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Abstract

The research is an observational study aiming to test a model in which the effect of servant leadership as exogenous constructs; school
culture and supervision system will affect teacher performance by mediating factor: competency, with oversight moderation variable. If
anything, the need for leadership consistency and governance models which described by Inceoglu et al lannched differs greatly according
to institution of higher education executing research (Indonesian educational context) becanse how various cultural norms operate in
relation to one another impacts teacher efficacy. This study uses a sample that involves different types of schools within Indonesia and
applies Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) for the data analysis with focus on measurement properties
as well correlations among variables. Results indicate that while effective supervision and governance, servant leadership as well as
organizational culture contributes significantly to teaching performance at school; the combination of these elements are needed in
nurturing a high-performing education system. Importantly, provision of effective leadership and governance at all levels of the system for
ensuring optimum teacher effectiveness is strongly accorded bere by this research. Further research is encouraged to investigate these trends
and their influence on teacher performance over time using longitudinal methods.
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Introduction

Recently, the quality of education in Indonesia are rated pootly and teachers' performance have fallen way
(Al-Samarrai et al. 2018). As the need for better learning results grow, schools are pushing to up-skill
teachers so that they can face new educational landscapes head on (Camerlink et al. 2021). One of the main
points in defining teacher governance is leadership within an educational institution, particularly servant-
leadership and norm leader who serves as a needful supporter to his followers (Algarni et al. 2022; Liu and
Xu 2018). Servant leadership has become popular in the field of education, and its advantages are realized
as it helps build a culture where teachers feel supported and encouraged to be their very best (Eva et al.
2019; Meuser and Smallfield 2023). Culture within schools and a strong supervision system are central to
this process as well Adams, Martin, and Boom (2018), Zhang et al. (2020). Christensen-Salem et al. (2021),
Ghosh and Khatri (2018), Huertas-Valdivia, Gallego-Burin, and Lloréns-Montes (2019) in their research
discovered that servant-leadership has a positive impact on both teachers' engagement with the leaders as
well as active commitment. Still, other studies claim leadership that is linked with culture of the school and
effective supervision systems can greatly influence teacher performance (Shen et al. 2020). These results
underline the importance of integrational responsibility models in educational areas (Santos et al. 2020).

Although the importance of leadership and how it affects teacher performance has become increasingly
emphasized, many schools in Indonesia still find difficulties to fully employ servant leadership principles
(Malingkas et al. 2018). The root cause is actually really how school culture plays out with a given leadership
style and management system that often do not sync (Martin 2019; Shah et al. 2020). The focus on
classrooms ignores the fact that teachers just go where they were hired but in doing so it becomes easy to
overlook actual teacher support leading to personalized performance and student outcomes (Espinoza et
al. 2018). Indeed, despite some work Hallinger (2011), Hallinger and Lu (2014), Leithwood, Tomlinson,
and Genge (1996), pointing to ways in which leadership and school culture enhance the learning experience
for students, other research suggests that there remain profound challenges. Over-reliance on a haphazard
approach to professional development also undermines the sustainability of improvements in teacher
quality because resources are not organized and governance structures remain too weak (Taylor et al. 2011).
The lack of consistency on expectations, cultural norms and supervision in schools can inadvertently erode
the supports intended by servant leadership that help sustain high teacher performance (Fatima, Desouza,
and Dawson 2020; Florek-Paszkowska and Hoyos-Vallejo 2023; Kellerman and Webster 2001; Vogus et al.
2021). This issue needs to inform a more nuanced understanding of the interaction between these variables,
and any moderators or mediators that may take effect in an Indonesian context teacher competency;
governance structures as indicated by recent work within education studies (Day, Gronn, and Salas 2004;
Salas et al. 2008).

