school if they were transferred (76%). However, teachers 

reported they would not follow their leader (63%).  

Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher 

perception and teacher retention? 

To answer this research question, an ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was a 

relationship between principal self-efficacy (self-reported) combined with teacher perception of 

their leadership and teacher retention rates. The tests conducted on the quantitative data gathered 

in the survey showed no statistically significant relationship. Therefore, the null hypothesis HO 

there is no relationship between principal self-efficacy, teacher perception of their leadership, 

and teacher retention is accepted. This finding confirms previous research by Kolwyck (2020) 

that found no relationship between self-efficacy and teacher retention.  

 The qualitative data gathered for this study were not significant and supported the 

acceptance of the null hypothesis, however, the qualitative findings did reveal a relationship 

between the perception of the teacher and teacher retention. This can be explained by 

considering that even though teachers rated their leaders positively, there was a significant gap 
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between perceptions as highlighted in Table 18. When asked why they would not change sites to 

remain with their leader, the largest percentage of teachers (36%) reported that they had 

philosophical differences with their current leader or did not believe in their leadership style. 

This supports research by Hattie and Smith (2021) that found that although teachers do not have 

to have the exact same belief system as their leader does, they must believe in the overall vision 

in which they are tasked with carrying out. Another recurring theme in the qualitative data that 

supports the relationship between teacher perception and teacher retention is the concept of trust. 

Teachers were asked to list strengths of their leader that impact their decision to remain in the 

field. The most common response was that the leader creates a strong and supportive culture and 

trusts the teachers (44). Additionally, when asked what weaknesses their leader could improve 

that would impact their decision to remain in the field. Again, trust (16) emerged as a theme. One 

of the 9 questions asked as the qualitative part of the survey to determine efficacy was: I build 

relationships and trust so that learning can occur in a place where it is safe to make mistakes 

and learn from others. This finding supports research previously cited by Kolwyck (2020) that 

found a relationship between collective efficacy and teacher retention but no relationship 

between self-efficacy and teacher retention as teachers in the current study are citing trust as a 

strong indicator of staying in the field.  

Summary 

 This chapter presented the results of the pilot test determining reliability and validity of 

the survey instrument, a summary of demographic information, the results from the analysis, 

descriptive statistics, and the outcomes of the research questions. The pilot test proved that the 

survey instrument used was both valid and reliable for determining teacher perception of their 
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leaders’ efficacy and leaders’ self-reported efficacy. The results of the quantitative section of the 

survey were analyzed utilizing an ANOVA. The qualitative section of the survey was reported 

and will be used to support findings and enhance the discussion in Chapter 5. The results of the 

study confirm previously cited research studies and found a gap in perception between teachers 

and leaders regarding leadership efficacy. Due to this gap in perception, there was no 

relationship found between teacher perception, leader efficacy and teacher retention in the 

quantitative parts of the study. However, findings in the qualitative part of the study revealed 

themes that can be useful to leaders seeking to close the gap in perception. Chapter 5 provides 

further discussion of the quantitative and qualitative findings, implications for practice and 

recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

 Provided within Chapter 4 was the statistical presentation, qualitative summary, and data 

analysis. Chapter 5 includes a summary of the study, discussion of findings, implications for 

practice and policy, recommendations for further research, and conclusions. This chapter 

provides discussion regarding the reliability and validity of the survey instrument as well as gaps 

in perception between teachers and leaders regarding leadership self-efficacy. Further discussion 

examines the quantitative findings and qualitative findings regarding self-efficacy and teacher 

retention. The results from this study could contribute to improving school leadership self-

efficacy by providing a valid and reliable survey to use for feedback and self-reflection. 

Additionally, findings resulting from the qualitative data could provide leaders with areas of 

focus to close the gap in perception between leaders and teachers regarding self-efficacy. The 

insight gained from the qualitative data, could also provide leaders with self-improvement 

strategies that could increase teacher retention.  

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists between teacher 

perception and a leader’s level of self-efficacy and how that relationship might influence teacher 

retention. Leaders are faced with challenges that have never been experienced before such as 

educating students amid a Covid-19 pandemic. The constant distractions can make it difficult to 

remain focused on teaching and learning. The resulting reactionary leadership patterns could lead 

to a declining perception of leadership by teachers. This perception results in job dissatisfaction 

and retention rates suffer. The ability to self-reflect, gather accurate teacher perception feedback, 
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and make decisions that support a clearly articulated vision to teachers would increase leadership 

self-efficacy. This study sought to determine the relationship between school leader and teacher 

perceptions of leadership self-efficacy and teacher retention.  

