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Background/purpose — The purpose of this study is to examine the
relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-
efficacy in terms of cultural values.

Materials/methods — Articles indexed in the Web of Science, Scopus,
and ERIC databases between 2008 and 2021 were included in a meta-
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Results — The study revealed a weak relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy (ES=.28).
Additionally, some dimensions of national cultures were found to be
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1. INTRODUCTION

Empirical studies on the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher
behaviors have increasingly gained prominence. Transformational leaders aim at realizing the
vision and mission of their schools, and aim to transform the values, ideals, beliefs, and
capabilities of their teachers (Pieterse et al., 2010). The improvements in teachers’ behaviors
are echoed in student achievement (Brophy, 1986, 1988; Panayiotou et al., 2014). In addition,
the literature suggests that another significant factor affecting student achievement is
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs (Tai et al., 2012). Therefore, it is considered essential to examine
the relationship between school leaders’ transformational leadership behaviors and teachers’
self-efficacy.

This study aimed to examine the relationship between transformational leadership and
teacher self-efficacy in terms of national cultures. Accordingly, the research questions are as
follows.

RQ1. Is there a relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-
efficacy?

RQ2. Does the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy
differ in terms of moderator variables (leadership scale type, self-efficacy scale type, school
level, and publication year)?

RQ3. Do factors of national culture predict the relationship between transformational
leadership and teacher self-efficacy?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Leadership research has revealed that transformational leadership is linked to culture
(Dickson et al., 2003; Leong & Fischer 2011). Besides, Dilekli and Tezci (2020) and Yada et al.
(2019) demonstrated that a relationship exists between teachers’ self-efficacy levels and
culture. However, there is inconsistency among studies in the literature that have examined
the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy. For example,
Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2016) reported a medium-level relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy in their study conducted in Iran (r =.57).
However, Groote Beverborg et al. (2015) and Valckx et al. (2020) found the same relationship
to be insignificant in their respective studies in Belgium (r =.06) and the Netherlands (r =.08),
whilst Gumah et al. (2021), on the other hand, reported a weak relationship in a Chinese
sample (r=.22).

The level of the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-
efficacy has varied in studies conducted in different countries (Mehdinezhad & Mansouri,
2016; Valckx et al., 2020), indicating the need to clarify the relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy. Whether or not this relationship is
linked to culture needs to be revealed, making the current study significant since it aims to
identify the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy based
on the literature. Additionally, it aims to reveal how the relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy differs in terms of different countries’
cultural values.

Ed Process Int J | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.



Kaya and Kogyigit | 39

Conceptual Framework

Transformational leadership

There are various definitions of leadership in the literature. Northouse (2010) defined
leadership as “a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a
common goal” (p. 3). Transformational leadership, one of the leadership types studied under
various kinds of leadership and from various aspects, has been defined as a process that
focuses on enhancing workers’ capacities in accordance with an organization’s goals
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Luo et al., 2020). Avolio et al. (1999) highlighted that
transformational leadership embodied components of individualized support, intellectual
stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized influence. Bass et al. (2003) clarified these
components as follows: Individualized support includes a leader’s behaviors that encourage
workers and help support their development by offering them appropriate opportunities.
Intellectual stimulation involves a leader’s behaviors enabling workers to demonstrate their
creativity and increase their awareness levels. Inspirational motivation relates to a leader’s
behaviors that motivate workers through the use of symbols and images. Idealized influence
embodies a leader’s behaviors that guide workers in line with an organization’s vision and
mission.

Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) developed a transformational leadership model comprised
of three categories: setting directions, developing people, and redesigning the organization.
The first two categories include the four components suggested by Avolio et al. (1999), as
previously mentioned. Redesigning the organization includes a leader’s behaviors that aim to
reshape or remodel the culture of a school and its structure in order to reinforce the
relationships among its staff (Luo et al., 2020). Within the school context, transformational
leadership refers to a school leader enhancing teachers’ capacities as a means to realizing the
vision and mission of the school. Transformational leaders in the school context enhance the
teachers’ self-confidence through helping to reveal their skills and abilities (Bulug, 2009).

Teacher self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is a concept based on social-cognitive theory. Self-efficacy is an individual’s
belief in oneself and his/her abilities to manage and realize prospective potential situations
(Bandura, 1997). Teacher self-efficacy is a teacher’s belief in one's abilities to uncover desired
student behaviors (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Bandura (1997) examined self-efficacy in
four dimensions: mystery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and
physiological reflection. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) argued that teacher self-efficacy
consists of the factors of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement. Polatcan et al. (2021) clarified these factors as: Instructional strategies, which
concern a teacher’s self-belief regarding the selecting and implementing of appropriate and
effective instructional strategies, methods, and techniques; classroom management, which
relates to a teacher’s belief in organizing a classroom setting and student behaviors in
harmony with the instructional objectives; and, student engagement, which is a teacher’s
belief in oneself regarding enhancing students' participation, attitudes towards lessons, and
motivation.

Transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy

Transformational leaders are mediators of change in schools, aiming to transform
teachers’ behaviors in an attempt to ensuring the change. Effective teacher behaviors
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enhance the quality of instruction in schools, and transformational leaders support teachers’
self-beliefs. The literature has showed that a relationship exists between transformational
leadership behaviors and teacher self-efficacy (Gumah et al., 2021; Mehdinezhad & Mansouri,
2016). The level of this relationship, however, has varied in different studies, and some have
reported only an insignificant relationship between transformational leadership and teacher
self-efficacy (Groote Beverborg et al., 2015; Valckx et al., 2020).