This study draws on servant leadership theory, a model most often found in the educational leadership
literature (Liden et al. 2015; Mittal and Dorfman 2012). Servant leadership is defined by the altruistic motive
of leader to serve others first, fostering culture such as trust, engineering and development (Canavesi and
Minelli 2022; Donia et al. 2016; Grisaffe, VanMeter, and Chonko 2016). This theory highlights the need for
teachers to have benevolent leaders who care more about them that themselves and a space in which they
can grow (Cheng and Szeto 2016). Together with the theory of organizational culture that has proposed a
supportive and cooperative school environment can appeal to commitment from teachers, it is believed
servant leadership provides an effective lens as well on how different type of leadership influence teacher
work satisfaction (Abbas, Ekowati, and Suhariadi 2021; Bryman 2004; Kheybarti et al. 2024). Also, the
supervision system which will ensure accountability and continuous professional growth as also pointed
out (Aziz et al. 2015; Bailey et al. 2016; Carpenter, Webb, and Bostock 2013; Elliott 1990; Geldenhuys and
Oosthuizen 2015). These theories are being integrated to account for how leadership and school
environment combine in shaping teacher outcomes (Cheng and Szeto 2016; Elliott 1990; Taylor et al. 2011).
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Previous findings on leadership, school culture and the role of supervision in education research had
different perspectives of the foundations, therefore, it is necessary to explore further, such as referring to
the Indonesian site ideas (Arifin et al. 2018; Werang et al. 2023). Servant leadership and teacher performance
Most of the previous studies found evidence of a positive relationship between servant leadership and
teacher performance (Dami et al. 2022; Ghalavi and Nastiezaie 2020). Bauer et al. (2019), Chiniara and
Bentein (2016), concluded that servant leadership styles are likely to improve teachers' job engagement,
satisfaction and hence classroom performance. In an examination of the behaviour of school principals,
ANTONIO et al. (2021) found that in schools with a stronger culture of servant leadership, there were
higher levels of collaboration and innovation between teachers. The findings suggest a link between servant
leadership and the creation of an effective educational context including learning environments that
supports teacher growth, which can ultimately improve student achievement (Chiniara and Bentein 2016;
Hsiao, Lee, and Chen 2015).

The most obvious example of this comes from a study Abbas et al. (2022), showing that servant leadership
did not lead to the expected improvements regarding teacher performance in certain educational contexts,
due mainly because of an incongruence between how leaders were leading and what was taking place at
school. This discrepancy implies that without favorable school culture and the strong supervision system,
it is not enough to have only servant leadership (SCHWARZ et al. 2016; Winston and Fields 2015; Zhang
et al. 2021). Eva et al. (2019) contended that schools with poor governance are mostly not able to
appropriately use servant leadership principles which subsequently means teacher performance is unlikely
to improve. Moreover, the supervision system is crucially relevant as a moderator in this relationship
between leadership and teacher performance. Hirkki et al. (2021), is desctibed as a continuous feedback
loop which assists teachers with fine-tuning their craft as well meeting needs of varied educational inquities.
But in schools with inconsistent or pootly articulated rules for monitoring, teachers may be left to flounder
on their own. To that end, the implementation of a strong supervision system is key to make servant-
leadership and school culture manifest in improving teacher effectiveness (McKinnon, Danaia, and Dechan
2017). This study is novel because of its attention to teacher competence as a mediator and good school
governance as the moderator (Bellibas, Kiling, and Polatcan 2021). Although previous research has shown
that leadership, culture and supervision have direct effects on teacher performance the relationship between
these variables is mediated by honest competence which was not previously studied in a broader context
(Chambetlin 2000). (Borko and Mayfield 1995; Van Maele and Van Houtte 2012), both leadership and
supervision significantly influence teacher competence but are insufficient to explain how teachers respond
to these influences. When we consider that leadership and supervision effects on performance are probably
larger when the professionals being led and supervised have high levels of competence, it is easy to realise
why they might be less prominent in schools (Carpenter et al. 2013; Kemmis et al. 2014). Secondly, the role
of school governance as a moderating variable in this study is also complicates its outcome. Effective
governance structures ensure that leadership initiatives are carried out and there is accountability for
performance at the teacher level. Schools with effective governance systems are likely to maintain teacher
performance changes over the long term by providing a level of coherence that protects teachers who
engage in challenging work (Cosner and Jones 2016; Louis 2007; Louis and Smith 1991). But if governance
is limited or haphazard, leadership actions may falter and produce only partial results (Forrester, Mass, and
Ryan 1976; Peletz et al. 2018). In this sense, the study seeks to address a void in literature on servant
leadership by exploring how it combines with other school level components (school culture, supervision
system teacher competence and governance) towards enhancing teachers' performance.