A literature review provided a foundation for a deeper understanding of the concepts 

regarding collective efficacy, leadership self-efficacy, teacher perception of leadership, and 

teacher retention. It has been established in studies that collective efficacy leads to increased 

student outcomes (Hattie, 2009). Further, leadership self-efficacy is critical to promoting 

collective efficacy in a school setting regardless of the demographics of the population served 

(Smith & Hattie, 2021). These claims were presented in Chapter 2 along with supporting 

literature that proves how teachers perceive leadership attributes and actions make a difference in 

whether teachers want to remain in the field (Smith & Hattie, 2021). The review of the literature 

supported the need to further explore the relationship between leadership self-efficacy, teacher 

perception and teacher retention to provide leaders with a practical and systemic approach of 

becoming self-efficacious leaders who support teachers so that they remain in the field of 

education.  

The conceptual framework of this study included mindframes identified by Smith and 

Hattie (2021) as well as the work of Sinek (Sineck, 2009). Both frameworks defined leadership 

self-efficacy and detailed how a leader implements a theory of action. These frameworks clearly 

articulated how leaders who implement theories of action identified mindframes and high impact 

leadership strategies and create a workplace that has attributes which positively impacte teacher 

retention. This work gave concrete examples and attributes of leaders who are perceived as 

effective and impactful by the teachers in their school.  
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This study was based on a mixed methods explanatory design involving both quantitative 

and qualitative methods. The participants of the study were school based leaders and teachers in 

Volusia County Schools, Florida. Two very similar surveys based on the work of Smith and 

Smith (2018) which were evaluated on validity and reliability using a pilot approach to utilize in 

this study. The quantitative sections of the surveys were identical with modifications to language 

that reflected the teacher or leader perspective. The qualitative sections of the surveys were 

designed to clarify and add to the discussion portion of the study. The data was analyzed by 

means of quantitative and qualitative analyses to answer the research questions. An ANOVA was 

used to determine relationships between teacher and leader perception of the leaders’ level of 

self-efficacy. There was a clear gap in the perception of teachers and leaders when considering 

the leaders’ level of self-efficacy. This gap made determining a relationship between high self-

efficacy and teacher retention difficult to determine. 

The qualitative results revealed more evidence of the differences between teacher and 

leader perception. Specifically, the qualitative data revealed the values of the teachers and the 

specific attributes of leadership self-efficacy that encourage teachers to remain in the field. The 

results of the analyses were used to draw conclusions from the study. The following section 

presents a thorough discussion of the findings. 

Discussion of Findings 

 This discussion of findings provides explanations for each of the research questions and 

further explores the quantitative and qualitative findings. These findings and the conclusions 

drawn aligned with supporting research. 
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Research Question 1 

Is there a relationship between principal self-efficacy and teacher perception of their leadership? 

 For research question 1, this discussion will focus on the data gathered and analyzed in 

the demographics, efficacy assessment, leadership perception and open-ended sections of the 

survey. An analysis done of the quantitative data gathered from the efficacy assessment revealed 

no statistically significant relationship between teacher and leaders’ perception of the leaders’ 

self-efficacy. This gap in perception is further explored in the discussion that follows. 

Demographics 

 The demographic information collected in the survey showed that there was a diverse 

representation of experience, educational level, and type of school. Schools that identify as rural, 

suburban, and urban were represented in the data collected. This provides some insight into the 

consistency of perception misalignment among different demographic populations.  

 The data collected regarding both teacher and leader intention to remain in their current 

role addressed the question of the commitment of the respondents to the organization. 

Considering that 43% of the teachers responding indicated that they intended to remain in the 

teaching profession for more than five years, while only 12% reported that they would be leaving 

the profession within a year indicates that the respondents are committed to the profession. 