National culture as a moderator variable

Culture has a comprehensive meaning that is hard to define. According to Bates (1987),
the concept of culture gives meaning to life and provides the framework in which social
identity and an individual’s understanding of oneself and the world are constructed. This
framework is related to beliefs, languages, rituals, knowledge, traditions, and works. Culture is
partially empirical, explanatory, and objective, whilst it is also partially mythical and related to
meaning instead of facts. National culture is also a complicated concept, and has been
defined in various ways. Hofstede et al. (2010) define national culture as “the collective
programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people
from others” (p.6). Zhao et al. (2021) described national culture as a conscious system
developed by humankind through adapting to social developments, whilst according to the
Globe Project (2004) and House et al. (2013), national culture comprises the dimensions of
performance orientation, assertiveness, future orientation, humane orientation, institutional
collectivism, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism, power distance, and uncertainty
avoidance. Similarly, Hofstede et al. (2010) examined national culture according to several
factors; power distance, individualism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term
orientation, and indulgence versus restraint.

Power distance (PD) is the size of the distinction between individuals with different power
and statuses (Hofstede et al., 2010). In cultures with high power distance, power, authority,
and knowledge are unevenly distributed amongst the individuals (House et al.,, 2013). In
cultures with higher PD levels, hierarchy is more powerful in relationships between those in
authority/leader and subordinates. If the level of PD is low, then the hierarchy between
authority/leader and subordinate is weaker and therefore less powerful (Steers et al., 2010).
In a meta-analysis study by Jackson et al. (2013), it was observed that PD moderates the
relationship between transformational leadership and commitment. In parallel, Zhao et al.
(2021) revealed the moderator role of PD in the relationship between transformational
leadership and project success. Furthermore, in the meta-analysis study by Leong and Fischer
(2011), PD was found to be a significant moderator in the relationship between
transformational leadership and its outcomes.

Individualism (ID) relates to an individual’s making own decisions (House et al., 2013). In
cultures with high ID, the individual’s environment is structured loosely/flexibly and individual
interests are considered more important than social interests (Steers et al., 2010); whereas, in
cultures with high collectivism, the individual’s environment is strictly structured (Hofstede et
al., 2010). Gui et al. (2020) observed the moderator role of ID in the relationship between
transformational leadership and extra activities in hospital management, and Crede et al.
(2019) also found that ID was a moderator in the relationship between transformational
leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Masculinity (MAS) is related to individuals’ sources of motivation. These sources include
success, winning, and competing (Hofstede et al., 2010). In cultures with a high level of MAS,
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wealth, money, personal goals, boldness, aspiration for promotion, and the feeling of
competition are considered more valuable (Steers et al., 2010). In their meta-analysis study,
Leong and Fischer (2011) reported that MAS is not a significant moderator in the relationship
between transformational leadership and organizational outcomes.

Uncertainty avoidance (UA) has to do with individuals’ reactions to and behaviors in
uncertain situations. UA involves individuals’ threat perception in cases of uncertainty
(Hofstede et al., 2010). Higher levels of UA are related to higher levels of anxiety and stress,
while lower levels of UA are related to more harmonious behaviors. Cultures with high levels
of UA are deemed less tolerant in cases of uncertainty (Steers et al., 2010). The meta-analysis
study by Li et al. (2021) revealed the moderator role of UA in the relationship between
transformational leadership and employee engagement. Crede et al. (2019) also concluded
that UA moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and organizational
citizenship behaviors.

Long-term orientation (LTO) comprises a culture’s behaviors of investing in the short or
long term, sustaining relationships, and husbandry (Hosftede et al., 2010). LTO is a measure of
investment made in terms of work, life, and relationships. Cultures with high levels of LTO are
more future-oriented, whilst those with low levels of LTO are more oriented to the past and
present (Steers et al.,, 2010). Crede et al. (2019) reported the moderator role of future
orientation in the relationship between transformational leadership and organizational
citizenship.

Indulgence versus restraint (IVR) relates to the control systems used by individuals over
their own lives. IVR is individuals' ways of realizing their basic human desires, such as finding
enjoyment in life and achieving a sense of satisfaction. Cultures with a high level of IVR are
more tolerant, where people achieve satisfaction in life in a relatively more unrestrained way.
In restrictive cultures with lower levels of tolerance, certain social rules and structures can
have a limiting effect on the life satisfaction of individuals (Hofstede et al., 2010). Crede et al.
(2019) revealed the moderator role of humane orientation in the relationship between
transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Scales as moderators

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass and Avolio (1990)
and its subsequent versions are frequently used to measure transformational leadership
behaviors (Leong & Fischer, 2011). There are also various other scales (Luo et al., 2020). On
the other hand, the scale developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) is often used to
measure teacher self-efficacy (Windlinger et al., 2020). In addition, other scales have been
introduced and used in the literature (Hoxha & Hyseni-Duraku, 2017). The role of scale types
should also be considered when examining the relationship between transformational
leadership and teacher self-efficacy.

School level as a moderator

Runhaar et al. (2010) reported an insignificant relationship between transformational
leadership and teacher self-efficacy at high school level. However, Demir (2008) reported a
medium-level relationship at elementary school level. The differences in the relationship
between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy in terms of school levels are
noteworthy, and the role of school level should therefore be considered in this relationship.
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3. METHODOLOGY

The current study employed meta-analysis method, which synthesizes the findings of
quantitative research studies. Researchers also prefer this method to evaluate the results of
similar studies regarding a certain subject or problem (Card, 2015). The meta-analysis method
enables a researcher to evaluate studies from different countries concomitantly. This study
used meta-analysis to examine the relationship between transformational leadership and
teacher self-efficacy in terms of cultural values.