The aim of this observational study is to determine how much servant leadership, school culture and
supervisory systems affect teacher performance through mediation by teacher competencies (mediating
role) with the moderating variable good governance in schools. Using the Indonesian educational context
of school leadership, this research explores how empowering and restrictive strategies are practiced in
different cultural norms, domestic governance structures to improve teacher effectiveness. It also aims to
determine where there are institutional leadership practices and governance models that likely stand in the
way of improved teacher performance, as well as propose concrete ways these elements should be realigned
to produce a positive high-performing learning environment.
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Literature Review
Theory Research

This study is shaped by several theoretical frameworks as it examines the relations among leadership, school
culture, and supervision systems of teacher competency and performance. Transformational Leadership
The primary theoretical basis of this research is transformational theory from the leadership and motivation
literature; it underscores a leadet's responsibility in inspiring and motivating followers to higher degtees of
performance or commitment (Bass literacy develops engagement). In an educational sense, it means that
situational or transformational leadership as well as more directly servitude such develops a climate which
helps teachers strive to be their best by supporting them on both socio and professional level (Du Plessis
2020). Furthermore, organizations culture theory is key when tackling the impact that school cultures have
in teacher development (Tierney 1988). All organizations have an organisational culture which is a sharing
of perceptions, beliefs and values based in an organization that shapes the behaviour of people (Ertosun
and Adiguzel 2018). Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015), in schools, a positive school culture can lead
toward fostering collaboration among teachers as build trust levels that in turn makes the level of
commitment strong which ultimately results their performance. It is also tightly integrated with supervision
theory due to effective supervision practices that contribute towards the growth and performance of
teachers (T'schannen-Moran and Gareis 2015). The combination of these theoties contributes to an
enlightening perspective on the respective influence some variation in leadership, culture, and supervision
has over teacher performance.

Teacher Performance (I'PE)

Teacher performance (TPE) is an essential part of the educational process, and it has been defined as a
measure that describes how effectively teachers fulfill their duties to lead students towards accomplishment
during instruction phases so students can achieve prominent results. Many aspects are related to TPE, for
example teacher competences, motivation or the help from school leadership and culture. Carroll et al.
(2021), Gettinger and Walter (2012) key components of effective instructional strategies are: having clear
learning goals, promoting active engagement and providing a supportive classroom environment. Studies
have clearly shown that teacher effectiveness is one of the largest factors in driving student performance
outcome (Klassen and Tze 2014; Seidel and Shavelson 2007). Thus, as noted in the results of a study
Duncombe and Yinger (2000); Lee (2018), which found that high-performance standards among teachers
have an especially large influence on student petformance. In addition, teachers are not static in
performance; through professional development programs and mentoring they can grow (KKemmis et al.
2014). When teacher performance is observed in the context of Indonesia, it becomes more important than
ever as this developing nation hopes to build a better educational system despite several challenges that
could dampen their noble intentions-resources constraints and differing competencies among teachers
(Rakhmat 2020). Educational institutions can be more efficient in addressing student needs and enhancing
overall educational outcomes when they invest resources to improve teacher performance through
leadership, culture, supervision (Dinham 2005; Hennig et al. 2023).
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The Relationship Between Servant Leadership (SLP) and Teacher Performance (IPE)

Servant leadership (SLP) has come to be seen as one of the most influential styles in educational
organisations. Servant leadership was first expressed as a philosophy Fields, Thompson, and Hawkins
(2015), Ng and Koh (2010), Rachmawati and Lantu (2014), where he defined it to the leader focusing on
serving before leading. Across the field of education, servant leaders naturally place teachers first by creating
a trusting and collaborative environment that supports their growth (Eva et al. 2019; Ng and Koh 2010).
We learned that SLP leads to better teacher performance, encouraging the staff returns and commits with
high job satisfaction, involvement at in-service training. Eva et al. (2019), Paarlberg and Lavigna (2010),
Sendjaya and Pekerti (2010), also establishes a robust positive relationship between SLP and TPE such that
educators who perceive their leadership as servant are motivated by the transformational nature of these
leaders support which is translated in improved instructional practices. Separately, work from Jaramillo et
al. Servant leadership builds a positive school culture that impacts teacher performance (2021.

