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Abstract 

Leadership style is assumed to be one of the significant variables that impact the performance 

of teachers, as well as other aspects at school. The study aimed to inquire into the association 

connecting the school contingent and postmodern leadership models and teachers' 

performance, as well as the indication of those school leadership approaches on teachers' 

performance. The quantitative approach was the method used in the empirical study. A 

structured survey based on the Questionnaire of the leadership model (Atsebeha, 2016), and a 

systematic nonrandom sample of teachers (N = 279) and headmasters (N = 87) were selected 

to gather the quantitative data. The relationship linking contingent and postmodern leadership 

style with teachers’ performance was inquired using Pearson correlation, and linear bivariate 

regression. It is revealed that as per teachers 0.7% of the variation in teachers' performance is 

explained by contingent leadership; meanwhile, in compliance with principals, 3.7% of the 

variance in teachers’ performance is disclosed by contingent leadership. It is also indicated 

that as per teachers 7.4% of the variation in teachers' performance is described by postmodern 

leadership; meanwhile, in compliance with principals, 29.8% of the variation in teachers’ 

performance is described by postmodern leadership. Therefore, the schools needed to 

promote contingent and postmodern leadership approaches as important variables that 

indicate partly teachers’ performance. The results of the research study amplified the 

understanding that contingent and postmodern leadership models are important variables that 

affect partly teachers' performance. 
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Introduction 

As far back as 380 BC, Plato argued in his Republic that “those best suited to leadership were 

those with the greatest knowledge”. Approximately 1900 years on from this ‘classic’ view of 

leadership, Machiavelli, in The Prince (1513), described leaders “somewhat less kindly, 

arguing that appearances were important, and leaders must appear compassionate, generous 

and of great integrity while at heart being self-centered and even cruel” (Pendleton, Furnham 

& Cowell, 2021).  
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The research works emphasize “three domains in which leadership operates: the strategic, 

operational and interpersonal domains”. “The strategic domain acts like the head: it makes 

sense of what is going on, envisages the organization's future, and creates plans to take it 

forward. The operational domain represents the hands and legs: it gets things done, achieves 

results, and drives the organization forward. The interpersonal domain is like the heart: it is 

where feelings reside and relationships are maintained” (Pendleton, Furnham & Cowell, 

2021). 

School leadership style is presumed to be the important variable that influences teachers’ 

performance. Gunter (2004) shows that “the definition of educational leadership has changed 

from "educational administration" to "educational management" and, more recently, to 

"educational leadership". It is mostly recognized that leadership comes second after 

classroom teaching in its impact on students’ learning. Leithwood et al.’s (2006) most cited 

report shows that "leadership acts as a catalyst for beneficial effects, including students’ 

learning”. The study goal is to look into the relationship linking the school contingent, 

postmodern leadership style and teachers’ performance, as well as the indication of those 

school leadership models on teachers’ performance. The research questions of the study 

included: (1) Is there an important relation connecting the contingent leadership style and 

teachers’ performance? (2) Is there a significant relation linking the postmodern leadership 

style and teachers’ performance? The conceptual definitions of the research study variables 

are as follows. “Contingent leadership is not a single model but represents a mode of 

responsiveness which requires effective diagnosis followed by careful selection of the most 

appropriate leadership style” (Bush, 2019). "This approach assumes that what is important is 

how leaders respond to unique organizational contexts or specific problems. There are wide 

variations in the contexts for leadership and that, to be effective, these contexts require 

different leadership responses” (Leithwood et al., 1999). Yukl (2002) notes that "leadership 

requires effective diagnosis of problems, followed by adopting the most appropriate response 

to the issue or situation, and this reflexive approach is particularly important in periods of 

turbulence when leaders need to be able to assess the situation carefully and react as 

appropriate rather than relying on a standard leadership model”. According to Bush (2003), 

“the post-modern leadership suggests that leaders should respect, and give attention to, the 

diverse and individual perspectives of stakeholders, and they should also avoid reliance on 

hierarchy”. Keough and Tobin (2001) say that “current postmodern culture celebrates the 

multiplicity of subjective truths as defined by experience and revels in the loss of absolute 

authority”. Starratt (2001) “aligns postmodernity with democracy and advocates a “more 

consultative, participatory, inclusionary stance”, an approach consistent with participative 

leadership”. Teachers' performance in this study is a teacher’s shown impact on students’ 

academic progress, as well as on their overall development. Teachers' performance means the 

repertoire of skills, actions, attitudes, and strategies in the teaching-learning environment that 

end up in achieving learning objectives for students. 
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Literature review 

