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the study concluded that principals’ distributed leadership
significantly contributed to student engagement through
teacher self-efficacy. The results suggest that when school
leadership responsibilities are distributed more broadly,
teachers’ sense of efficacy is enhanced, improving student
engagement in the learning process. Thus, the study'sfindings
have practical, theoretical, and policy implications.
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Introduction

The first idea of pupil engagement was to comprehend school
dropouts (Fredricks et al., 2004). This concept has attracted the interest
of scholars since the mid-1990s due to its positive correlation with
students' overall development throughout the educational process
(Coates, 2005). The primary causes of the increase in pupil engagement
in research were determined by Fredricks et al. (2016). It has preventive
benefits against dropout and disruptive behavior, and it is malleable
to changes in interventions. The worldwide emphasis on improving
student engagement has led to a systematic search for its antecedents
and significant outcomes (Lei et al., 2018). Advanced levels of student
engagement are therefore linked with favorable learning outcomes,
including good academic success, as evidenced by empirical research
(Ali & Hassan, 2018; Archambault et al., 2009; Karacabey et al., 2022).
The primary focus of engagement is on how actively students
participate in educational activities. This encompasses intricate
concepts such as how students engage in educational activities that

result in behavioral, emotional, and cognitive outcomes (Ben-Eliyahu
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et al., 2018; Fredricks et al., 2016). Regular attendance, a positive

attitude toward learning activities, and active involvement in class and
extracurricular activities are all examples of behavioral engagement in
students (Fredricks et al., 2016). According to Lawson and Lawson
(2013), cognitive engagement includes students' time and effort put
into academic assignments or attitudes toward schooling, the use of
metacognitive abilities and learning techniques, and the appreciation
of learning. Appleton (2006) states that emotional involvement
includes kids' affective and emotional connection, reactions to school
and educational activities, psychological attachment or sentiments
toward their school and learning, and relationships with instructors
and classmates.

There are significant factors that determine students’ engagement in
their learning activities, such as parent, friend, and education
institution-related factors (Audas & Willms, 2001; Ejigu & Belay, 2022;
Sahil, 2010). Leadership practices can impact student engagementand
learning. School leadership provides a supportive school climate for
student engagement by offering academic leadership, resource
provision, and effective communication (Trowler, 2013). Similarly,
collaborative and shared leadership can create conducive
environments that promote students' learning (Kezar, 2005).

In this regard, DL is linked with students” engagement and effective
learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Trowler, 2013). An empirical
evidence review showed that the dispersal of leadership to many
individuals had a more significant influence on schools and students
through improving teacher capacity, work conditions, motivation, and
commitment, which in turn improved student learning outcomes
(Ross et al., 2016). There are different models of DL. Spillane's
Framework (2006), for instance, characterizes DL as a dispersed
activity encompassing leaders, followers, and the circumstance. It
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emphasizes the procedure of leadership rather than particular
characteristics or jobs. Harris and Muijs's (2004) Model of DL 2004

promotes emergent, lateral, and socially distributed leadership with

the intent to nurture professional learning communities along with
capacity within schools. Contemporary studies, such as Galdames-
Calderdn (2023), emphasize the critical significance of customizing
DL models to local socio-cultural and institutional contexts. The
present study followed Hulpia et al.’s (2009) model of DL. Hulpia et
al.’s (2009) identified several constructs or key elements of DL:
collaboration within the leadership team (which involves mutual
support and encouragement), leadership support (focused on defining
and promoting the school's vision while inspiring and motivating
teachers), leadership supervision (entailing the observation and
management of teachers), and the active involvement and influence of
teachers in the decision-making process.

DL is increasingly favored and has garnered scholarly attention
around the globe in general and in the Ethiopian secondary schools
context in particular, compared to earlier leadership theories, which
emphasize the attributes of a single leader to school effectiveness, for
several reasons. Primarily, policy reforms have demanded increased
leadership accountability and improved student achievement, which
require shared leadership responsibilities (Gumus et al., 2018). Second,
the heroic (a single individual) leadership approach failed to address
the contemporary schools” complexity and dynamism (Harris, 2008).
Third, school principals possess multiple responsibilities, which make
it difficult for a single individual to perform (Bush, 2023; Ross et al.,
2016). Fourth, the trends of decentralized educational management
necessitated stakeholders’ involvement in school decisions (Gumus et
al., 2018). Evidence also revealed that the distribution of leadership
practices had positive school-level, teacher-level, and student-level
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outcomes (Printy & Liu, 2021; Tian et al., 2016). Thus, this research
investigation examines DL as a theoretical construct and an empirical

method for improving educational performance in Ethiopian schools.
Teachers can employ a wide range of techniques to affect students'
engagement in their education, which is the other school-related
component. According to empirical data, one of the key elements
influencing students' learning engagement was their instructors’
encouragement and support (Fredricks et al., 2016; Sahil, 2010).
Furthermore, according to Ali and Hassan (2018), teachers play an
important role in encouraging student participation by organizing and
carrying out pertinent activities. Since teachers have authority over
classroom education, it has potential as a means of improving student
engagement (Turner et al., 2014; Thien & Chan, 2022; Zee & Koomen,
2016).

Teacher efficacy has three dimensions such as instructional strategies
(ability to employ different teaching methods), teacher efficacy in
student engagement (belief in inspiring and energizing students to
learn), and teacher efficacy in classroom management (belief in
preserving classroom order) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Liuetal,
2021). Consequently, this influences how involved students are in
educational activities (Thien & Chan, 2022; Klassen et al., 2011).
Teacher self-efficacy can be influenced by leadership practices (Harris,
2008; Thien & Adams, 2021; Tian et al., 2016). Moreover, leadership
practices influence teacher efficacy ( Leonard & Maulding Green,
2018). Likewise, it was revealed that school leadership influences
teacher self-efficacy through shared decision-making, instructional
feedback, and opportunities for collaboration (Muthiah et al., 2019;
Nelson, 2018). Moreover, teachers' self-efficacy is more likely to
increase when the school leadership team works collaboratively,
provides strong support, and involves teachers in decision-making
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(Arbabi & Mehdinezhad, 2016; Paletta et al., 2020). Hence, these
practices are associated with DL (Bolden, 2011; Spillane, 2006). DL
practices have significantly affected teachers' self-efficacy (Hulpia et
al., 2009; Thien & Chan, 2022).In the present study context, in Ethiopia,

there have been efforts to broaden the participation of teachers,

students, and parents in the structures and processes of school
leadership. Thus, the country's education and training policy and
reforms have pledged to democratize and decentralize educational
management (Berhanu, 2023a; Berhanu & Gobie, 2023; Ministry of
Education, 2023). Furthermore, Ethiopian secondary schools have
implemented structures that may encourage DL. For instance, thereare
principals, assistant principals (s), department heads for each subject
taught, unit leaders, school management teams, homeroom teachers,
and coordinators of co-curricular activities. Each teacher has
additional leadership roles and responsibilities beyond their actual
teaching duties (Mitchell, 2017; Berhanu, 2024). This suggests some
form of structure and practice of leadership distribution to utilize
school communities' knowledge, skills, experiences, and viewpointsto
improve school performance (Berhanu, 2023b).