Data collection

The data of the current study (independent studies) were accessed through electronic
repositories, with articles accessed that were indexed in the Web of Science (WoS), Scopus,
and ERIC databases. Additionally, articles not indexed in these databases were also accessed
through Google Scholar. The option to search according to article title was selected, with
searches based on the keywords of leadership or leader or transformational, along with
teacher self/-efficacy or teacher efficacy or teachers’ sense of self/-efficacy or self/-efficacy.
Prior to performing the search, the following inclusion criteria were determined.

Inclusion criteria

1. Studies should focus on transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy, whilst
those with a focus on teacher collective efficacy were excluded, as were studies on
instructional leadership, distributed leadership, and other types of leadership.

2. Studies should be written in the English language and published between 2008 and
2021. Notably, studies which had a title and abstract in English but the full text in
another language were also excluded.

3. Studies should include appropriate and adequate statistical indices in order to
calculate an effect size. Any studies lacking such indices were excluded.

4. The transformational leadership in the studies should focus on school leaders’
leadership behaviors. Studies focusing on teacher leadership and teacher self-efficacy
were excluded.

5. Samples in the studies should consist of teachers and school leaders. Studies with
preservice teachers or a school-level unit of analysis were excluded.

6. Studies should focus on teachers working at the primary or secondary education level.
Studies conducted at the tertiary level were excluded.

7. Studies should use a survey design. Intervention studies were excluded.

8. Only studies gaining at least eight points from the quality scale used in the current
study were included. Studies with lower scores were excluded.

Quality evaluation: The 14-item Quality Assessment and Validity Tool for Correlational
Studies, developed by Cicolini et al. (2014), was used in the current study. The high-quality
interval relates to 10 to 14 points, the medium-quality interval relates to 5 to 9 points, and
the low-quality interval relates to 0 to 4 points. The quality check was conducted
independently by the researchers. The dataflow diagram of the study is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Dataflow diagram of the study
Coding

The researchers developed a coding form to assess and code the studies in the dataset.
The coding form included the headings of the identification tag of the study, leadership scale
type, self-efficacy scale type, school level, publication type, and year of publication. The
researchers coded the data based on the following explanations.

Publication year: The year in which the study was published was referenced.

Self-efficacy scale type: The self-efficacy scales were coded based on their frequency of
use. For instance, researchers frequently used versions of the scale developed by Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy (2001), and these studies were coded as versions of Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy. The researchers also used various scales to measure self-efficacy level. For example, the
scale developed by Bandura (1997) and its versions (e.g., Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Schwarzer
et al., 1999) were commonly used. If the scales used in a particular study were not frequently
used in the sample of studies, they were coded as others.

Leadership scale type: The leadership scales were coded similarly to the self-efficacy
scales, as in they were based on the frequency of use. Seldom used scales were coded as
others. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), as developed by Bass and Avolio
(1990) is a frequently used leadership scale, and this scale and its versions were coded as
MLQ versions.

School level: The school levels were coded based on the International Standard
Classification of Education (UNESCO, 2011).

The cultural dimension of countries: The countries were coded based on the dimensions
of culture referencing the index scores of Hofstede et al. (2010). This index involves a limited
number of countries. Each country was coded according to six different cultural dimensions,
with each determined according to an index. The six dimensions were the power distance
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index (PDI), individualism (IDV), masculinity (MAS), uncertainty avoidance index (UAl), long-
term orientation (LTO), and indulgence versus restraint (IVR). A sample coding is presented in
Table 1. The study conducted in Kosovo by Hoxha and Hyseni-Duraku (2017) was not coded
since no data was given regarding the related country.

Table 1. Countries in terms of cultural dimension index

Country PDI IDV MAS UAI LOI IVR
Netherlands 38 80 14 53 44 68
Chinese 80 20 66 30 87 24
Iran 58 41 43 59 14 40

Data analysis

The unit of analysis in the current study is the research study level. Each independent
study produced an effect size. Each study reported the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) in
the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy. Additionally,
variance is substantially dependent on correlation value. The Pearson correlation value ranges
from +1 to -1. This range narrows the variance (Borenstein et al., 2011). Therefore, in the
process of calculating the effect sizes produced by each study, the r values were transformed
to Fisher’s z (Fz) values (r = Fz = ES). Two models are used to calculate the mean effect size:
the fixed-effect model and the random-effects model. The random-effects model is
recommended when the contexts and characteristics of the studies differ (Field & Gillett,
2010), and are therefore used in meta-analytic analyses. The value intervals suggested by
Funder and Ozer (2019) were used to interpret the effect sizes.

The validity and reliability of the mean effect size are closely related to whether or not
the dataset involves publication bias. There are various statistical tests used to check the
publication bias of the distribution of effect sizes (Bakioglu & Goktas, 2018). These tests have
certain advantages and limitations (Borenstein et al.,, 2011). Funnel plot, Egger’s test, and
Duval and Tweedie’s trim and fill (DTTF) technique were used to analyze the publication bias
of the datasets in the current study.

Heterogeneity in meta-analysis studies stems from sampling error and differences among
studies. The Q statistical technique was used to check the heterogeneity of the datasets.
Additionally, 1* values were also calculated. The researchers used the intervals offered by
Higgins et al. (2003) to interpret the calculated values.

Leadership scale type, self-efficacy scale type, publication year, publication type, and
school level were assigned as categorical moderators. In addition, cultural dimensions of
countries (cultural values) were assigned as continuous moderators. Q between (Qb) values
were calculated in order to identify whether or not mean effect sizes differed in terms of
categorical moderators. Meta-regression technique was used to test whether continuous
moderators predicted mean effect size or not. Effect size calculations, publication bias
analysis, and other statistical procedures were performed using CMA 2.0.