Conceptual structure  

The theoretical foundation for the study was developed from a thorough examination of 

works around leadership approaches at school. The literature review started with a search for 

relevant outputs including Sage and ERIC putting the key terms school leadership and 

teachers’ performance. Figure 1 sums up the conceptual foundation achieved from the works 

review process, assuming a relation among the three variables. School leadership is 

contingent, and postmodern leadership is believed to affect the educational performance of 

teachers.  

 

Figure 1. The conceptual foundation of contingent and postmodern leadership approaches 

and educational performance of teachers 

The relation between school leadership models and the educational performance of teachers 

Thomas, Tuytens, Devos, Kelchtermans, and Vanderlinde (2020), indicate that 

“transformational leadership of the principal is directly related to teachers’ job attitudes in a 

positive way”; and Ross, Lutfi, & Hope (2016), state that “distributed leadership correlated 

with teachers’ affective commitment”. Wirawan, Tamar, and Bellani (2019) found out that 

“principals' emotional intelligence significantly predicted task-oriented”; and Katewa and 

Heystek (2019) showed that “school principals unknowingly use distributed leadership 

together with instructional leadership to collaborate and share their leadership with teachers”. 

Wenno (2017), as well as Xhomara (2018), showed that “between principal managerial 

leadership, knowledge construction and student engagement and teacher performance and 

active learning there is a very high correlation”, and Abu Nasra and Arar (2020), as well as 

Xhomara and Karabina (2021), found that “teachers' in-role performance and academic 

performance of students increases as they perceive their principals' leadership style as more 

transformational and less transactional and online learning differences”.  

“The school principals' authentic leadership behaviors had positive effect on teachers' 

perceptions of school culture” (Karadag & Oztekin-Bayir, 2018; Boies & Fiset, 2019); whilst, 

Cirigliano, 2017), show that “effective instructional leadership providing teachers with 

necessary resources and professional development, providing students with necessary 

materials, evaluating instruction through formal and informal observations, and analyzing 

https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0002-0160-3108
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0003-3032-1895
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0002-3288-116X
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data”. Okçu (2014), together with Chow (2016) determined that “there was a positive and 

moderate relationship between school administrators' transformational leadership style and 

skills to management diversity”; meanwhile, Urick & Bowers (2014), additionally Preyear 

(2015), indicated that “the school and principal context predicted high degree of leadership 

shared with teachers”. “Influencing complex instructional practices like cognitive activation 

with challenging content, prior knowledge, problem-based teaching, the comprehensive 

learning approach and assessment influence a combination of leadership styles is most 

promising and basic-learning skills” (Pietsch and Tulowitzki, 2017; Matson, 2018; Xhomara, 

2020); meanwhile, “principals' supervisory, leadership and communication competences are 

significantly related to teachers' work performance” (Owan, & Agunwa, 2019).  

“Correlation results generated between teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership and 

teacher performance” (Sivertson, 2018); and “student performance was related to leadership 

characteristics, and teacher perceptions of leadership style affect commitment to the school as 

well as individual study work and lecturer support” (Rowley, 2013; Spencer, 2019; Xhomara, 

2020). From another perspective, Magee (2012), in addition to Ogbonna (2017), released “no 

significant differences in overall school performance and leadership style”; furthermore, 

Tsayang (2011), denotes that “school management teams overrated themselves as displaying 

the collaborative behaviors than they were rated by teachers”. Somech and Wenderow 

(2006), reached the result of the “impact of directive leadership on teachers' performance”; 

and Marfan and Pascual (2018) showed that “principals are more likely to get involved in the 

former practices than in those related to teachers’ work in the classroom”. Cooper, Macaluso, 

and Stanulis (2019), as well as Xhomara, Karabina, and Hasani (2022), suggest that “teacher 

leader efficacy is rooted both in the teacher leaders’ self-perceptions and in how those 

perceptions influence and are influenced by principals’ expectations and leadership 

behaviors, especially managerial leadership”. Chow (2013), as well as Setlhodi (2019), 

highlight “the subcultures within subject departments resulting from the different leadership 

styles”; meanwhile, Semarco and Cho (2018), and Xhomara (2019), showed that 

“headteachers' problem-solving behavior, collegial school management, clarifying behavior 

and monitoring operations behavior influenced their planning activities as leaders and the 

prevention of disruptive behaviors and students’ life skills”.  