Reviewing international and local studies, the researcher identified the
following significant gaps that this research intended to address. First,
theoretically, most previous studies were focused on the challenges
and practice of DL. Moreover, the available empirical evidence that
shows the effects of DL on teacher self-efficacy was contextually
established in a Western context (Clifton, 2017; Harris, 2014; Liu et al.,
2021). For instance, a systematic review published between 2010 and
2022 on DL found contextually in Europe (32.5%), North America
(29.1%), and Asia (26.7%) (Mifsud, 2023). However, an international
data set of 32 countries showed that context influences DL practices
(Printy & Liu, 2021). However, unlike many Western cultures, several
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African cultures, including Ethiopia, are greatly collectivist (Baker &

Campbell, 2013). Collectivist cultures prioritize relationships, shared
responsibilities within the group, and maintaining interpersonal
harmony (Hofstede et al., 2010). Hence, leaders of highly collectivist
cultures see themselves more as group members, and group decisions
obtain more acceptance than single principles. Moreover, empirical
evidence on DL in the Ethiopian context is required to enlarge the
globalized understanding of the construct and its cultural adequacy.
Local studies, on the other hand (Asrat, 2017; Dejene, 2014; Misgana,
2017; Shimelis, 2018) were conducted on the practice and challengesof
DL in primary schools, Addis Ababa University, Hadiya zone, and
Aksum town public secondary schools, respectively. They have failed
to determine how leadership distribution affects teachers’ and
students’ related variables.

Second, in terms of methodology, most studies were small-scale, either
case studies or included two or three schools as a sample, which might
lessen the generalizability of the study or may not be significant to
large-scale interventions. Third, local studies mainly focused on
principals' sole role in distributed leadership, neglecting other school
leaders' (vice principals, unit leaders, department heads, and other
teachers) roles. Fourth, previous studies lack consistency and
comprehensiveness; they did not investigate the combined effects of
DL and self-efficacy on student learning engagement. The impact of
DL on student outcomes, like engagement and achievement, has
shown inconsistent results. Some of them indicated leadership
practices had a direct effect on student engagement (Harris & Muijs,
2004; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). The others showed the influence of
leadership on students’ learning and engagement indirectly through
improving work conditions and teacher-level variables (Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2008). In the Ethiopian context, where teacher motivation and
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student participation are ongoing concerns, the relationship between

DL, teacher self-efficacy, and student engagement remains
underexplored. Therefore, the general objective of the study is to
examine the contribution of DL practices to students' engagement as
mediated by teachers' self-efficacy in secondary schools in the state of
Ambhara, Ethiopia. Based on the above objectives and the empirical
evidence, the following hypotheses were formulated to address these
gaps:

H1: Distributed leadership, teacher self-efficacy, and student
engagement each show meaningful patterns in Ethiopian secondary

schools.

H2: Schools that practice more distributed leadership tend to see

higher levels of teachers' self-efficacy and student engagement.

H3: Teachers’ confidence in their abilities (self-efficacy) helps explain

how distributed leadership influences student engagement.

By addressing the aforementioned gaps and testing hypotheses, the
current research provides context-specific insights that might im prove
the development of leaders and educational reform initiatives in
Ethiopian settings. This research is significant because it examineshow
leadership is distributed in Ethiopian secondary schools, how
confident secondary schools are in their skills, and how engaged
pupils are in learning. These three areas—distributed leadership,
teacher self-efficacy, and student engagement—are inextricably
linked, particularly in Ethiopian secondary schools that face problems
such as large class sizes, scarcity of resources, and heavy workloads.
In Ethiopia, there is a rising inspire in giving educational institutions

more decision-making authority and increasing teacher involvement
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and empowerment in leadership (Berhanu, 2025). However, in

practice, many schools continue to rely on top-down administration,
which can leave teachers feeling unsupported and students less
engaged. Exploring how leadership may be shared more effectively
can help schools capitalize on their teachers' skills, establish trust, and
enhance student results. By concentrating on Ethiopian secondary
schools, this study reveals what works—and what doesn't—in this
specific setting, providing insights that may be used to improve
leadership training, teacher development, and policies that promote

student learning in meaningful ways.

1.2. Theoretical Framew ork of the Study

DL is theoretically grounded in a combination of activity theory,
distributed cognition, system theory, and social constructionist theory.
Based on these theories, leadership is viewed as a set of social (shared)
and collaborative practices, not solely the single individual activity,
but dynamic interfaces among leaders, the situations and all
organizational members' knowledge and expertise are utilized to
achieve the desired results (Clifton, 2017; Harris, 2007; Harris & Muijs,
2004; K. A. Leithwood et al., 2009).

Self-efficacy's theoretical foundation is grounded in social cognitive
theory, which emphasizes that people have self-beliefs that govern
their ideas, feelings, and behaviors. According to Bandura's (2006)
suggestion, self-knowledge regarding one's efficacy is influenced by
data gathered from vicarious experiences (the modeling of others, such
as school leaders' leadership practice), verbal or social persuasion
(positive or negative feedback), and the understanding of one's own
emotional and physical responses (Bandura, 1997).

Student engagement is linked to Astin's (1999) theory of involvement,
which suggests that the extent of time and energy students devote to
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academic and extracurricular activities determines their persistence

and success in their learning. Hence, following the introduction of
Bandura's social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), how efficacy
influences teachers' competency and actions has garnered researchers
attention. Teachers' sense of efficacy, therefore, is conceptualized as
teachers' judgment of their ability to bring about the expected results
of student learning and engagement (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
In line with the above theoretical frameworks, the study proposed that
the distribution of leadership functions, such as supportive leaders'
feedback, setting clear directions and goals, having and working onthe
same goal, and encouraging contribution in making decisions,
influences teachers' self-efficacy, which is more likely to affect student
engagement. In line with the discussions made above about the
relationship between variables under consideration, the conceptual

framework for the study was created as follows.