Based on this commitment to the profession, it can be inferred that subsequent answers 

indicating there is a push to leave the field are the result of specific actions of the leader or the 

organization and not a natural end of a career based on years of service. Leaders responded 

similarly to this question. Given that 37% of leaders intend to remain in the role more than 5 
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years and only 8% will be leaving the field within the next year, it can be inferred that the leaders 

are invested in cultivating teams of teachers that are supportive and believe in their leadership. 

Efficacy Assessment 

 There was no statistical relationship between the teacher ratings of their principals in the 

efficacy assessment and the principal self-ratings. As seen in Figure 2: Teacher Ratings of 

Principal Efficacy, teachers generally rated their leader positively, however, there were persistent 

gaps in perception when comparing teacher ratings to leader self-ratings. For analyzing the data, 

principals were grouped by their self-reported efficacy scores. The groups were low self-

efficacy, moderate self-efficacy, and high self-efficacy. Gaps in perception were present in all 

three groupings of principals. Interestingly, though not statistically significant, the gaps were 

smaller for those leaders that were in the moderate range than those in the high range. Another 

interesting visual that can be observed in Figure 2 is that the lower a leader rated themselves, the 

higher the teachers rated them. This could be an indication that those with the lower rating are 

more self-reflective and viewed by their teachers in a more positive light. Studies such as those 

conducted by Hauserman (2013) had similar findings. In a mixed methods study, Hauserman 

found that quantitative data collected from teachers and leaders demonstrated a gap in perception 

when considering leadership styles (Hauserman, 2013). Like the Hauserman study, this study’s 

qualitative data does provide insight into the gaps of perception and why this gap exists. The 

following discussion in this section explores those qualitative findings. 

Leadership Perception 

 The leadership perception questions were asked of teachers to further explore their 

perceptions of their leader outside of the quantitative efficacy questions. Overall, like the 

efficacy section of the survey, teachers viewed their leader positively. However, unlike the 
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efficacy section of the survey, there were some areas that did show some significant differences. 

Most teachers (76%) responded that they felt their leader was effective in supporting their 

growth as an educator. This finding could be indicative of the overall positive perception of 

school leaders as teachers do feel supported by their leaders. Yet, only a slight majority (62%) of 

teachers reported that they viewed their leader as an instructional leader. This is interesting when 

considering Hattie defined instructional leaders as those who promote and participate in teacher 

learning (0.91), actively plan, coordinate and evaluate teachers and the curriculum through 

regular classroom visits and feedback (0.74), are skilled at strategic resourcing (0.60), establish 

goals and expectations (0.54), and ensure supportive environments that protect time for teaching 

(0.49) (Hattie, 2009). The characteristic with the highest effect size, promoting teacher learning 

(0.91) is the most impactful characteristic of an instructional leader, yet fewer teachers perceived 

this quality in their leader.  

 Further, overwhelmingly, teachers reported that they recognize their leader is a key part 

of the success or failure of the school (93%). This confirms findings from the Wallace 

Foundation (2021).  In their report, the Wallace Foundation claims that the role of the school 

leader is second only in impact to the role of the teacher. They claim that an argument could be 

made that the role of the principal is more impactful because it is further reaching than that of the 

teacher (Grissom, 2021).  

 While the teachers recognized the impact of the school leader (93%), significantly fewer 

teachers (71%) reported that their school leader is effective. This gap between teacher perception 

that their leader is an instructional leader (62%), that their leader is effective (71%), and that the 

school leader is impactful in regards to the success of the school (93%) could explain the 

difference between teacher perception and leader self-reported self-efficacy scores. The 
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misalignment between teacher perception that their leader is an instructional leader (62%) and 

that their leader is an effective leader (71%) is evidence that there may not be a clear consensus 

or understanding of what constitutes an effective leader. In his work, Hattie notes that there are 

two distinct types of school leadership.  Those leaders who demonstrated aspects of the 

instructional leader had a greater impact with an effect size of 0.66 (with 0.40 being one year of 

growth in a year) than transformational leaders who possess characteristics such as consideration 

(0.36) and inspiration (0.40) (Hattie, 2009).  Both leadership dimensions are necessary for 

success and both demonstrate positive outcomes, however, when considering teacher retention 

and building a culture that retains teachers, it is imperative to consider those discrete aspects of 

instructional leadership that contribute to teacher satisfaction and collective efficacy. Therefore, 

in order for a leader to be considered effective, instructional leadership should be a significant 

factor. Yet, in this study, it doesn’t appear that teachers viewed effectiveness from this lens.  