The Relationship Between School Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance (IPE)

A supportive and collaborative school culture (SCE) is a strong predictor of vibrant schools performance
as it enhances trust, shared belief system that leads to effective teachers (Hogan and Coote 2014; Zakaria
and Abdul-Talib 2010). Leithwood and Jantzi (1990), Leithwood et al. (1996), a study by Hargreaves &
Fullan (2012) indicates that Culture in the Spirit of 1996 is what promotes engagement and growth
opportunities so central to high-performing classrooms. Naturally, as suggested above a culture of learning
improvement and growth might boost teacher motivation more than any other factor. Deal (2010) stated
that toxic school cultures can actually impede teacher effectiveness and student achievement. On the basis
of these, we state our second hypothesis.

The Relationship Between Supervision System (SP1S) On Teacher Performance (IPE)

The supervision system SPVS at the school is very important for the sustainability of teacher performance
development. Proper oversight is visiting classes routinely, giving feedback that is commending and
purposeful, along with continuous opportunities for professional growth to teachers so they can enhance
their pedagogical practices (Glickman et al., 2018). As a result, good management promotes the
professionalism of staff through an ethos of responsibility and development (Danielson 2007). Basom Frase
(2004), Perera, Granziera, and Mcllveen (2018), Runhaar (2013), Sahito and Vaisanen (2020), teacher
satisfaction, engagement in the work life and classroom performance is directly affected by successful
supervision practices. Datling-Hammond (2000) lends additional support to this perspective, noting that
strong instructional supervision is the linchpin for creating teacher capacity and supporting effective
teaching. Thus we theorize the following hypotheses:

The Relationship Between Teacher Competence (I CE) On Teacher Performance (IPE)

Teacher Competence (TCE) represents the knowledge, skills and experiences of educators that have a direct
impact on their effectiveness in teaching contexts. It underpins which competent teachers best engage
students, differentiate instruction and assess learning (Smit and Humpert 2012). There is considerable
conclusive evidence that the more competent teachers are, the more students progress and improve their
performance (Klassen et al. 2011; Westley 2011). Furthermore, in the Indonesian context, the strengthening
of teacher competence is crucial as many educators have insufficient training and professional development
(Loeneto et al. 2022). School success and workforce productivity could be enhanced if teacher competence
were developed through investment in great teachers (Cirocki and Farrell 2019). This is why we postulated
the fourth hypothesis:

H1. Servant Leadership (SLP) On Teacher Performance (TPE)
H2. School Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance (TPE)

H3. Supervision System (SPVS) On Teacher Performance (TPE)
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H4. Teacher Competence (TCE) On Teacher Performance (TPE)
Development of Hypothesis Model Intervening (IN) Teacher Competence (ICE)

Teacher competence (TCE) directly impacts teaching performance, which is then correlated with student
achievement. In fact, it is vital to know the mediating role of teacher competency in the relationships
amongst leadership styles and organizational factors work for enhancing teacher productivity within
educational setting. The next section addresses each hypothesis in light of extant literature.

Servant leadership (SLP) developed Greenleaf (1992), and an extensively studied effective style of leading
that uses power for the common good of employees. At the microlevel, I argue that servant leadership can
improve conditions for teachers in this era of neoliberalism because it promotes collaboration,
trustworthiness and ethical behavior-all essential components to Teachers Inside Culture TIC (de Bettignies
2013; Castner, Schneider, and Henderson 2017). Previous research has implied that servant leaders develop
competence among teachers through professional growth and offering resources, support to improve
teacher capability (van Dierendonck and Nuijten 2011; Sendjaya et al. 2019). Similarly, teacher performance
is also affected by a minima variable that is believed to be the competence of individual teachers in this case
as indicated from competences affect performance satisfaction which has been identified between two
variables described. Research has shown that the competencies within teachers contribute to them
employing innovative teaching methods better, managing classrooms well and keeping students more
engaged (Jordan, Schwartz, and McGhie-Richmond 2009; Smith et al. 2005). The role of teacher
competence contributes to the improvement in teaching practice using proper pedagogical strategies and
increases student learning outcomes (Harris and Sass 2011; Vescio, Ross, and Adams 2008).