Teacher self-efficacy
-Efficacy for student engagement
-Efficacy for classroom management
-Efficacy for instruction

Distributed leadership
- Distribution of leadership
support
-Distribution of leadership
supervision
- Cooperative leadership team
- Participative decision
making

Student Engagement

-Behavioral engagement
-Emotional engagement
- Cognitive engagement

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study
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Methodology

Research Design

This study used a quantitative approach. This approach entails
gathering and analyzing quantitative data (Creswell & Clark, 2017).
Quantitative data helped researchers to investigate significant
relationships and the effects of variables on student engagement. This
study was carried out using a cross-sectional survey. A cross-sectional
survey approach was used (Subedi, 2016to show the direction and
intensity of the correlations between DL practices, teachers' self-
efficacy, and student engagement.

Participants

The target population of this study was secondary school teachers in
the regional state of Amhara, Ethiopia. In the region, there were twelve
zones (East Gojjam, Awi, South Gonder, South Wollo, Central Gondar,
West Gojjam, West Gondar, Oromia, North Gondar, North Wollo,
North Showa, and Waghimra) and three metropolitan cities (Bahir
Dar, Gondar City, and Dessie City) by the year 2020/2021. Based on the
ANSREB report (2021), in the region, there are 39,247 (male=29,533,
female=9,714) teachers in 652 secondary schools.

Since the number of secondary schools (652 in 2020/2021) and the
number of woredas were large, multistage sampling was used to
obtain sample respondents. In applying multistage cluster sampling,
the researchers divided the population into groups (zones and
woredas) in two phases for better data collection, management, and
interpretation (Cohen et al., 2018). In the first stage, five zones were
selected randomly out of fifteen zones in the region (Awi, East Gojjam,
South Gondar, Bahir Dar City, and South Wollo). Since there was not
an equal number of woredas (districts) in each zone (province), 11

woredas were chosen using proportionate random selection in the
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second phase. In accordance with the quantity of teachers available,

sample respondents were ultimately chosen from the sample districts.
Regional data for 2020-21 showed that there were 3753 teachers in the
sample districts (ANSREB, 2021). To ensure that representatives from
each sample district were chosen, a proportionate stratified random
sampling procedure was employed to choose the sample teachers (Gay
et al., 2012). The Cochran formula was utilized to calculate the sample
size (Cochran, 1977) as it works well with large populations and allows
researchers to determine the ideal sample size given a desired degree
of precision. Furthermore, because the method considers effect size
and minimizes sample errors, it was considered appropriate for
multistage sampling. When calculating the sample size, Cochran
advises multiplying the computed value by the investigation's number
of steps.. Accordingly, the sample size for this study was 350 out of
3753 teachers with a 0.05 accuracy. The sample size was 700 after
multiplying 350 by the number of steps the investigation underwent.
In terms of school type, 27 (45%) were rural and 33(55%) were urban.
Proportional to the number of teachers in those schools, 305 (42.7%)
and 409 (57.3%) respondents participated from rural and urban
schools, respectively. Additionally, the study's total sample size was
771, who completed questionnaires based on the 10% non-response
rate recommended by Cohen and colleagues (Cohen et al., 2018).
Data Collection Instruments

Three study variables were treated as study variables. Before using
instruments in the main study, data collection instruments (
questionnaire) validity and reliability were checked through the pilot
study. Hence, before using the instruments for the actual data
collection, to better capture the nuances of the target respondents'
language, the original scales were translated into Amharic (the local
tongue) using bilingual translators of English and psychology
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instructors. The questionnaires were subjected to forward and

backward translation to certify the accuracy of the translation. The
instruments were piloted and validated using 92 teachers from Nigus
Tekle Haymanot’s secondary school in Debre Markos town, which was
omitted from the main study. The pilot test of scales was carried out to
ensure their reliability (internal consistency), which was assessed
using the Cronbach alpha coefficient or inter-item correlation.
Moreover, Cronbach's alpha measured the extent to which responses
were consistent across the items within a construct (Collier, 2020). As
indicated in Table 2, the minimum item-total correlation was .311 (for
team cooperation), which exceeded the recommended value.30 (De
Vaus & de Vaus, 2013). Accordingly, all items were maintained for
further analysis. The Cronbach alpha values for all variables
considered in this study ranged from «a = 0.763 for normative

commitment to a = 0.911 for cognitive engagement.
Table 1.

Cronbach Alpha Values and Minimum Item-Total Correlationsfor the Study
Variables

Number  Minimum Cronbach's Cronbach
The Study Variables of item-total alpha Alpha
and dimensions items Correlation if item (o)

observed deleted

Leadership support 10 406 .844 .844
Leadership supervision 3 .641 .800 .834
Team cooperation 10 311 .881 772
Participative decision 6 .541 .827 .839
making
Behavioral Eng. 12 321 .894 .887
Emotional Eng. 5 .682 .887 .896
Cognitive Eng. 10 497 912 911
Efficacy for Student 4 .553 815 .820
Engagement
Efficacy for Classroom 4 517 .822 .808
Management
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Efficacy for 4 .555 .858 .844

Instructional Strategies

The DL practice scale

The DL practice was used to measure leadership distribution among
formal positions. It was adapted from Hulpia to address schools' DL
practices (Hulpia, 2009). The instrument has 29 items with four
dimensions: leadership support (10 items), supervision (3 items),
teamwork (10 items), and teacher participation in decision-making (6
items). The items are valued on a 5-point Likert scale for each
dimension ( 0 (never) to 4 (always)). Sample item includes: The
leadership team provides organizational support for teacher
interaction. The DLI reliability scores were previously tested using
Cronbach's alpha coefficient on a sample of 1,902 Belgian respondents.
They were found to have a high (=.91 to .93) internal consistency
(Hulpia et al., 2009). The present study’s EFA results indicate the
variances explained by each of the four components extracted. The
four components jointly explained 70.038% of the variance of the
inventory. An alpha coefficient exceeding .80 is highly reliable (Cohen
et al., 2018).