 Since the questions in the efficacy section of the survey were constructed utilizing the 

research that confirms the importance of instructional leadership, the gap between teachers 

whose perception of effective leadership is not aligned with instructional leadership and the self-

reported leadership efficacy scores is understandable. It would be interesting to further research 

this topic with teachers who have had training in research regarding instructional leadership or 

whose leaders have clearly articulated their philosophy of leadership style. 

Open-Ended Questions 

 Teachers were asked two open-ended questions about the strengths and weaknesses of 

their leaders. Specifically, they were asked to describe the strengths and weaknesses of their 

leader that impact their decision to stay in the field or if improved would impact their decision to 

remain in the field. The responses were categorized based on themes. The responses to this 
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section of the survey further explain the gap in perception between teachers and leaders. Just as 

in the perception section of the survey, the teachers emphasized they value characteristics of 

leaders that while important, are not defining characteristics of an instructional leader. When 

evaluating self-efficacy, the characteristics of an instructional leader are prominent. The highest 

percentage of teachers (36%) reported that a strength of their leader is their ability to create a 

strong culture that is supportive and based on trust. The second highest percentage was a leader 

that has an encouraging and positive personality (20%). Conversely, weaknesses reported that if 

improved would encourage teachers to stay in the field included ineffective communication 

(29%) and not creating an environment of trust (17%). It should also be noted that 24% of the 

teachers reported that outside influences such as district and state decisions were the only factors 

encouraging them to leave the field.  

 These responses further clarify why a gap exists between leadership perception of their 

self-efficacy and teacher perception of the leaders’ self-efficacy. Leaders value instructional 

leadership and recognize the importance of actions that demonstrate strong instructional 

leadership. Teachers, however, value climate and culture characteristics and do not place as 

much emphasis on those characteristics that encompass an instructional leader that is self-

efficacious.  

Research Question 2 

Is there a relationship between principals who are efficacious and teacher perception and teacher 

retention? 

 For research question 2, this discussion will focus on the data gathered and analyzed in 

the demographics, efficacy assessment, leadership perception and open-ended sections of the 
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survey. An analysis done of the quantitative data gathered from the efficacy assessment revealed 

a gap in perception that made determining efficacious leaders difficult. Therefore, no relationship 

was found to exist between those who self-reported or were perceived by teachers to be 

efficacious and teacher retention. However, qualitative data did provide insight into why this 

perception gap exists and how that gap influences teacher retention. 

Demographics 

 The demographic information that relates to the question of teacher retention included 

questions regarding number of years at current site and intention to stay in current role. Of the 

teachers who responded to the survey, 47% had been at their school for more than five years and 

43% indicated they intend to stay in their current role for at least five more years. This 

demonstrates a commitment to the profession on the part of the teachers. Only 14% reported that 

they would be leaving at the end of the school year. These points are helpful to consider when 

analyzing teacher retention. With almost half reporting that they intend to stay in the field for a 

lengthy time and at least 85% reporting that they will remain in the profession for at least the 

next few years, there is a commitment demonstrated. This is also an indication that if attrition 

occurs it is from influences within the school and not external such as an impending move as 

those would have been considered in answering the question. Equally, the leaders responded 

100% that they intended to stay in the field at least three more years. The commitment to the 

organization from both the teachers and the leaders is important to remember when considering 

the perspective from which they answered subsequent questions. Those with more years to go 

would be thinking ahead and of future goals rather than reflecting on past years.  

 Another demographic that can be a factor when considering teacher retention is the 

certification status of the teacher. Only 3% of the teachers were not certified in the area that they 
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teach. This is significant as certification is a hurdle that can often lead to poor teacher retention 

that is not reflective of the system or the leadership. 

Efficacy Assessment 

 A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if teacher retention rates were different 

for principal efficacy groups. While there was no significant difference, an examination of the 

boxplot shows a unique and unexpected result. The principals with the lower self-reported self-

efficacy scores had a slightly higher retention rate. The principals with moderate self-reported 

self-efficacy scores had the lowest retention rate. In addition to the highest retention rate, the 

principals with the lower self-efficacy rating had the smallest range of scores. While the 

difference is not statistically significant, it supports the qualitative data that teachers value self-

reflective leaders who have more open and trusting conversations. This finding also supports 

research that found collective efficacy rather than leadership-self efficacy impacts teacher 

retention (Kolwyck, 2020). 