School Culture & Environment (SCE): This means the vatious standards, values and practices that exist in
an educational institution. Teacher competence is a multidimensional quality, and to understand its
complexity we can consider thematically related factors that define high quality schools (Aslan and Reigeluth
2013), where work on how the culture affects learning in school goestogether perfectly with ideas about
professional collaboration. Professional development goals, mentorship opportunities and the school-wide
vision for teacher success enhance competencies of teachers in schools with healthy cultures (Fullan and
Watson 2000). There are many studies showing the intervening role of teacher competence in linking school
culture to the performance achievement for teachers (Hallinger and Heck 1998; Kutsyuruba, Klinger, and
Hussain 2015; Nassir and Benoliel 2023). Instruction is guided in the context of complex problems, and
skills are developed through practice supported by teacher leaders who serve as campaign coaches (Curry
et al. 2008; Darling-Hammond and Snyder 2000; Dyer et al. 2004). As teachers become more competent,
they perform better because that has increased in capacity to respond the needs of all kind of learners and
improve their profession according to appropriate educational policy development (Hallinger 2011). Thus,
the relationship between school culture and teacher efficiency is greatly magnified through mediator effect
of teacher competency (Leithwood and Jantzi 1990; Leithwood et al. 1996).

At the school level, support supervision systems (SPVS) are responsible for monitoring and assessment of
teacher performance. Good supervision also includes the opportunity for feedback, learning additional or
new job skills and that meets minimum standards set in place to guarantee that all students receive a quality
education (Glickman 1981). Research has proven that supervision systems which focus on developmental
and not punishment type measures can improve teacher competency immensely (Martinez, Taut, and
Schaaf 2016; Webster-Stratton, Reid, and Hammond 2001; Zepeda et al. 2019). The mediating effect of
teacher competence on the relationships between supervision systems and performance is important (Cai
and Tang 2021, 2022). This enables teachers to pinpoint improvement areas through regular supervision
and feedback, leading to targeted teacher development efforts. In particular, this design allows candidates
to gain skills that are immediately relevant for their teaching effectiveness (Danielson et al. 2021). Through
teacher enhancement, teachers can become more successful in delivering effective instruction which results
to better student learning and accomplishments so that the quality of teaching as a whole might strengthen
(Zhu et al. 2023). So the quality of supervision is related to teacher performance through teacher
competence.
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H5 The Role of Teacher Competence (TCE) Mediating Servant Leadership (SLP) on Teacher Performance
(TPE)

Ho6. The Role of Teacher Competence (TCE) Mediating School Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance
(TPE)

H7. The Role of Teacher Competence (TCE) Mediating Supervision System (SPVS) On Teacher
Performance (TPE)

Development of Hypothesis Model Moderating (M) Good Scholl Governance (GSGE)

The Good School Governance (GSGE) is the real implementation of effective resource utilization within
educational institutions with keystones accountability and transparency. GSGE can act as a moderating
variable, by means of improving the direct influence effects on teacher performance via leadership styles
school culture working conditions (Aslan and Reigeluth 2013). Supported by credible literature, this section
then discusses how GSGE moderates these relationships.

At the heart of servant leadership (SLP) is empowering and enabling teachers, nurturing a culture conducive
to robust collaboration, trustful working relationships and ethically upright practices (Duren 2017). Yet the
impact that servant leadership has on schools largely depends upon school leaders and governance
(Greenleaf 1992; Rachmawati and Lantu 2014). Servant Leadership Principles are enshrined in the Good
School Governance (GSGE) principles that provide underpinnings to its entire policies and processes
governing transparency and accountability for a better result (Gregory Stone, Russell, and Patterson 2004;
MacBeath 2007; Silva and Pinto 2023). With well built governance, servant leaders are better able to carry
out their vision through defined decision making processes and resource allocation strategies as well as
teacher monitoring systems (Taylor et al. 2007). Previous research suggests that the beneficial effects of
servant leadership on teachers’ performance are expected to be enhanced when organizations have strong
governance structures, which can in turn provide adequate support and resources for their staff (Ghalavi
and Nastiezale 2020; Lapointe and Vandenberghe 2018). Therefore, GSGE plays a significant reinforcing
role in the relationship between servant leadership and teacher performance.

School culture refers to the beliefs, values and practices that prevail in a school. A healthy school culture
engenders collaboration, staff development and a collective focus on student achievement (Fullan and
Watson 2000). Yet, the effects of school culture on teacher performance may differ according to
governance systems. The triangle of Good School Governance (GSGE) aligns values with policies for the
school and from aspiration to operations in culture. Longitudinal studies have found that school culture
has a greater impact on teacher performance in schools with strong governance, as such institutions
effectively anchor loose organizational policy to cultural values (Burch 2007; Okilwa and Barnett 2017). In
contrast, governance can supply vatious structures and resources for continuous teacher learning so that
the school culture of capacity development is capable of leading to sustainable improvements in teachers
work (Leithwood et al. 2023; Leithwood and Sun 2018).