Student Engagement Scale

The researchers developed the Student Engagement Scale (SES)
because a well-validated and reliable survey was needed. The
developed survey was an other-rater form (teacher ratings of
students). Most student engagement scales were self-rated or lacked
multidimensionality, validity, and reliability reports (Fredricks &
McColskey, 2012). This study needed a teacher-rater student
engagement scale, bearing in mind the statistical assumptions that test

a hypothesized model using homogeneous data collected from the
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same respondents. Hence, the scale was developed and validated

based on the literature and its multidimensional constructs. For
example, emotional engagement (interest, a sense of belonging, and a
positive learning attitude) was measured using five items (e.g., I feel
that students enjoy when they do their class work). The items were
piloted, and alpha coefficients ranged from 83 to .91, suggestingabove-
acceptable internal consistency (Cohen et al., 2018). The range of
responses includes: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Slightly Agree,
4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree. Hence, a self-developed scale of
student engagement was given to 20 subject experts (psychology
instructors) to rate items in the sub-scales into one of three categories:
“essential,” “useful, or “not necessary." The items exhibited strong
content validity to assess their various dimensions, as indicated by the
estimated content validity ratios (CVRs) 0f.83.87, and.90 for
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive involvement, respectively.
According to Lawshe, a content validity guarantee is provided by
expert agreement of 50% or more. The instruments' convergent and
discriminant validity were also guaranteed using component analysis.
Three factors were identified by the exploratory factor analysis as the
cause of 62.41% of the variation. With an eigenvalue of 13.47,
component 1 (cognitive engagement) accounted for 49.87% of the
variation, component 2 (behavioral engagement) contributed 6.76%,
and component 3 (emotional engagement) accounted for 5.78% of the

variance.

Teacher self-efficacy

There are various measures of teacher self-efficacy. However, the
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2001) Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale

was utilized in this study. This scale was selected over others due to
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the following reasons: (1) the scale was developed based on Bandura's

concepts of self-efficacy theory (Klassen et al., 2011); (2) it has good
psychometric properties established in various samples; (3) the survey
has been most widely used in empirical studies, and (4) it is a self-
report scale. Therefore, the teachers’ sense of efficacy scale yielded
stable factor structure across countries (Ruan et al.,, 2015), was
employed to measure the teachers' sense of self-efficacy. Each item
indicates a response from: 1=none at all, 2=very little, 3=some degree,
4=quite a bit, 5=a great deal. Sample items for efficacy for classroom
management dimensions include: I control disruptive behavior in the
classroom and get children to follow classroom rules. Twelve items
made up the scale, four for each of the three sub-factors: instructional
techniques, classroom management, and self-efficacy for student
involvement. Exploratory factor analysis was used to determine the
underlying elements (components) of teachers' self-efficacy. The
twelve items had a high factor load. Accordingly, self-efficacy for
classroom management (component 2) explained 11.99% of the
variance, self-efficacy for instruction (component 3), and self-efficacy
for student engagement (component 1) explained 10.08% and 49.98%
of the variance, respectively. Together, the three elements explained
around 72.05 percent of the variation. The pilot study results revealed
internal consistency values for DL subscales: team cooperation,
supervision, participation in decision-making, and leadership support,
which were found to be .77,.83,.84, and.84, respectively. Cronbach's
alpha values for all sub-scale instruments were higher than the

permissible (> 0.7).

Data Collection Procedures and Methods to Minimize Bias
First, the instruments for data collection were ready for administration.

After ethical approval, the permission letter was given to the districts'
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education offices. Then, a list of teachers with their school names was

obtained. Appointments were arranged with teachers. In the following
days, the discussion was conducted with sample teachers, such as
informing them that their participation was voluntary. Orientation
about how to fill out the questionnaires was given, and an agreement
was made with the respondents regarding the time they would return
the questionnaires. Finally, the researcher distributed the
questionnaires in sample schools, and explanations were given to
those who needed them during administration.

To address possible method bias in the current investigation, the
authors used a variety of measures targeted at reducing bias in the data
acquired via self-report questionnaires. Procedurally, the researchers
ensured that questionnaire items were well phrased and
straightforward, reducing the possibility of misinterpretation during
the pilot study. Furthermore, participants were guaranteed
confidentiality of their comments, which can reduce social desirability
bias and encourage more honest reporting (Jordan & Troth, 2020).
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) examines measurement model fit
and helps identify and control method bias (Rodriguez-Ardura &
Meseguer-Artola, 2020). As a consequence, using procedural
precautions (e.g., clear items, anonymity) and statistical checks (CFA
analysis), researchers made several corrections (e.g., item
improvements and excluding problematic items), and we concluded
that method bias had no significant effect on the results of this study.
Data Analysis and Assumption Testing

Before data analysis, there were issues to be considered. In this regard,
data coding, data cleaning, preliminary analysis (missing values,
errors, outliers, and skewed distribution), and statistical assumptions
for structural equation modeling (normality, multicollinearity,

linearity, and homoscedasticity) of the quantitative data were
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inspected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). The missing data were
addressed through the maximum likelihood method before the

analysis (Collier, 2020). Univariate and multivariate outliers were also
checked. EFA and CFA were conducted to determine the instruments
convergent and discriminant validity.

As suggested by authorities in the field, before quantitative data
analysis, data screening (missing values, errors, outliers, and a non-
normal (skewed) distribution, preliminary analysis, and testing of
statistical assumptions were done (Collier, 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell,
2019). Descriptive statistics outputs were inspected for errors (scores
falling outside the possible range) and missing values for each item.
Values that fell outside the possible range were checked based on the
survey codes; the minimum and maximum scores fell within therange
of each item. Missing values were detected by computing the
frequencies of items. From the total data set, less than 5% missing
values are tolerable (Kline, 2023). Less than 2% of missing data was
found scattered randomly in different cases and considered tolerable
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). However, structural equation modeling
does not allow missing values in the analysis. Therefore, the missing
data were addressed through the maximum likelihood method before
the analysis (Collier, 2020; Hair et al., 2017).

To assess the normal distributions of the data, statistical sketches were
checked. Many sources suggest that the values of normal data
skewness and kurtosis fall between 1 and -1 (Kline, 2023; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2019). The ranges of skewness values were -.95 (leadership
supervision) to .60 (continuance commitment), and kurtosis valueslay
between -.72 (cooperation of the leadership team) and.58 (leadership
supervision), suggesting the data met the normality assumption.
Univariate and multivariate outliers were also checked. To examine
the univariate outlier values of the variables, they were converted to
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standard scores and compared with the threshold of 3.29 (or less than

-3.29) for the standardized residual value. It is suggested that
standardized residual values falling above 3.29 or below -3.29% are
considered univariate outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). In order to
detect multivariate outliers, the Mahalanobis distance was employed
and compared with critical values. With the use of 13 degrees of
freedom and a p <.01 criterion (the critical value of chi-square (x?) is
36.12) for Mahalanobis distance, no multivariate outliers were found
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019).