“The transformational and transactional leadership scales, as well as amount of students’ 

study time, correlated significantly with innovation climate, affiliation, principal positions in 

schools, and collaborative activity at both the teacher and the school levels and academic 

achievements of students” (Oterkiil & Ertesvåg, 2014; Gipson, Pfaff, Mendelsohn, Catenacci 

& Burke, 2017; Xhomara & Hasani, 2018); meanwhile, Bogler (2001) revealed that 

“principals’ transformational leadership affected teachers’ satisfaction both directly and 

indirectly through their occupation perceptions”. “There is a moderate, positive and 

significant relationship between transformational leadership, lectures attendance, and overall 

teachers’ job satisfaction and academic achievements” (Tadele, 2014; Xhomara, 2017); and 

“teachers’ perceptions of supportive leadership are closely linked with transformational and 

distributed leadership” (Mancuso, Roberts & White, 2011). So, there is a little gap in the 

https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0002-9836-6793
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0001-8809-2541
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0001-5715-3428
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0002-3175-429X
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/105268461602600605
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/105268461602600605
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/105268461602600605
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=http%3a%2f%2forcid.org%2f0000-0003-2644-9570
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literature examination about the relationship connecting school leadership models and the 

educational performance of teachers. Hence, contingent and postmodern school leadership 

models are important variables that affect teachers’ performance. To sum up, of the literature 

examination, the leading hypothesis was:  

The variation in teachers’ performance is described by the school leadership models. 

Based on the leading hypothesis, specific hypotheses have been structured as follows:  

Hypothesis 1:- The variation in teachers’ performance is described by the contingent 

leadership style. 

Hypothesis 2:- The variation in teachers’ performance is described by the postmodern 

leadership style. 

 

Methodology 

Approach and design 

The quantitative model was the research strategy selected to be used in the applied 

investigation. Thus, the correlation and bivariate regressive inferential tests were chosen to 

try out the research hypothesis.  Contingent and postmodern leadership styles are measured 

as independent constructs. At the same time, teachers’ performance is examined as a 

dependent construct.  

The quantitative survey was used to accumulate the primary discreet data of independent and 

dependent constructs from two samples in the research. The features and statements of the 

instrument are based on contingent, and postmodern leadership approaches, as well as on 

teachers’ performance-dependent construct. The reference of the structured survey is the 

Questionnaire of the leadership model (Atsebeha, 2016). The reconstructed instrument was 

primarily tested with a group of teachers and principals and then was administered with two 

samples in the study to pile up the primary discreet data. Cronbach alpha of the instrument 

reliability scale scores are inner .84 and .91. It is evidenced by the high reliability of the 

instrument applied in the research study. The data were gathered at the end of the last term of 

the school year. 

Population and Sample 

The intended population of the study is composed of teachers and headmasters of high 

schools in the capital city of the country. The systematic nonrandom samples of teachers (N = 

279) and headmasters (N = 87) were selected to gather the quantitative data. Regarding 

education, 19.8% of the teachers’ sample and 16.4% of the principals’ sample have Bachelor 

studies; 79.2% of the teachers’ sample and 83.6% of the headmasters’ sample have Master 

studies. Referring to experience, 85% of the teachers’ respondents and 89% of the 

headmasters’ respondents have up to 10 years of participation in teaching and leadership 

respectively; meanwhile, 15% of the teachers’ sample and 11% of the headmasters’ sample 
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reported up to 20 years involvement in teaching and up to 20 years participation in leadership 

at school. The systematic nonrandom sample of teachers included 167 females (59.8 percent) 

and 112 males (40.2 percent); whilst, the sample of headmasters involved 59 females (67.8 

percent) and 28 males (32.2 percent).  

Procedure  

The data obtained by the research instrument were transformed from raw data to derived data. 