Supervision systems play an important in assessment and improvement of teacher performance. Yet when
drawn up and operating without effective governance, the very supervision systems can end-up in being
one of overbearing inconsistencies which actually render their ineffectiveness (HUMPHREY and PEASE
1992). GSGE will help us monitor fairly and transparently but with an eye on teacher growth, not just
petformance. GSGE moderates how supervision systems and teacher performance feedback become
positive, constructive feedback that is also consistent with the larger institutional objectives (Glickman
1981). This conformity makes them feel supported by their education and encouragement to increase
productivity. Governance assists in monitoring to ensure that the supervising processes become not only
efficacious, but they lead towards a context where teachers feel developed and grow (Fullan and Watson
2000).
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Teacher competence (TCE) is one of the main determinants for teacher performance covering what
teachers should have in knowledge, skills and attitudes as professional practices to be competent adapting
Danielson et al. 2011). With-school governance is an important influence on the development and
utilization of teacher competence. Module 3 competition and governance_focusing on policies and
frameworks that help teachers get the professional development they need Module A key to GSGE is
creating conditions under which systems can ensure not merely licensing, or even certification, but
continued levels of support for capable people in doing their jobs well. There is also evidence to show that
the positive relationship between teacher competence and performance gets stronger with strong
governance, leading teachers receive what they want or need in their ongoing development (Leithwood and
Jantzi 1990; Leithwood and Sun 2018). In addition, governance can support the integration of teacher
competencies with its specific goals so that educators provide their students and school really need.

The above findings suggest the important moderating role of Good School Governance (GSGE) in teacher
performance relationships with leadership and organizational factors. GSGE clarifies the impact of servant
leadership, as well as school culture and teacher competence on teacher performance through decision
feedback filtering based upon a resource allocation and accountability framework. Teacher performance is
likely to increase in the presence of good governance as it is easier for sound leadership and organizational
initiatives to be implemented with a reliable system. These findings are consonant with extant theories of
school leadership, governance and professional development which suggest that stringent governance is a
sine qua non for educational excellence.

H8. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Servant Leadership (SLP) On Teacher
Performance (TPE)

H9. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating School Culture (SCE) On Teacher
Performance (TPE)

H10. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Supervision System (SPVS) On Teacher
Performance (TPE)

H11. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Teacher Competence (TCE) On Teacher
Performance (TPE).
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The Development Framework Model Type serves as a foundational structure for understanding and
analyzing the interactions between various factors influencing teacher performance in educational settings.
This model integrates several key elements, including leadership styles, school culture, supervision systems,
teacher competence, and the moderating effects of Good School Governance (GSGE).

Good Scholl
Govemance
(GSGE)

Figure 1: Development Framework Model Type
Figure 1 illustrates the interconnectedness of the various components of the Type Development
Framework model and how each element influences teacher performance (TPE). This diagram highlights

the mediating role of teacher competence (TCE) and the moderating role of good school governance
(GSGE) in improving educational outcomes.

Y. Teacher Performance

H1. Servant Leadership (SLP) On Teacher Performance (I'PE)

H2. School Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance (IPE)

H3. Supervision System (SPV'S) On Teacher Performance (I'PE)

H4. Teacher Competence (ICE) On Teacher Performance (I'PE)

H5 The Role of Teacher Competence (I CE) Mediating Servant Leadership (SLP) on Teacher Performance (IPE)
He6. The Role of Teacher Competence (I1CE) Mediating School Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance (I'PE)

H?7. The Role of Teacher Competence (I1CE) Mediating Supervision System (SPV'S) On Teacher Performance (IPE)

HS. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Servant Leadership (SLP) on Teacher Performance (I'PE)
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H9. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Schoo! Culture (SCE) On Teacher Performance (1 PE)

HT10. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Supervision System: (SPV'S) On Teacher Performance
(IPE)

H11. The Role of Good Scholl Governance (GSGE) Moderating Teacher Competence (I'CE) On Teacher Performance
(TPE).