4. RESULTS
Descriptive statistics and mean effect size

The current research examined 25 independent studies (see Appendix). The studies were
conducted in 15 countries; Netherlands (n =5), Turkey (n = 3), China (n = 3), Malaysia (n = 2),
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Belgium (n=2), India (n=1), Croatia (n=1), Switzerland (n=1), Ghana (n=1), Singapore
(n=1), Serbia (n=1), Philippines (n=1), lIran (n =1), Korea (n=1), and Kosovo (n=1). The
smallest sample was N =120, whilst the largest was N =1,702. The mean of the sample
constituting the dataset was X=499.80, SS=410.578. The total combined number of
participants from all 25 studies was 12,495.

A total of 25 independent effect sizes were produced, with the smallest being £S =.06,
and the largest as £S=.648. The mean value of the effect sizes was ES=.281 (LL=.222,
UP =.341). In other words, the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher
self-efficacy was found to be weak. The total heterogeneity amount of the dataset was
calculated as Q (top) =256.234. Additionally, the heterogeneity level of the dataset was
I*=90.634. In other words, the dataset used in this meta-analytic study was shown to be
highly heterogeneous.

Publication bias analysis

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Fisher's Z
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Figure 2. Funnel plot of the dataset

The funnel plot of the dataset is presented in Figure 2, and demonstrates the distribution
among effect sizes and standard errors. The distribution of the effect sizes in the dataset was
found to be symmetrical compared to standard errors. The symmetrical distribution indicates
that the dataset did not have a significant level of publication bias. Similarly, Egger’s test
results revealed that the dataset did not have publication bias (t = 1.83, p = .08). In addition,
the DTTF results (see Table 2) showed that there was no need to remove or add any studies.
These tests proved that the dataset did not contain any publication bias.

Table 2. DTTF test of the dataset

Dataset Excluded studies ES and 95% confidence interval Q(top)
ES LL UP

Observed 281 222 341 256.234

Adjusted 0 281 222 341 256.234
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Moderator analysis for categorical variables
Table 3 presents the results of the categorical moderator analysis.

The effect sizes were not found to differ significantly in terms of leadership scale types,
self-efficacy scale type, school level, or publication year.

Table 3. Moderator analysis of the dataset

Group n ES LL UL Q(b) df p
Leadership scale

MLQ by Bass and Avolio versions 10 334 232 436

PLQ by Leithwood and Jantzi versions 5 279 131 426

Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel versions 3 222 036 .407

Others 7 238 119 358 1922 3 .589
Self-efficacy scale

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 12 303 .216 .390

Others 13 262 177 347 432 1 511
School level

Elementary 7 .268 153 .382

Secondary 10 .246 .149 343

Mixed 8 338 231 446 1632 2 442
Year

2008-2014 5 .228 .094 362

2015-2021 20 296 228 363 .773 1 .379

Meta-regression analysis for continuous variables

Table 4 presents the meta-regression analysis results regarding continuous variables. As
is evident in Table 4, the power distance orientation of cultures predicts effect sizes positively
(B =.004, p <.05). Cultures with power distance orientation produced larger effect sizes. In
other words, the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy is
stronger in cultures with a high orientation of power distance. Additionally, countries’
individualism orientation was shown to negatively predict effect size (B =-.003, p < .05).
Cultures with higher levels of orientation towards individualism produced weaker effect sizes.
In other words, the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-
efficacy is weaker in cultures with high individualism orientation. Finally, the indulgence
orientation of cultures negatively predicted the effect size (B =-.003, p <.05). Cultures with
high indulgence orientation were shown to produce a lesser effect size. In other words, the
relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy is weaker in
cultures with high indulgence orientation. On the other hand, masculinity, uncertainty
avoidance, and long-term orientation were not found to predict effect size with any statistical
significance.

Table 4. Meta-regression analysis of continuous variables in the dataset

Variable (k) B SE LL UL z p
PDI (24)

Slope .004 .001 .001 .006 3.427 .001

Intercept 012 .079 -.142 167 158 .874
IDV (24)

Slope -.003 .001 -.005 -.001 -3.246 .001
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Intercept 426 .053 312 .532 7.918 .001
MAS (24)

Slope .002 .0017 -.0016 .005 1.02 .307

Intercept .189 .088 .016 .361 2.149 .031
UAI (24)

Slope -.002 .001 -.004 .001 -1.429 152

Intercept 373 .076 224 .523 4.902 .001
LOI (24)

Slope -.0016 .001 -.004 .001 -1.198 231

Intercept .365 .083 .203 .528 4.401 .001
IVR (23)

Slope -.004 .001 -.007 -.001 -2.342 .019

Intercept 464 .085 .298 .631 5.464 .001
5. DISCUSSION

The current study revealed a weak relationship between transformational leadership and
teacher self-efficacy (ES =.28). In a meta-analysis study by Kirk (2016), a weak relationship
between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy (ES =.30) was also reported.
Additionally, a meta-analysis by Alanoglu (2021) reported a low-level relationship between
instructional leadership and teacher self-efficacy (ES =.41). Therefore, the literature supports
the results of the current study.

The current study found that the power distance orientation of cultures positively
predicts the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy. The
relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy was found to be
more robust in countries with high power distance orientation. Some meta-analytical studies
in the literature on transformational leadership and organizational outcomes have indicated
the moderator role of power distance in this relationship (Jackson et al., 2013; Leong &
Fischer, 2011; Zhao et al., 2021). On the other hand, in a meta-analysis that examined various
institutions, Li et al. (2021) revealed that power distance was not found to be a moderator in
the relationship between transformational leadership and employee engagement. This
inconsistency in the findings may have resulted from the current study having included only
studies conducted within the school context. Schools are bureaucratic organizations, and
both hierarchy and status are considered significant in bureaucratic structures. Therefore,
power distance may naturally moderate the relationship between transformational leadership
and teacher self-efficacy in schools.