A descriptive analysis, as well as a bivariate regression, was applied for the processing and 

analysis of the data gathered in the study. The relationship linking contingent and postmodern 

leadership styles with teachers' performance was inquired into firstly using Pearson 

correlation analysis. Secondly, the linear bivariate regression was applied to estimate the 

skills of scores to the scales of predicting the educational performance of teachers by 

contingent and postmodern leadership approaches. Preliminary assumptions were pretested, 

and no violations were found. 

Study Results and Analysis 

Statistical outputs of descriptive analysis 

 

Contingent leadership approach 

 

Table 1: Contingent leadership numbers’ output 

 
Contingent leadership 

Teachers’ scores Principals’ scores 

 Frequencies % Frequencies % 

Valid 

Never 56 20.1 14 16.1 

Seldom 56 20.1 23 26.4 

Occasionally 111 39.8 28 32.2 

Often 56 20.1 14 16.1 

Always   8 9.2 

Total 279 100.0 87 100.0 

 

40.2% of the teachers state that they never or seldom face contingent leadership; 20.1% of the 

respondents state often or always; while, 39.8% of them occasionally. At the same time, 

42.5% of the principals affirm that they never or seldom show contingent model; 25.3% of 

the respondents affirm often or always; meanwhile, 32.2% of them occasionally. Mean and 

Standard Deviation for teachers (M= 3.40, SD = .80), as well as for headmasters (M= 2.75, 

SD = 1.18) show the same tendency as pointed out by frequencies. Hence, there are small 

differences in the contingent model values (never or seldom: -2.3%; often or always: -5.2%; 

occasionally: 7.6%) between the two samples in the study. Therefore, approximately less than 

half of teachers (40.2%), along with less than half of principals (42.5%) claim that contingent 

leadership is shown mostly never or seldom. 
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Postmodern leadership approach 

 

Table 2: Postmodern leadership numbers’ output 

 
Postmodern leadership 

Teachers’ sample Principals’ sample 

 Frequencies % Frequencies % 

Valid 

Never 98 35.1 17 19.5 

Seldom 84 30.1 38 43.7 

Occasionally 56 20.1 14 16.1 

Often 41 14.7 12 13.8 

Always   6 6.9 

Total 279 100.0 87 100.0 

 

65.2% of the teachers affirm that they never or seldom face a postmodern approach; 14.7% of 

the respondents affirm often or always; while, 20.1% of them occasionally. At the same time, 

63.2% of the principals state that they never or seldom show a postmodern approach; 20.7% 

of the respondents state often or always; meanwhile, 16.1% of them occasionally. Mean and 

Standard Deviation scores for teachers (M= 3.40, SD = .80), as well as for principals (M= 

2.44, SD = 1.15) showed the same tendency as indicated by frequency numbers. Hence, there 

are no important differences in the postmodern model values (never or seldom: 2%; often or 

always: -6%; occasionally: 4%) between the teacher's and principals’ samples in the study. 

Therefore, most of the teachers (65.2%), in addition to most principals (63.2%) claim that 

postmodern leadership is shown mostly never or seldom. 

 

Teachers’ performance 

 

Table 3: Teachers’ performance numbers’ output 

 
Teachers’ performance 

Teachers’ values Principals’ values 

 Frequencies % Frequencies % 

Valid 

Low 9 3.2 1 1.1 

Pre-intermediate 47 16.8 11 12.6 

Intermediate 45 16.1 8 9.2 

Upper-intermediate 149 53.4 40 46.0 

Advanced 29 10.4 27 31.0 

Total 279 100.0 87 100.0 

 

20% of the teachers state that there is a low or pre-intermediate degree of teaching; 69.5% of 

them stated intermediate or upper-intermediate degree of teaching; meantime, according to 

10.4% of teachers it is evidenced by an advanced scale of teaching. Additionally, 13.7% of 

the principals affirm that there is a low or pre-intermediate degree of teaching; 45.2% of them 
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affirm an intermediate or upper-intermediate degree of teaching; meanwhile, 31% of 

principals that there is an advanced degree of teaching. Mean and Standard Deviation for 

teachers (M= 3.49, SD = 1.11), as well as for principals (M= 3.84, SD = 1.22), indicate a 

similar tendency for scores as indicated by frequency numbers. Hence, it is evidenced that a 

substantial difference in teachers’ performance’ (low or pre-intermediate level: 6.3%; 

intermediate or upper-intermediate level: 24.3%; advanced level: -3.3%) affirmed by teachers 

and principals. Therefore, roughly most teachers (69.5%), together with most principals 

(48%) state that there is an intermediate or upper-intermediate degree of teaching 

performance. 