Method Risearch
Research Obyject

The object of this research is teachers in Indonesian state schools. This intends to explore the influence of
leadership style, school culture, supervision model and teacher competency on teacher performance in
Indonesia. This setting gives a unique base to thinking about the drivers of educational results in an
incredibly large and diverse education system (Blumenfeld et al. 2000; Resnick and Resnick 1992). This
study works by starting from the teachers as its primary subject when is interested in national scale insights,

thus highlighting leadership and governance influence towards teacher performance landscape (Bush and
Glover 2016; Dimmock and Yong Tan 2013).

Population and Sampling

The population for this study is all teachers of several schools in Indonesia. Beyond these figures, the study
seeks at least 755 teacher participants with a range of institutional types including public and private schools
to adequately represent among its population. While our sampling technique is purposive, the aim being to
select participants who have been in their teaching roles at least three years and as such do not lack relevant
experience within leadership school culture supervision context (Leaf and Odhiambo 2017; Naicker,
Chikoko, and Mthiyane 2013; Nzabonimpa 2015; Pashiardis et al. 2011). This methodology has facilitated
the acquisition verifiable evidence which permits generalization of findings to tangible situations of like
nature and is important. Purposive sampling, in agreement to (Andi Kusumawati 2018; Dwi Amperawati,
Hartoko, and Dwianto 2024; Kantus, Probohudono, and Dwianto 2025), enable the researchers select
respondents who could provide most insightful details relevant with respect of research problem. This way
it can be used in academic research, which will look at particular professional experiences.

Data Collection Process

In order to ensure the course completion and exclusion criteria were NOT misunderstood, we decided that
all teachers sampled must complete a questionnaire. These questionnaires will be developed to quantify
many things due with leadership, school culture, supervisory systems and teacher competency and
performance (Dwianto 2024). The study secks to include at least 755 survey responses in order to allow for
meaningful statistical analysis and results that can be reasonably extrapolated. As to maximize the
participation and considering geographical circumstances of Indonesian people coming from various
region, online questionnaire will be disseminated for those who have easy access in internet place.
Hypothesis undetlying Supporting Theory: (Cohen and Baruch 2022; Huhmann et al. 2018) argue that the
combination of online and face to face data collection methods help increase response rates along with also
allows for more representation in educational research at a wider scale.

Instrumentation for Data: Questionnaires

Structured questionnaires are planned to be used as the main data collection instrument in this research.
The questionnaire items will be created using existing scales and literature in leadership, school culture,
supervision and teacher competence (Liden et al. 2015). The scales will be a 5-point Likert type, containing
“1 = Strongly Disagree” to “5= strongly Agree”. The Likert scale can be easily administered in educational
research to measure the strength of respondents’ attitudes and perceptions (Likert, 1932).
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Table 1. Instrumentation for Variables
Variable Definition Measurement Scale
Servant Ieadership (SLP) The degree to wthh schgol leader§ priotitize serving | o Likert Scale (1-
teachers and meeting their professional needs. 5)
School Culture (SCE) The collective norms, values, and practices that 10 items Likert Scale (1-
shape the school environment. 5)
Supervision System The effectiveness of the school’s supervisory 7 items Likert Scale (1-
(SPVS) practices in fostering teacher development. 5)
Teacher Competence The teachers' knowledge, skills, and abilities relevant . Likert Scale (1-
. . 10 items
(TCE) to their instructional roles. 5)
Teacher Performance The oyerall effectiveness of tezj\chers in delivering . Likert Scale (1-
educational outcomes and improving student | 12 items
(IPE) . 5)
achievement.
Good School Governance The practices and pohqes thgt ensure accountability, . Likert Scale (1-
transparency and efficiency in the management of | 8 items
(GSGE) the school 2

Source of data; processed by researchers observation 2024

Sample Characteristics

We selected a total of 755 teachers from different schools across Indonesia to better represent teacher
characteristics such as gender, teaching experience and type of school. 46.4% were male (n=350) and the
rest female, which is approximately half of each category observed among these participants: 53.6% gender
distribution (%), n=405). Teaching experience ranged from 0 to over 25 years in the following categories:
no teaching experience (n=34),1-3 between n=150,4-5 years average number of years with it is at an average
+7 more estimated for beetCSS department(300)582+15.01%! More than three quarters (76%-82%) used
whole class teaching for most or all pages, while more than half provided worksheets/workbooks. Minimal
assessment feedback from students directly after presentations was provided by very few teachers in either
the traditional classroom (pTo this there were some new results. 05). In addition, 63.6% of teachers worked
in public schools (n1=480) and the remainder taught in private institutions with unspecified percentages
[Table-3]. Thus, this diverse composition provides a broad overview of the determinants of quality observed
among teachers from different educational settings and can be generalised to different subsets of the
teaching workforce.