The current study’s results also revealed that the individualism orientation of cultures
negatively predicted the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-
efficacy. That is to say, the collectivist orientation of cultures was shown to positively predict
the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy. Meta-analysis
studies on the relationship between transformational leadership and organizational outcomes
also identified individualism orientation as a moderator variable (Crede et al., 2019; Gui et al.,
2020; Jackson et al., 2013). The relationship between transformational leadership and teacher
self-efficacy is stronger in cultures with high collectivist orientation. This result may be said to
relate to more effective interaction between leaders and members in highly collectivist
cultures, since group and institutional interests are generally more significant in such cultures.
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Finally, the current study revealed that indulgence orientation of cultures negatively
predicted the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy.
Meta-analytical studies in the literature on the relationship between transformational
leadership and organizational outcomes have also identified indulgence orientation as a
moderator variable (Crede et al.,, 2019; Li et al, 2021). The relationship between
transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy is weaker in countries with high
indulgence orientation, indicating a more substantial relationship in restraining cultures. This
result may stem from interaction between leaders and members in such cultures being
inherently dependent on rules, and abiding by the rules or the word of leaders being more
commonplace in restraining cultures.

6. CONCLUSION

The findings of the current study revealed a weak relationship between transformational
leadership and teacher self-efficacy. In addition, the findings showed that the power distance
orientation of cultures positively predicts the relationship between transformational
leadership and teacher self-efficacy, and that individualism orientation of cultures negatively
predicts the relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy.
Finally, the findings showed that indulgence orientation of cultures negatively predicts the
relationship between transformational leadership and teacher self-efficacy.

7. SUGGESTIONS

First, the current study was limited to studies published in the English language. Future
research could therefore opt to include studies published in other languages. Second, the
current study is limited to including only academic articles; whereas, future studies could also
include graduate theses. Third, the current study was limited to data from 15 countries, with
a significant limitation being that no studies were included from the continents of North
America or South America. Independent studies should therefore be conducted in the future
that include research from these continents. Fourth, the evaluation of cultural values was
limited in the current study to the index developed by Hofstede et al. (2010). Future studies
could opt to utilize different cultural evaluation indices such as the Global Leadership &
Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE, 2020).

DECLARATIONS

Author Contributions. All authors contributed to the study conception and design. Data
collection and analysis were performed by the first author. The first draft of the manuscript
was written by both authors and all authors commented on subsequent versions of the
manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest. The authors declare no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

Alanoglu, M. (2021). The role of instructional leadership in increasing teacher self-efficacy: a
meta-analytic  review. Asia  Pacific  Education  Review, 23, 233-244.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-021-09726-5

Avolio, B. J.,, Bass, B. M., & Jung, D. |. (1999). Reexamining the components of
transformational and transactional leadership using the multifactor leadership

Ed Process Int J | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-021-09726-5

Kaya and Kogyigit | 43

questionnaire. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 72(4), 441-462.
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166789

Bakioglu, A., & Goktas, E. (2018). Bir egitim politikasi belirleme yontemi: Meta analiz [An
Educational Policy Making Method: Meta Analysis]. Medeniyet Egitim Arastirmalari
Dergisi, 1(2), 35-54. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/mead/issue/34203/365278

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Macmillan.

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). Transformational leadership development: Manual for the
multifactor leadership questionnaire. Consulting Psychologists Press.

Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., & Berson, Y. (2003). Predicting unit performance by
assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88(2), 207-218. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207

Bates, R. J. (1987). Corporate culture, schooling, and educational administration. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 23(4), 79-115.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X87023004007

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P., & Rothstein, H. R. (2011). Introduction to meta-
analysis. Wiley.

Brophy, J. (1986). Teacher influences on student achievement. American Psychologist, 41(10),
1069-1077. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1069

Brophy, J. (1988). Research linking teacher behavior to student achievement: potential
implications for instruction of chapter 1 students. Educational Psychologist, 23(3),
235-286. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2303 3

Bulug, B. (2009). ilkégretim okullarinda biirokratik okul yapisi ile okul midirlerinin liderlik
stilleri arasindaki iliski [The Relationship between Bureaucratic School Structure and
Leadership Styles of School Principals in Primary Schools]. Egitim ve Bilim, 34(152), 71-
86. http://eb.ted.org.tr/index.php/EB/article/view/9

Card, N. A. (2015). Applied meta-analysis for social science research. Guilford.

Cicolini, G., Comparcini, D., & Simonetti, V. (2014). Workplace empowerment and nurses’ job
satisfaction: a systematic literature review. Journal of Nursing Management, 22(7),
855-871. https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12028

Crede, M., Jong, J., & Harms, P. (2019). The generalizability of transformational leadership
across cultures: A meta-analysis. Journal of Managerial Psychology 34(3), 139-155.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2018-0506

Demir, K. (2008). Transformational leadership and collective efficacy: The moderating roles of
collaborative culture and teachers’ self-efficacy. Eurasian Journal of Educational
Research (EJER), 33, 93-112. https://ejer.com.tr/wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008_issue_33.pdftpage=96

Dickson, M. W., Den Hartog, D. N., & Mitchelson, J. K. (2003). Research on leadership in a
cross-cultural context: Making progress, and raising new questions. The Leadership
Quarterly, 14(6), 729-768. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.002