Before data analysis, the suitability of the data for factor analysis,
correlation tests, and SEM was checked. Most of the assumptions that
many sources recommend include data normality, multicollinearity,
linearity, and homoscedasticity (Collier, 2020; Kline, 2023; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2019). The issue of the normality of the data was addressed in
the data screening and preliminary analysis section. In addition, the
standard residual statistics of the regression were checked and found
to be between -2.37 and 1.75, which were within the recommended
ranges (-3 and 3), suggesting the data satisfied the assumption of
normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019).

To avoid much overlap between latent variables, the multicollinearity
test between constructs was checked by examining the correlation of
independent variables, the variance inflation factor (VIF), and
tolerance values. Multicollinearity becomes a concern when
independent variables are highly correlated (r =.9 and above. In the
present study, the correlation coefficients between .123 and .701,
suggesting the absence of overlapping among constructs (Kline, 2023).
SEM assumes the relationship between predictors and outcome
variables is linear (Kline, 2023). To examine the assumption of linearity
in the combination of variables, the regression residual normal
probability plot (p-plot) was checked.
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Using SPSS-27 and AMOS-23 software, descriptive statistics such as
frequencies and percentages were used to analyze respondents’

background information, and inferential statistics (one-sample T-test,
Pearson correlation, and SEM) were used to analyze the data and
answer the three research questions, respectively. Ethical
Considerations in the Study
The Authors followed the study norms of ethics: do not damage
human subjects. Furthermore, steps were taken to safeguard study
participants, build trust with them, and promote research integrity
(Creswell, 2017). Regarding ethical issues, before conducting the
study, the researchers secured an ethical approval letter from Bahir
Dar University in Ethiopia. Participants provided informed consent
before the study was undertaken. The study's goal, projected length to
fill, and methods were informed to participants. The participant's
anonymity was kept confidential. In general, the study was done

according to the research code of ethics.

Findings
Descriptions of Respondents” Characteristics
771 teachers were given the survey to complete. 736 were returned out
of those. They were examined for completeness, outliers, and
unengaged replies prior to additional analysis. During the data
filtering, 22 surveys were eliminated because of incomplete and
disengaged replies. For the main analysis, 714 survey responses

were employed.
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Table 2
Teachers’ Sociodemographic Characteristics
Teachers’ characteristics Frequency %
Sex Male 527 73.8
Female 187 26.2
Qualification Diploma 10 1.4
First Degree 497 69.6
Second Degree 207 29.0
Teaching Below five years 9 1.26
Experience 5-10 108 15.13
11-16 276 38.60
17 and above 321 44.96
Total 714 100

As shown in Table 2, the respondents” background characteristicswere
analyzed to determine their sex, experience, and professional
experiences. Regarding qualification, this study showed that most
respondents were first-degree and above holders, per the minimum
qualification criteria set by the Ministry of Education of Ethiopia
(Tesfaye, 2014). Concerning professional experience, in the current
study, the highest proportion of sample teachers (83.6%) were well-
experienced (above 11 years) and categorized as in the highly
accomplished and lead teacher career stages, which are recognized as
highly skilled classroom practitioners, serve as role models, lead and
mentor others, and are to some extent familiar with leadership
functions. This might be used as good input for the study because
participants could respond to the survey with awareness of the items
raised.

The status of DL practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and students’
engagement

The first objective of this study was to examine the status of DL
practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and students’ engagement in
secondary schools in the state of Amhara, Ethiopia. Hence, one-sample

t-test statistics were computed. The results are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
One-Sample Test Statistics of DL Practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and
students’ engagement

Study variables Test Value =2.5
Mean
Mean SD T df P  Difference Effectsize
DL Dimensions LDS 249 .86 -385 713 .700 -.012 -.014
LSP 290 .86 12.266 713 .000 .396 .459
CLT 224 83 -8.353 713 .000 -.259 -313
PDM 239 86 -3420 713 .001 -.110 -.128
Average 250 .73 .132 713 .895 .004 .005
Student BHE 259 .79 -13.600 713 .000 -.406 .50
Engagement EME 294 86 -1.823 713 .069 -.059 .10
Dimensions  cGg 277 82 7601 713 .000 -232 28
Average 2.77 .72 8591 713 .000 -.232 32
Self-efficacy ESE 3.57 .86 17.622 713 .000 0.57 .66
Dimensions ECM 407 .81 35475 713 .000 1.07 1.32
EIS 335 .82 11.191 713 .000 0.35 42
Average 3.67 .68 25.845 713 .000 .66 97

Note: CLT: Coherent leadership team; LDS: leadership support; PDM:
participative decision making; LSP: leadership supervision; EME:emotional
engagement, BHE: behavioral engagement, CGE: cognitive engagement;
ESE=Efficacy for Student Engagement, ECM=Efficacy for Classroom
Management, EIS=Efficacy for Instructional Strategies
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As indicated in Table 3, DL functions were practiced at varying levels.
The exhibited average value of DL practices was not significantly
different from the expected (M =2.50, t =.132, df = 713, P >.05). This
revealed that dimensions of DL were implemented at different levels.
Overall, the results provide a clear picture of the existing situation in
Ethiopian secondary schools. On average, Distributed Leadership (DL)
techniques are poorly implemented (the effect size d = 0.005). While
Leadership Supervision comes out with a modest, positive impact (d=
0.459), indicating that administrators are somewhat adept in directing
teachers, other critical aspects, such as team cooperation and shared
decision-making, are underdeveloped in Ethiopian secondary schools.
These underscores continued difficulty in creating coherent leadership
structures, as documented in previous research from Sub-Saharan
Africa.

In relation to student participation, Table 3 shows that, of all the
subscales, emotional engagement had the greatest mean value (M =
2.94, SD = 0.86). The behavioral involvement of the children, on the
other hand, was far lower than anticipated. Cohen's criteria for effect
sizes (Cohen, 1998), which state that d = 0.80, 0.50, and 0.20 indicate
large, medium, and small effects, respectively, were used to classify
the effect size (d = 0.5) as moderate, meaning that the mean degree of
behavioral engagement was moderately below the projected value. But
there was no discernible difference between the average and pupils'
emotional engagement, according to the study. An average degree of
emotional involvement among students was determined by the small
effect size (d =0.10). Student engagement has a moderate averageeffect
(d=0.32). Students are moderately engaged in classroom activities

(Behavioral Engagement, d = 0.50), but their deeper emotional and
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cognitive commitment is limited, which might be due to psychological

or financial constraints typical in the region.