Leadership Perception 

 In addition to the previously discussed leadership perception questions, teachers were 

asked to indicate if their leader had an impact on their decision to stay in the profession. Of the 

teachers that responded, 75% answered that their leader did have an impact on their decision to 

remain in the profession. This finding is significant because it seems to be misaligned with an 

earlier question that asked teachers if they would follow their leader to another school. When 

asked if they would change locations to remain working for their leader, only 29% of the 

teachers indicated that they would. Yet clearly, they feel impacted by their leader. When leaders 

were asked if they thought their teachers would follow them to another school another 

misalignment in perception becomes evident. While only 29% of the teachers stated they would 
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follow their leader to another location, 76% of the leaders felt their teachers would follow them. 

This is another gap in perception between teachers and leader, however, this gap speaks to the 

understanding of the commitment of the teachers to the leader rather than the organization. 

Leaders believe teachers are committed to them; however, the teachers reported a commitment to 

the organization that is impacted by leadership actions. This further supports the previously 

stated conclusion that although leadership influences teacher retention, the gap in teacher and 

leader perception makes a relationship between teacher retention and leadership self-efficacy 

difficult to determine. 

Open-Ended Section 

 Leaders and teachers were asked to expand upon and state the reasons that they would or 

would not follow their leader to another location. This was asked to clarify and determine if an 

answer of no to the question was an indication that the teacher was dissatisfied with the leader 

but would follow a leader they are satisfied with or if their decision to stay at one site had 

nothing to do with the leader. The leaders responded that they believed their teachers would 

follow them to another location (76%) citing positive relationships built on trust (68%), past 

experience (8%) and a positive culture they had created (13%). The leaders that were not as 

confident teachers would follow them cited teacher community ties (100%) and weaker 

relationships (100%) as the reason. Teachers who indicated they would follow their leader to 

another location cited leadership attributes such as respecting the knowledge of the teacher 

(51%) and a leader who values teachers (27%) as driving factors in the teachers’ decision. The 

teachers who indicated they would not follow their leader to another site (76% of the 

respondents) responded that the reason they would not follow their leader was dissatisfaction 

with the current leaders’ philosophy or leadership style (36%) and a stronger commitment to the 
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school community than the leader (31%). Interestingly, those who were undecided 

overwhelmingly (71%) stated that following their current leader to another school was dependent 

on the identity of the new leader. This qualitative data confirms previous findings that teachers 

value traits of a leader that are more associated with a transformational leader than an 

instructional leader despite instructional leadership having a higher effect size and impact on 

student achievement (Hattie, 2019).  

 The chart below summarizes the findings of the qualitative data. Leaders indicated in 

their responses that they strive to be instructional leaders and value traits that are associated with 

instructional leadership. This aligns with research conducted by Hattie that finds instructional 

leadership has more influence on student learning than transformational leadership. Both 

leadership styles are important, however, when considering student achievement, instructional 

leadership is more impactful (Hattie, 2019). Teachers reported that they are more influenced to 

remain in the field of education by leaders who demonstrate traits of a transformational leader. 

Both leaders and teachers reported that trust is a factor that is important to them.  This is 

significant because it is a common trait that is valued. Since this trait is valued by both, leaders 

should recognize that building trust is important to building relationships with teachers and 

retaining teachers. Trust should be built deliberately and established by communicating decisions 

in a manner that is clear.  
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Figure 12: Venn Diagram Leadership Traits 

Connection of Findings to Other Studies 

 As cited throughout, the findings of this study confirmed findings in several previous 

studies regarding principal efficacy, teacher perception and the impact of the leader to the 

organization. Doss and Toss (2020) found that teachers generally perceived their leaders 

positively, however, there was a gap in the perception the teacher the self-reported perception of 

the leader. This finding is confirmed in this study. The teachers rated their leaders positively, but 

significant gaps existed. Interestingly, in this study the lower a leader rated their own efficacy, 

the higher their teachers rated them.  