Dilekli, Y., & Tezci, E. (2020). A cross-cultural study: Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for teaching
thinking  skills. ~ Thinking  Skills  and  Creativity, 35, Article 100624.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].tsc.2019.100624

Field, A. P., & Gillett, R. (2010). How to do a meta-analysis. British Journal of Mathematical
and Statistical Psychology, 63(3), 665-694.
https://doi.org/10.1348/000711010X502733

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1348/096317999166789
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/mead/issue/34203/365278
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X87023004007
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1069
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2303_3
http://eb.ted.org.tr/index.php/EB/article/view/9
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.12028
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2018-0506
https://ejer.com.tr/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008_issue_33.pdf#page=96
https://ejer.com.tr/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008_issue_33.pdf#page=96
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2019.100624
https://doi.org/10.1348/000711010X502733

Kaya and Kogyigit | a0

Funder, D. C., & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in psychological research: Sense and
nonsense. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 2, 156-168.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202

Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 76(4), 569-582. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-
0663.76.4.569

GLOBE Project. (2004). GLOBE Culture Dimensions, Definitions, and Scale Items.
https://globeproject.com/data/GLOBE-Dimensions-Definitions-and-Scale-Items.pdf

GLOBE Project. (2020). About. GLOBE 2020. https://www.globeproject.com.

Groote Beverborg, A. O., Sleegers, P. J., Endedijk, M. D., & Veen, K. V. (2015). Towards
sustaining levels of reflective learning: how do transformational leadership, task
interdependence, and self-efficacy shape teacher learning in schools? Societies, 5(1),
93-126. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c5010187

Gumah, B., Wenbin, L., & Aziabah, M. A. (2021). Supervisors’ leadership styles” influence on
foreign teachers’ self-efficacy in a cross-cultural work setting: A moderated mediation
analysis. SAGE Open, 11(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244021994546

Gui, C,, Luo, A., Zhang, P., & Deng, A. (2020). A meta-analysis of transformational leadership in
hospitality research. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management,
32(6), 2137-2154. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCHM-05-2019-0507

Higgins, J. P. T., Thompson, S. G., Deeks, J. J., & Altman, D. G. (2003). Measuring inconsistency
in meta-analyses. British Medical Journal, 327(7414), 557-560.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2010). Cultures and organizations: Software of
the mind. McGraw-Hill.

House, R. J., Dorfman, P. W., Javidan, M., Hanges, P. J., & de Luque, M. F. S. (2013). Strategic
leadership across cultures: GLOBE study of CEO leadership behavior and effectiveness
in 24 countries. Sage.

Hoxha, L., & Hyseni-Duraku, Z. (2017). The relationship between educational leadership and
teachers’ self-efficacy. The European Journal of Social & Behavioural Sciences, 20(3),
261-273. http://dx.doi.org/10.15405/ejsbs.221

Jackson, T. A., Meyer, J. P.,, & Wang, X.-H. (2013). Leadership, commitment, and culture: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 20(1), 84-106.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051812466919

Kirk, J. M. (2016). Principal leadership and teachers’ sense of self-efficacy: A meta-analysis
[Doctoral dissertation, The George Washington University, Washington].
https://www.proquest.com/openview/d109b26163f723f023f44e63e7863961/1?pq-
origsite=gscholar&chl=18750

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2006). Transformational school leadership for large scale reform:
Effects on students, teachers, and their classroom practices. School Effectiveness and
School Improvement, 17(2), 201-227. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450600565829

Leong, L. Y. C.,, & Fischer, R. (2011). Is transformational leadership universal? A meta-
analytical investigation of multifactor leadership questionnaire means across cultures.
Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 18(2), 164-174.
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1548051810385003

Li, P., Sun, J.-M., Taris, T. W., Xing, L., & Peeters, M. C. (2021). Country differences in the
relationship between leadership and employee engagement: A meta-analysis. The

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569
https://globeproject.com/data/GLOBE-Dimensions-Definitions-and-Scale-Items.pdf
https://www.globeproject.com/
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc5010187
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244021994546
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-05-2019-0507
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.327.7414.557
http://dx.doi.org/10.15405/ejsbs.221
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051812466919
https://www.proquest.com/openview/d109b26163f723f023f44e63e7863961/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750
https://www.proquest.com/openview/d109b26163f723f023f44e63e7863961/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243450600565829
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/1548051810385003

Kaya and Kogyigit | al

Leadership Quarterly, 32(1), Article 101458.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458

Luo, W., Foo Seong Ng, D., Nguyen, D., Ng, P. T., & Salleh, H. (2020). Transformational
leadership and its relations to teacher outcomes in Singapore: Mastery goals and self-
efficacy as mediators. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 21(3), 618-634.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2020.1811879

Mehdinezhad, V., & Mansouri, M. (2016). School principals’ leadership behaviours and its
relation with teachers’ sense of self-efficacy. International Journal of Instruction, 9(2),
51-60. https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2016.924a

Northouse, P. G. (2010). Leadership: Theory and practice. Sage.