Statistical outputs of inferential analysis 

Hypothesis # 1 

Table 4: Correlation (r) analysis’ output of the relationship in the middle of contingent 

leadership and teachers’ performance 

 

Correlations’outputs   

Teachers’ sample Principals’ 

sample 

 

 Teachers’ 

performance  

Contingent 

leadership 

Teachers’ 

performance  

Contingent 

leadership 

Pearson Correlation 
Teachers’ performance  1.000 .007 1.000 .037 

Contingent leadership .007 1.000 .037 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) 
Teachers’ performance  . .453 . .366 

Contingent leadership .453 . .366 . 

N 
Teachers’ performance  279 279 87 87 

Contingent leadership 279 279 87 87 

 

Based on a sample of teachers, there is a negligible positive relationship in the middle of the 

contingent model and teachers’ performance, r = .007, n = 279, p > .005, as well as based on 

a sample of principals, r = .037, n = 87, p > .005. Hence, the high result of the contingent 

leadership model is associated with the high result of teachers’ performance based on a 

sample of teachers, as well as based on a sample of principals. P values <.005 (.453; .366) 

suggested that the relationship in the middle of contingent leadership and teachers’ 

performance is not important. 
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Table 5: Regression analysis’ output of the relationship in the middle of contingent leadership 

and teachers’ performance 

 
Regression Coefficientsa_Teachers’ sample 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficient 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Correlation 

B Std. Error Beta Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-order Partial Part 

1 

(Constant) 3.491 .163  21.380 .000 3.170 3.813    

Contingent 

leadership 
.007 .058 .007 .118 .906 -.108 .122 .007 .007 .007 

Regression Coefficientsa_Principals’ sample 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficient 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Correlation 

B Std. Error Beta Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-order Partial Part 

1 

(Constant) 3.833 .278  13.777 .000 3.279 4.386    

Contingent 

leadership 
.032 .093 .037 .342 .733 -.154 .218 .037 .037 .037 

 

For the teachers' sample, based on Table 5, the beta standardized coefficient for teachers’ 

performance is .007; meanwhile, for principals’s sample, the beta standardized coefficient is 

.037.  The result means that in the teachers’s sample, 0.7% of the variation in teachers’ 

performance is explained by the contingent approach; meanwhile, in the principals’s sample, 

3.7% of the variation in teachers’ performance is explained by contingent leadership. 

Corresponding to the statistical outputs shown above, Hypothesis # 1: The variation in 

teachers' performance described by the contingent leadership style, is not verified. 

Hypothesis # 2 

Table 6: Correlation (r) analysis’ output of the relationships in the middle of postmodern 

leadership and teachers’ performance 

Correlations’ outputs   

Teachers’ sample Principals’ 

sample 

 

 Teachers’ 

performance  

Postmodern 

leadership 

Teachers’ 

performance  

Postmodern 

leadership 

Pearson Correlation 
Teachers’ performance  1.000 .074 1.000 .298 

Postmodern leadership .074 1.000 .298 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed) 
Teachers’ performance  . .005 . .003 

Postmodern leadership .005 . .003 . 

N 
Teachers’ performance  279 279 87 87 

Postmodern leadership 279 279 87 87 

 

Based on Table 6, about the sample of teachers, there is a negligible positive relationship in 

the middle of postmodern leadership and teachers’ performance, r = .074, n = 279, p < .005. 
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Meanwhile, about the sample of principals, there is a low positive correlation in the middle of 

postmodern leadership and teachers’ performance r = .298, n = 87, p < .005. Hence, the high 

result of the postmodern leadership model is associated with the high result of teachers’ 

performance based on teachers, as well as based on principals.  

Table 7: Regression analysis’ output of the relationships in the middle of postmodern 

leadership and teachers’ performance 
Regression Coefficientsa_Teachers’ sample 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficient 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Correlation 

B Std. Error Beta Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-order Partial Part 

1 

(Constant) 3.360 .135  24.969 .000 3.095 3.625    

Postmodern 

leadership 
.069 .056 .074 1.231 .219 -.042 .180 .074 .074 .074 

Regression Coefficientsa_Principals’ sample 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficient 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient 

t Sig. 95.0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

Correlation 

B Std. Error Beta Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-order Partial Part 

1 

(Constant) 3.284 .246  13.369 .000 2.795 3.772    

Postmodern 

leadership 
.263 .091 .298 2.881 .005 .082 .445 .298 .298 .298 

 

Based on the teachers’ sample, as indicated in Table 7, the beta coefficient for teachers’ 

performance is .074; meanwhile, based on the principals’ sample, the beta coefficient is .298.  