 This study also confirmed the findings of the Wallace Foundation (2021) which found 

that the role of the school leader is second only in impact to the role of the teacher in student 

achievement. While this study did not measure student achievement, the teachers 

overwhelmingly reporting (93%) that they recognize their leader is a key part of the success or 
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failure of the school, validates the finding that leaders are and are perceived to be extremely 

impactful part of the school. 

 Finally, the result of the second research question, there was no relationship between the 

principal self-efficacy, teacher perception of their leader, and teacher retention confirms 

Kolwyck (2020) who found that there was not relationship between self-efficacy of a leader and 

teacher retention. While this study focused on the tie between leadership efficacy, teacher 

perception, and teacher retention compared to previous studies that focused on one or two of 

these aspects, the findings validate previous research.  

Implications for Practice and Policy 

 School leadership practices are second only to teacher instructional practices when 

considering influence on student achievement (Grissom, 2020). However, in order to increase the 

quality of teacher instructional practices, the education field must determine a way to keep 

teachers in the field of education. Leaders who are self-reflective, self-efficacious and think 

about their work as impactful are more effective leaders (Doss & Tosh, 2020). This leadership 

effectiveness leads to teacher retention. In order to solve the problem of gaps in perception 

between teachers and leaders as substantiated by this study, there is compelling evidence that the 

following considerations, recommendations, and implications for practice could contribute to the 

field:  

1. This study’s finding that the survey instrument used is both valid and reliable 

indicates that the survey could be a powerful tool to use to narrow the gap in 

perception between leaders and teachers regarding leadership self-efficacy.  Leaders 

should consider utilization of the survey to solicit feedback and become more 
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reflective practitioners. The more self-reflective they become, they will see an 

increase in self-efficacy and teacher perception will improve.  

2. This study found that teachers do not value the attributes of instructional leadership as 

much as transformational leadership despite research that supports the impact of 

instructional leadership. This increases the gap in perception of leadership self-

efficacy between teachers and leaders. It is recommended that leaders work with 

teachers to establish a common language and understanding of their vision and goals 

to improve teacher buy-in. Teacher buy-in and commitment will lead to a focus on 

instructional leadership rather than a sole focus on trust and relationships. 

3. The high self-efficacy scores that leaders self-reported and misalignment with teacher 

retention and perception is an implication that leaders need more training and time for 

self-reflection specifically regarding leadership practices. Teachers were ready, 

willing, and able to provide actionable feedback, but had not been given the 

opportunity or had seen limited results when giving feedback in the past. In order to 

improve teacher retention, leaders need to intentionally work towards increasing self-

efficacy. 

4. Policy makers should consider the findings that there is a gap in perception between 

leaders and teachers when enacting policy that determines standards of performance 

for both school leaders and teachers. Policy that utilizes common language would be 

beneficial for leaders to utilize when evaluating and providing evidence for their own 

evaluations. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

The limited research on leader self-efficacy, teacher perception and the impact of the two 

on teacher retention contributes to the urgency of this study. The findings of a misalignment 

between the three suggest the need for further research. Following are recommendations relevant 

to the study.  

1. A recommendation is to duplicate this study in multiple districts for an increased 

sample size. While this survey reached a diverse population, a larger sample size 

would provide more data and lead to more qualitative findings.  

2. Additional demographic data would be helpful to explore the impact rural or urban 

settings have on teacher perception and teacher retention. Additionally, ethnicity and 

economic status would be interesting demographics to explore to see if there are 

differences in perception. 

3. A further look into the impact COVID-19 has had on these results would lend to a 

richer discussion. This study did not include teacher retention rates prior to the 

pandemic. It may be significant to include a more historical look at teacher retention 

rates. 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists between teacher 

perception and a leader’s level of self-efficacy and how that relationship influenced teacher 

retention. Reactionary leadership patterns have led to a declining perception of leadership by 

teachers. This perception results in job dissatisfaction and retention rates suffer. The ability to 

self-reflect, gather accurate teacher perception feedback, and make decisions that support a 
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clearly articulated vision to teachers increases leadership self-efficacy. The findings of the study 

confirm previously cited research studies and found a gap in perception between teachers and 

leaders regarding leadership efficacy. Due to this gap in perception, there was no relationship 

found between teacher perception, leader efficacy and teacher retention in the quantitative parts 

of the study. However, findings in the qualitative part of the study revealed themes that can be 

useful to leaders seeking to close the gap in perception.  
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