The mean scores on the teacher self-efficacy subscales showed that
teachers had above-average self-efficacy in classroom management,
instructional tactics, and student engagement. The findings showed
that teacher self-efficacy was much greater than normal in terms of
student engagement, instructional tactics, and classroom
management. The results showed significant differences based on
Cohen's effect size benchmarks, with effect sizes of d=0.66 for teacher
self-efficacy in student engagement, d=1.32 for classroom
management, and d=0.42 for instructional strategies. These results
showed that teachers had a significantly higher-than-average sense of
efficacy. Their confidence in their teaching abilities is also positive and

compares favorably to data from other emerging nations.

Therelationship betw een DL Practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and

engagement
Table 4

The relationship between DL Practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and
engagement

Study Variables Distributed Teachers’ self-  Students’

leadership practice efficacy engagement

Distributed 1

leadership practice

Teachers’ self-efficacy .458™ 1

Students’ .500™ 420™ 1
engagement

As shown in Table 4 above, a moderate positive correlation
(r=0.458,p<0.01) exists between distributed leadership practice and
teachers’ self-efficacy, suggesting that as school leaders” distributed
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leadership practice increases, the self-efficacy of teachers also tends to

increase. Similarly, school leaders” distributed leadership practice has
a moderate to strong positive correlation with students” engagement

(r=0.5,p<0.01). All these correlations are statistically significant.

The mediating role of teacher self-efficacy in the relationship
between DL practice and student engagement

The study also aimed to explore the mediating role of teacher self-
efficacy in the relationship between distributed leadership and student
engagement. As presented in Table 5, goodness-of-fit results of the
structural model revealed good model fit indices: x2=3833.1, df=1807,
x2/ df=2.12, P=0.000. The chi-square (x2) statistic shows significant
results. However, its significance doesn't mean the model is bad. Large
sample sizes can make the chi-square value higher (Brown et al, 2019;
Collier, 2020; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Thus, it is advised to look at
other fit indices like CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and RMR for a clearer picture
of how well the model fits. Hence, CF1.94, TLI=.93, RMSEA=.040 and
RMR=. 041, suggesting the data fit the model well.

The standardized regression weight results in Table 5 disclosed that
leadership support (£8=.28, S.E. =.03, p<.05), leaders' supervision (s=.20,
S.E. =03, p<.05), and teachers’ participation in decisions (fs=.13,
S.E.=.04, p<.05) had a significant positive influence on teacher self-
efficacy. However, leadership team cooperation (£5=.03, S.E. =.03,
p=-565) was found to have a non-significant effect on teacher self-
efficacy. The standardized regression results indicated that one
standard deviation variation in leadership support, leaders'
supervision, and teachers' participation in decisions was accompanied
by .28, .20, and .13 variations in teacher self-efficacy, respectively.

Moreover, leaders' supervision and participative decision-making had
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a small effect, and leadership support had a relatively medium effect

on teacher self-efficacy, according to Cohen's (1988) effect size
estimates. This indicated that not all DL dimensions appear to be
equally effective in influencing teacher self-efficacy. Interestingly,
team collaboration did not significantly affect teacher self-efficacy.
This shows that merely increasing teacher collaboration may not be
sufficient to raise confidence or improve teaching. In contrast, when
school leaders give direct assistance and constructive oversight,
teachers may feel more empowered and capable in their
responsibilities.

Table 5

Regression Weight results in Predicting Student Engagement from teacher
self-efficacy and DL practice

8 S.E. CR -
No Hypothesized relationships P
value
Teacher self-efficacy <---
1 .203* .033 4.128 ek
Leadership supervision
Teacher self-efficacy <---
2 L o 133* .035 2.328 .028
Participationin decisions
Teacher self-efficacy <--- Team
3 ) .028 027 575 565
cooperation
Teacher self-efficacy <---
4 ) .284* .031 5.291 e
Leadership support
Studentengagement <---Team
5 ) 164* .029 3.681 e
cooperation
6 Studentengagement <---
) .058 .032 1.148 251
Leadership support
7 Studentengagement <---
. .. -.054 .034 -1.174 240
Leadership supervision
8 Student engagement <---
.193* .037 3.639 e

Participation in decisions
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No Hypothesized relationshi B SE. CR P
0 othesized relationships
yp P value
9 Studentengagement <--- Teacher
) 373* .061 7.144 e
self-efficacy

Squared multiple correlations (R?)

Distributed leadership dimensions 27

Teacher self-efficacy .35

Model fit indices: x>=3833.1, df=1807, x?/ df=2.12, P=0.000, CFI1=.94, TLI=.93,

RMSEA=.040 and RMR=. 041

Note: Mediation was tested using a bootstrap analysis with a 95% confidence

interval. * indicates P<.05
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Figure 2. The mediating role of teacher self-efficacy in the

relationship between DL practice and student engagement

698



Research in Educational Administration & Leadership E E

10(3), September 2025, 672-721 n u

On the other hand, leadership team cooperation (=.16, p<.05) had a

direct significant effect on student engagement. However, leadership
support (£8=.28, p<.05) and leadership supervision (£=.20, p<.05) had
significant indirect positive effects on student engagement through
teacher self-efficacy. Alternatively, participative decision-makinghad
both significant direct (=.13, p<.05) and indirect (=.19, p<.05) effects
on student engagement. The variables had a small to medium effecton
student engagement based on Cohen's (1988) effect size estimates. The
study demonstrates that not all DL dimensions have an equal impact
on student engagement. For example, increasing engagement in
decision-making and teamwork had significant effects, suggestingthat
when teachers feel involved and collaborate effectively, the students
are more likely to remain interested and engaged. However,
leadership support and leadership supervision had no substantial
direct effect. This might be because these dimensions of DL have a
more indirect influence on students, impacting teacher self-
efficacy before influencing their engagement.

The squared multiple correlations (R?) values in Table 5 and Figure 2
showed that DL dimensions (leadership support, leadership
supervision, team cooperation, and teachers' participation in
decisions) jointly accounted for 27% (R? =.27) of the variations in
teachers' self-efficacy. Likewise, DL dimensions and teacher self-
efficacy explained 35% (R? =.35) of the variation in student

engagement.
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Table 6
Mediation analysis results for the effects of teacher efficacy ontherelationship
between DL practice and student engagement.