The outputs mean that based on the teachers’ sample, 7.4% of the variance in teachers’ 

performance is described by postmodern leadership; meanwhile, based on the principals’ 

sample, 29.8% of the variance in teachers’ performance is described by postmodern 

leadership. In compliance with the statistical outputs shown above, Hypothesis # 2: The 

variance in teachers' performance is explained by the postmodern leadership style, is 

verified. 

 

Conclusion and Indication 

One significant limitation of the research study has been acknowledged as part of the 

deduction. The scores of the contingent and postmodern leadership approaches, as well as the 

teachers’ performance have been gathered based on self-reported instruments. The purpose of 

the study was to investigate the relations between the school contingent and postmodern  

 

models of leadership, and teachers’ performance, as well as the indication of these school 

leadership approaches on teachers’ performance. The prior assumption was that there is a 

connection in the middle of the contingent and postmodern leadership models and teachers’ 
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performance. It is indicated according to approximately less than half of teachers (40.2%), as 

well as according to less than half of principals (42.5%) that contingent leadership is shown 

mostly never or seldom. At the same time, the study showed based on the most of teachers 

(65.2%), as well as on the most of principals (63.2%) that postmodern leadership is shown 

mostly never or seldom. Therefore, educational institutions need to promote contingent and 

postmodern leadership styles because there is a lack of these leadership styles at school. In 

compliance with 20% of the teachers, there is a low or pre-intermediate teaching degree; 

69.5% of the respondents are in favor of intermediate or upper-intermediate teaching 

performance; meanwhile, 10.4% of teachers are in favor of advanced teaching performance. 

At the same time, in compliance with 13.7% of the principals, there a low or pre-intermediate 

teaching performance; 45.2% of them are in favor of intermediate or upper-intermediate 

teaching performance; meanwhile, 31% of principals are in favor of advanced teaching 

performance. Therefore, educational institutions need to support teaching performance 

because it is an important variable with an impact on school processes. 

It is found that there is a negligible positive correlation in the middle of contingent leadership 

and teachers’ performance (r = .007) based on teachers, as well as based on principals (r = 

.037). The study showed that, based on teachers 0.7% of the variance in teachers’ 

performance is described by contingent leadership; meanwhile, based on principals 3.7% of 

the variance in teachers’ performance is described by contingent leadership. The other work 

(Thomas, Tuytens, Devos, Kelchtermans & Vanderlinde, 2020; Wenno, 2017; Xhomara, 

2018; Okçu, 2014; Chow, 2016; Urick & Bowers, 2014; Preyear, 2015; Pietsch & 

Tulowitzki, 2017; Matson, 2018; Xhomara, 2020) supported this conclusion, indicated that 

contingent leadership impacts teachers’ performance. The study found, about teachers a 

negligible positive correlation in the middle of postmodern leadership and teachers’ 

performance variables (r = .074); meanwhile, principals had a low positive correlation in the 

middle of postmodern leadership and teachers’ performance (r = .298). It is concluded that 

about teachers 7.4% of the variance in teachers’ performance is described by postmodern 

leadership; meanwhile, about principals 29.8% of the variance in teachers’ performance is 

described by postmodern leadership. The other work (Sivertson, 2018; Rowley, 2013; 

Spencer, 2019; Xhomara, 2020;  

 

Somech & Wenderow, 2006; Chow, 2013; Setlhodi, 2019; Oterkiil & Ertesvåg, 2014; 

Gipson, Pfaff, Mendelsohn, Catenacci & Burke, 2017; Bogler, 2001) supported this 

conclusion, indicated that postmodern impacts teachers’ performance. Therefore, education 

institutions need to promote contingent and postmodern leadership approaches as important 

variables that indicate partly teachers’ performance. In general, the results of the research 

study amplified understanding as contingent and postmodern leadership models are important 

variables that affect partly teachers’ performance. 
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