Panayiotou, A., Kyriakides, L., Creemers, B.P.M. et al. (2014). Teacher behavior and student
outcomes: Results of a European study. Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and
Accountability, 26, 73-93. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9182-x

Pieterse, A. N., van Knippenberg, D., Schippers, M., & Stam, D. (2010). Transformational and
transactional leadership and innovative behavior: the moderating role of psychological
empowerment.  Journal of  Organizational  Behavior,  31(4), 609-623.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.650 z

Polatcan, M., Arslan, P., & Balci, A. (2021). The mediating effect of teacher self-efficacy
regarding the relationship between transformational school leadership and teacher
agency. Educational Studies [advance online publication].
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1894549

Runhaar, P., Sanders, K., & Yang, H. (2010). Stimulating teachers’ reflection and feedback
asking: An interplay of self-efficacy, learning goal orientation, and transformational
leadership. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(5), 1154-1161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.02.011

Schwarzer, R., Schmitz, G. S., & Daytner, G. T. (1999). The Teacher Self-Efficacy scale.
https://userpage.fu-berlin.de/~health/teacher_se.htm

Steers, R. M., Sanchez-Runde, C. J.,, & Nardon, L. (2010). Management across cultures:
Challenges and strategies. Cambridge University Press.

Tai, D. W. S,, Hu, Y.-C,, Wang, R., & Chen, J.-L. (2012). What is the impact of teacher self-
efficacy on the student learning outcome? In Pudlowski, Z. J. (Ed.), 3rd WIETE Annual
Conference on Engineering and Technology Education Conference Proceedings (pp. 77-
82). World Institute for Engineering and Technology Education (WIETE).
http://www.wiete.com.au/conferences/3wiete/Pages/15-Tai-D.pdf

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. A. (2001). Teacher self-efficacy: Capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 783-805.
https://doi.org/10.1016/5S0742-051X(01)00036-1

UNESCO. (2011). International Standard Classification of Education.
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/international-standard-
classification-of-education-isced-2011-en.pdf

Valckx, J., Vanderlinde, R., & Devos, G. (2020). Departmental PLCs in secondary schools: The
importance of transformational leadership, teacher autonomy, and teachers’ self-
efficacy. Educational Studies, 46(3), 282-301.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2019.1584851

Windlinger, R., Warwas, J., & Hostettler, U. (2020). Dual effects of transformational leadership
on teacher efficacy in close and distant leadership situations. School Leadership &
Management, 40(1), 64-87. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1585339

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101458
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2020.1811879
https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2016.924a
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11092-013-9182-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.650
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1894549
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.02.011
https://userpage.fu-berlin.de/~health/teacher_se.htm
http://www.wiete.com.au/conferences/3wiete/Pages/15-Tai-D.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00036-1
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/international-standard-classification-of-education-isced-2011-en.pdf
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/international-standard-classification-of-education-isced-2011-en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2019.1584851
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1585339

Kaya and Kogyigit | a7

Yada, A., Tolvanen, A., Malinen, O. P., Imai-Matsumura, K., Shimada, H., Koike, R., &
Savolainen, H. (2019). Teachers’ self-efficacy and the sources of efficacy: A cross-
cultural investigation in Japan and Finland. Teaching and Teacher Education, 81, 13-24.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.01.014

Zhao, N., Fan, D., & Chen, Y. (2021). Understanding the impact of transformational leadership
on project success: A meta-analysis perspective. Computational Intelligence and
Neuroscience, 2021, Article 7517791. https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/7517791

APPENDIX I.: Studies Included in the Meta-Analysis

Ab Samad, R. S., Abd Wahab, H., Sukor, M. I. R, & Wei, L. Y. (2017). Contribution of
headmaster transformational leadership towards teachers’ sense of efficacy in under-
enrolled primary schools in Port Dickson. MOJEM: Malaysian Online Journal of
Educational Management, 4(4), 66-80. https://doi.org/10.22452/mojem.vol4no4.5

Beverborg, A. O. G., Sleegers, P. J., & Van Veen, K. (2015). Fostering teacher learning in VET
colleges: Do leadership and teamwork matter? Teaching and Teacher Education, 48,
22-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.01.015

Buri¢, I., Parmac Kovaci¢, M., & Hui¢, A. (2021). Transformational leadership and instructional
quality during the covid-19 pandemic: A moderated mediation analysis. Drustvena
IstraZivanja: ~ Casopis ~Za  Opcla  Drustvena  Pitanja,  30(2), 181-202.
https://doi.org/10.5559/di.30.2.01

Choi, J., & Kang, W. (2021). Effects of transformational leadership on teachers’ self-efficacy in
education for sustainable development: A serial mediation analysis. Cypriot Journal of
Educational Sciences, 16(5), 2534-2547. https://doi.org/10.18844/cjes.v16i5.6343

Demir, K. (2008). Transformational leadership and collective efficacy: The moderating roles of
collaborative culture and teachers’ self-efficacy. Eurasian Journal of Educational
Research (EJER), 33, 93-112. https://ejer.com.tr/wp-
content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008 issue_33.pdftpage=96

Dou, D., Devos, G., & Valcke, M. (2016). The effects of autonomy gap in personnel policy,
principal leadership and teachers’ self-efficacy on their organizational commitment.
Asia Pacific Education Review, 17(2), 339-353. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-016-
9428-7

Francisco, C. D. (2019). School principals’ transformational leadership styles and their effects
on teachers’ self-efficacy. International Journal of Advanced Research, 7(10), 622-635.
http://dx.doi.org/10.21474/1JAR01/9875

Geijsel, F. P., Sleegers, P. J., Stoel, R. D., & Kriger, M. L. (2009). The effect of teacher
psychological and school organizational and leadership factors on teachers’
professional learning in Dutch schools. The Elementary School Journal, 109(4), 406-
427. https://doi.org/10.1086/593940

Groote Beverborg, A. O., Sleegers, P. J., Endedijk, M. D., & Veen, K. V. (2015). Towards
sustaining levels of reflective learning: how do transformational leadership, task
interdependence, and self-efficacy shape teacher learning in schools? Societies, 5(1),
93-126. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c5010187