Predictor Teacher Student Engagement
Variables Self-efficacy
Direct effect Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

it 5 It it
LDS .284* .058 .109* .166*
LSP .203* -.054 .078* .024
TCP .028 .164* 011 175%*
PDM 133* .193* .051* .243*
TSE - .383* - .383*

Note: LDS=Leadership Support, LSP=Leadership Supervision, TCP=Team
Cooperation, PDM=Participation in Decision Making, TSE=Teacher Self-

efficacy.

In general, the model two standardized regression weight and the
mediation analysis results in Table 5, Table 6, and Figure 2 disclosed
that exogenous variables included in the study contributed 35% of the
variance in student engagement. Moreover, teacher self-efficacy

played a significant partial mediation role in the relationship between
DL and student engagement.

Discussion

Status of DL practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and students’
engagement

The first research question sought to address in this study was to
examine the extent of DL practices exhibited, teachers” self-efficacy,
and students” engagement in secondary schools in the Amhara region,
Ethiopia. Hence, the study revealed moderate DL practices in

secondary schools. This finding indicates that secondary school
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teachers received substantial supervisory support from various school

leaders: principals, vice principals, department heads, and senior
teachers. Consistent with the findings of the present study, it was
found that supervision support is provided by multiple actors, such as
district experts, cluster supervisors, leaders, and peers in Ethiopia
(Eshetu, 2020), which may lead supervision practices to be exhibited as
a highly DL function. Inconsistent with this study's findings, previous
evidence suggests that Amhara region secondary school principals
provided below-average supervisory services to teachers (Melaku &
Demeke, 2022). This result variation might be due to the present study
measuring supervision provided by multiple leaders: principals, vice
principals, department heads, and senior teachers. Conversely, the
dimensions of cooperative leadership (M = 2.24) and participative
decision-making (M = 2.39) were found to be significantly below
average. This result shows inconsistency with the national education
policy aspiration, which aims to decentralize educational management
and empower teachers to assume leadership roles alongside their
teaching responsibilities (MoE, 2022, 2023), highlighting the
improvement in the implementation of DL practices.

The present study found a low level of behavioral and cognitive
engagement among the students. This shows that secondary school
students in Ethiopia were hesitant to prioritize education, participate
in extracurricular activities, or dedicate more time and energy to their
academics. These results are in line with the desk review report from
the Ethiopian Ministry of Education, which indicates that secondary
school students were less eager to study and engaged in academic
pursuits (MoE, 2018). Previous studies have shown that students'
levels of involvement with learning activities tend to decrease as they
progress through high school (Klem & Connell, 2004; Martin & Torres,
2016).
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Teachers' self-efficacy in classroom management, instructional tactics,

and student engagement was found to be above average. To some
extent, the research's findings are consistent with a study conductedin
Ethiopian elementary schools (Romel et al., 2021). Romel et al. (2021)
found that contextual variables, including educational qualification
levels, influenced teachers' self-efficacy views. They found that
instructors with diplomas, who made up 66% of their sample, feltmore
efficacious than those with first degrees. The majority of teachers inthe
current study, 98.6% (704), had a first degree or higher, whereas just
1.4% (n =10) held a diploma.

Therelationship between DL practices, teachers’ self-efficacy, and
students’ engagement

In the present study, the relationship between DL practices and
teachers' self-efficacy was a significant and positive relationship. This
result is consistent with previous findings (Kurt, 2016; Liu et al., 2021;
Printy & Lui, 2021; Zhenget al., 2019). DL facilitates collaborative and
supportive school cultures that involve more people in decision-
making processes, which have a relationship with teachers' self-
efficacy (Sun & Xia, 2018). Similarly, increased collaboration and
cooperation among leadership teams in schools would result in the
accomplishment of team-based goals, the resolution of issues, and an
improvement in teacher effectiveness (Thien & Chan, 2022). In
particular, a prior study in Malaysian secondary schools discovered a
strong positive correlation between DL and teachers' self-efficacy,
which is in line with the current study's findings (Halim & Ahmad,
2016). Similarly, employing previously conducted 32-country data of
secondary collected from 104,358 participants in lower secondary
schools, a study found an indirect effect of DL on teachers' self-efficacy
(£3=.038) through collaboration and supportive school culture (Liu et
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al.,, 2021). Consistent with the present study findings, empirical

evidence revealed that DL positively correlates with teacher self-
efficacy (Halim & Ahmad, 2016; Spillane, 2006; Brown et al., 2019).
Conversely, the result of this study contradicts the study conducted in
Romania using an online survey, which found a negative relationship
between DL and teacher self-efficacy (r = -.07) (Tucaliuc et al., 2023).
The differences in results might be due to variations in the data
collection method (they employed an online survey, and respondents
might be laissez-faire in filling it out) and study context differences
(Spillane, 2006).

The present study also found that teacher self-efficacy influenced
student engagement. In a similar way, the available literature that
shows the link between teacher self-efficacy and student engagement
disclosed that efficacious teachers use different teaching strategies to
manage and engage students in learning activities (Turner et al., 2014;
Zee & Koomen, 2016). According to Shuukat and Iqbal (2012), teachers
who are highly effective also typically exhibit high levels of
organization and preparation, as well as spend more time supervising
and evaluating their students' work. One possible explanation for this
might be because educators who possess high levels of self-efficacy are
confident in their abilities and demand excellence from their students
(Stronge, 2018). Teachers set higher learning goals and work harder to
meet them in order to affect students' interest in learning, which
appears to be another effective factor (Thien & Adams, 2021). It is
possible that teachers who feel more effective spend more time helping
pupils learn and bolstering their intrinsic drive (Bandura, 1997). In
addition, educators that are very effective may participate in
professional development and experiment with and adopt several new

instructional methods to engage students in their learning.
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The mediating roles of teachers’ self-efficacy in the relationship

between DL practice and student engagement

DL functions (leadership support, supervision, and participative
decision-making) had a significant positive direct effect on teacher self-
efficacy. DL had mainly an indirect, significant positive effect on
student engagement through teacher self-efficacy. However, although
the results showed limited effect, participative decision-making and
collaboration within the leadership team were found to have a direct
effect on student engagement. In other words, teacher self-efficacy
played a partial mediation role in the relationship between DL and
student engagement. This result has implications for school leaders in
that improving student engagement in learning activities necessitates
enhanced teacher self-efficacy, which DL practices determine.

The present study, leadership team cooperation mainly had a weakly
significant direct (.12) effect on student engagement. This finding is
linked to the assertion that the more leadership is distributed to
teachers and middle leaders, the closer leadership involvement is to
the teaching practice, and the greater the improvement in student
learning and engagement (Harris & Jones, 2023).

The overall structural model results indicated that DL dimensions
significantly raised teacher self-efficacy. These results are, to some
extent, consistent with prior studies (Berjaoui & Karami-Akkary, 2020;
Halim & Ahmad, 2016; Hulpia & Devos, 2009; Hulpia et al., 2012; Liu
et al.,, 2021; Thien & Adams, 2021). Similarly, self-efficacy (3=.26)
significantly influenced student engagement. In other words, DL
dimensions explained 41% of the variations in student engagement
through teacher self-efficacy. These results suggested that teacher self-
efficacy had a significant partial mediating role in the contribution of
DL to student engagement. Put simply, DL, specifically the leadership
team cooperation dimension, had a weak direct effect on student
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engagement. This finding is to some extent parallel with Harris and

Jones's (2023) claim that the nearer to the teaching and learning
processes, the greater the leader's likelihood to directly impact student
learning. Inconsistent with the present study's finding, Leithwood and
Jantzi (1999) found no significant effect of teacher leadership on
student engagement. Furthermore, the mediation effect of teacherself-
efficacy in the link between DL and student engagement supports
earlier research, implying that when educators feel more capable and
supported, students are far more likely to be motivated and involved
in their academic setting. These findings are similar to previous studies
by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) and Fredricks et al. (2004),
providing additional data from a sub-Saharan African environment.
Therefore, more studies are needed to ensure the consistency of the
study findings. Mainly, in the current study, DL had a modest to
medium significant indirect positive effect on student engagement
through teacher self-efficacy. In this regard, another study concluded
that the implementation of DL in schools promotes the sharing of
responsibilities and decision-making involvement among teachers,
which positively affects the classroom environment and students'
academic success (Khan et al., 2023). Therefore, the study revealed that
DL practices can improve teachers’ sense of efficacy, which in turn

enhances student engagement in learning activities.

Conclusion
The study found a moderate level of DL practices in secondary schools
in the state of Amhara, Ethiopia. Students demonstrated a low level of
engagement in their learning while teachers exhibited above-average
self-efficacy. Hence, the study inferred that students were reluctant to
participate in classroom activities, had limited involvement in co-
curricular activities, and had a general tendency to invest less value,
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time, and effort into their education. The study found that leadership

practices characterized by support, supervision, and inclusive
decision-making significantly enhance teachers' self-efficacy. Teacher
self-efficacy was found to have a significant positive relationship with
student engagement. Hence, the more teachers develop confidence in
their assessment techniques, classroom practices, and instructional
strategies, the more students engage in learning activities. Moreover,
efficacious teachers are more likely to employ innovative instructional
strategies and various assessment techniques, which improve the
likelihood of students' engagement in educational activities. Despite
the leadership team cooperation having a weak direct effect on student
engagement, SEM full model results disclosed that teachers' self-
efficacy plays a significant partial mediation role in the relationship
between DL and student engagement. It indicated that DL had a
medium significant effect on student engagement through teacher self-
efficacy. These findings confirmed the significance of the distribution
of leadership support and teachers' participation in decisions to
increase teacher commitment to school and self-efficacy and, in turn,

student engagement.
Implications and Limitations

This study has practical, theoretical, and policy implications. In terms
of practical implications, as the findings indicate, to increase student
engagement in learning activities, teachers' affective needs should be
met first. Moreover, the study has practical implications that teacher
self-efficacy should be given emphasis to improve student
engagement. Specifically, the mediation analysis suggests that leaders
who provide support, supervision, and involve teachers in decisions
are more likely to improve teacher self-efficacy. For school leaders, the
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positive relationship between distributed leadership and teacher self-

efficacy suggests that em powering teachers through shared leadership
can enhance their confidence and motivation. School principalsshould
foster  collaborative  decision-making, delegate meaningful
responsibilities, establish strategies for successful teacher cooperation,
give continuous leadership support, and create an inclusive school
culture where teachers feel valued and supported. This, in turn, can
contribute to a more engaged and responsive teaching force. For
teachers, the results highlight the importance of self-efficacy in
promoting student engagement. Professional development programs
that focus on building teachers’ instructional skills, classroom
management, and ability to motivate students can enhance their sense
of efficacy and, by extension, their students” involvement in learning
activities. In sum, this study provides practical implications about how
leaders improve teacher self-efficacy, in turn, student engagement.
The study has implications for policymakers. The selection,
preparation, and in-service training of school leaders and teachers can
take into account the study findings. Moreover, educational policyand
its directives can focus on enhancing the distribution of leadership in
schools, teacher self-efficacy, and organizational commitment to
improve student engagement.

Regarding theoretical implications, the available literature lacks
empirical evidence that shows the interplay between the distributions
of leadership functions, teacher self-efficacy, organizational
commitment, and student engagement. Hence, this study provides
empirical evidence on the link between leadership variables, teacher
variables, and student engagement. Moreover, the study adds new
knowledge to the emerging body of literature on how leader-level
factors contribute to teacher-level factors and, in turn, student
engagement.
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The limitations of this work give future research directions. First, aself-

reported survey was used to gather data on teacher self-efficacy, which
may have been skewed by social desirability bias or overreporting of
commitment and effectiveness levels. However, teachers graded the
student engagement data, and they may have trouble grading the
affective or implicit behaviors of students' emotional involvement.
Hence, future research should integrate other-report and self-report
data to ensure the comparison of results across various surveys. Future
research that uses different information sources, such as observations
in the classroom, interviews, or questionnaires from students, may
assist in triangulating the data and strengthening validity. Second, the
study used teacher respondents only due to the homoscedasticity
statistical assumption and the employed study design effect. This
limits the comparison and generalization of the study results among
different populations. Thus, future studies should incorporate
diversified samples (such as students and school leaders) to provide
additional evidence and a deeper understanding of the findings. Third,
the scope of this study was secondary schools. To provide dependable
results and robust conclusions, it is suggested that future studies be
replicated in other education settings (kindergarten, primary, and
tertiary). Fourth, the study used a cross-sectional design, which
collected data at a particular point in time. As a consequence, we are
unable to identify causal connections between the study variables.
Longitudinal studies in the future might help follow variations over
time and give a stronger basis to grasp the connection between cause
and effect. Finally, the overall SEM model revealed a 59% unexplained
variance of student engagement. Therefore, to better comprehend the
determinants of student engagement, future researchers need to

address more theoretically based mediating variables, such as family
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support, peer support, and teacher-classroom practices, in the

relationship between DL and student engagement.
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