Gumah, B., Wenbin, L., & Aziabah, M. A. (2021). Supervisors’ leadership styles” influence on
foreign teachers’ self-efficacy in a cross-cultural work setting: A moderated mediation
analysis. SAGE Open, 11(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244021994546

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/7517791
https://doi.org/10.22452/mojem.vol4no4.5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.01.015
https://doi.org/10.5559/di.30.2.01
https://doi.org/10.18844/cjes.v16i5.6343
https://ejer.com.tr/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008_issue_33.pdf#page=96
https://ejer.com.tr/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/ejer_2008_issue_33.pdf#page=96
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-016-9428-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-016-9428-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.21474/IJAR01/9875
https://doi.org/10.1086/593940
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc5010187
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244021994546

Kaya and Kogyigit | 03

Hoxha, L., & Hyseni-Duraku, Z. (2017). The relationship between educational leadership and
teachers’ self-efficacy. The European Journal of Social & Behavioural Sciences, 20(3),
261-273. http://dx.doi.org/10.15405/ejsbs.221

Kurt, T., Duyar, I., & Calik, T. (2012). Are we legitimate yet? A closer look at the casual
relationship mechanisms among principal leadership, teacher self-efficacy and
collective efficacy. Journal of Management Development, 31(1), 71-86.

Ling, T. P, Pihie, Z. A. L., Asimirin, S., & Fooi, F. S. (2015). The influence of transformational
school leadership on teacher efficacy in Malaysian secondary school teachers.
International Journal of Social Science Research, 3(2), 73-85.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ijssr.v3i2.7794

Liu, W., & Gumah, B. (2020). Leadership style and self-efficacy: The influences of feedback.
Journal of Psychology in Africa, 30(4), 289-294.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2020.1777033

Luo, W., Foo Seong Ng, D., Nguyen, D., Ng, P. T., & Salleh, H. (2020). Transformational
leadership and its relations to teacher outcomes in Singapore: Mastery goals and self-
efficacy as mediators. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 21(3), 618-634.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2020.1811879

Mehdinezhad, V., & Mansouri, M. (2016). School principals’ leadership behaviours and its
relation with teachers’ sense of self-efficacy. International Journal of Instruction, 9(2),
51-60. http://www.e-iji.net/dosyalar/iji_2016_2_4.pdf

Ninkovi¢, S. R., & Knezevi¢ Flori¢, O. C. (2018). Transformational school leadership and teacher
self-efficacy as predictors of perceived collective teacher efficacy. Educational
Management Administration & Leadership, 46(1), 49-64.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216665842

Polatcan, M., Arslan, P., & Balci, A. (2021). The mediating effect of teacher self-efficacy
regarding the relationship between transformational school leadership and teacher
agency. Educational Studies [advance online publication].
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1894549

Runhaar, P., Sanders, K., & Yang, H. (2010). Stimulating teachers’ reflection and feedback
asking: An interplay of self-efficacy, learning goal orientation, and transformational
leadership. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(5), 1154-1161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.02.011

Sehgal, P., Nambudiri, R., & Mishra, S. K. (2017). Teacher effectiveness through self-efficacy,
collaboration and principal leadership. International Journal of Educational
Management, 31(4), 505-517. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JEM-05-2016-0090

Thomas, L., Tuytens, M., Devos, G. Kelchtermans, G., & Vanderlinde, R. (2020).
Transformational school leadership as a key factor for teachers’ job attitudes during
their first year in the profession. Educational Management Administration &
Leadership, 48(1), 106-132. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218781064

Thoonen, E. E., Sleegers, P. J., Oort, F. J., Peetsma, T. T., & Geijsel, F. P. (2011). How to
improve teaching practices: The role of teacher motivation, organizational factors, and
leadership  practices.  Educational ~ Administration — Quarterly, 47(3), 496-536.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218781064

Valckx, J., Vanderlinde, R., & Devos, G. (2020). Departmental PLCs in secondary schools: The
importance of transformational leadership, teacher autonomy, and teachers’ self-
efficacy. Educational Studies, 46(3), 282-301.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2019.1584851

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


http://dx.doi.org/10.15405/ejsbs.221
http://dx.doi.org/10.5296/ijssr.v3i2.7794
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2020.1777033
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2020.1811879
http://www.e-iji.net/dosyalar/iji_2016_2_4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216665842
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2021.1894549
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-05-2016-0090
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218781064
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143218781064
https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2019.1584851

Kaya and Kogyigit | a4

Windlinger, R., Warwas, J., & Hostettler, U. (2020). Dual effects of transformational leadership
on teacher efficacy in close and distant leadership situations. School Leadership &
Management, 40(1), 64-87. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1585339

Zheng, X., Yin, H., & Wang, M. (2018). Leading with teachers’ emotional labour: Relationships
between leadership practices, emotional labour strategies and efficacy in China.
Teachers and Teaching, 24(8), 965-979.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1508432

ABOUT THE CONTRIBUTORS

Metin Kaya: istanbul Medipol University, Faculty of Education, Department of Educational
Sciences, 34815, istanbul, Turkiye.

Email: metinkaya439@gmail.com

ORCID ID: 0000-0002-8287-4929

Mehmet Kogyigit: Afyon Kocatepe University, Faculty of Education, Department of Educational
Sciences, 03200 Afyonkarahisar, Tlrkiye.

Email: mkocyigit@aku.edu.tr
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-1836-844X

Publisher’s Note: UNIVERSITEPARK Limited remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published
maps and institutional affiliations.

Ed Process IntJ | 2023 | 12(1): 37-34.


https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2019.1585339
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2018.1508432
mailto:metinkaya439@gmail.com
mailto:mkocyigit@aku.edu.tr