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristic Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Gender Male 350 46.4
Female 405 53.6
Teaching Experience 1-3 years 150 19.9
4-6 years 300 39.7
7+ yearts 305 40.4
School Type Public 480 63.6
Private 275 36.4

Source of data; processed by researchers observation 2024
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Data Analysis Method

The data are analyzed in the SmartPLS software, which relies on PLS-SEM for this study. In the analysis,
two-stage is done: 1) The Outer Model and 2) The Inner Model. The Outer Model test the measurement
property of each variable served on SLP, School Culture, SPVS, TCE and TPE. Reliability Relations
Composite (CR), Average Variance Extraction(AVE) and Factor Loadings This means that several aspects
of the internal model are very likely to be transported by these same loadings onto exogenous stand in
measures Thus, just a few iterations into CFA or following measurement error modifications (for instance),
there you go trying to correlate latent variables every which way For example: revised governance effect on
teacher autonomy-performance relationship is frog leaping longitudinally SmartPLS would be beneficial in
this respect as it can better handle complex models with small to medium sample sizes and non-normal
data (Hair et al., 2017). This empirical analysis offers important clues as to the factors that underpin teacher
performance in Indonesian schools, namely leadership, culture and supervision, while linked with
competencies.

Ethical Considerations

For this research, the primary ethical considerations are protecting and respecting all participants. Legally,
the research process consists of informed consent form participants and assuring their voluntary
participation (with confidentiality) based on one existing ethical principle. Anonymising (all) data, in order
to keep the subjects from being made public and causing harm or misusing others (Andi Kusumawati 2018),
serves this basic ethical principle. Moreover, the study was conducted by following ethical principles as laid
down in British Educational Research Association (BERA 2018), which means that transparency about
purposes and processes should be put into place; no coetcion or deception during recruiting procedures;
fair treatment to let people's privacy /autonomy being respected; and finally giving information regarding
their rights of withdrawal at any stage even after data collection/data analysis (Christ and V Helliar 2021).
Besides reinforcing findings, ethical research may help establish trust between the researcher and
participants a crucial aspect of educational studies in which researchers delve into sensitive issues or
personal experiences (Robinson & Lai 2019). Doing so is also not just in the spitit of continuing high-
quality work, but more importantly meets a broader set of expectations within academia for ethical lab
techniques.

Result
Variable Description Using the Three Box Method

In this study variables are described using a 5 - point scale where each respondent's index score is expressed

by:
Index Valne = (%oF1x1) + (%F2x2) + (YoF3x3) + (YoIdxd) 4 (YoI555 ) couveeeieenicinecinicnicrecinecnecineeenneaennes (1)

For the Three Box Method, the highest height of the score range is equal to (%F5) / 5 = maximum score:
800, and for the lowest limit, it will be (%F1) / 5 = minimum score: 151. This then leads us to a three-
tiered system from low (151-352), moderate (353—554), and high (555—755) since the distribution of scores
is between 150. It provides a more systematic interpretation of perceptions regarding the measured vatiables
by categorizing them. Martinez-Garcia, Hernandez-Lara (2021) asserts that quantitative educational
research frequently employs the Three Box Method, providing a comprehensive and systematic snapshot
of respondents' ratings.
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Table 3. Variable Description of Sevant Leadership

Indikator Responses Total Indeks Category
STS TS S SS
SLP.1 - 204 108 239 204 755 541,6 Medium
(408) (324 (956) (1020) (2708)
SLP.2 - 188 129 225 222 755 549,2 Medium
(376) (360) (900) (1110) (2746)
SLP.3 - 175 137 218 225 755 551,6 Medium
(350) (411 (872) (1125) (2758)
SLP.4 - 172 120 233 230 755 557,2 High
(344 (360) (932) (1150) (2786)
SLP.5 - 175 131 237 212 775 550,2 Medium
(350) (393 (948) (1060) (2751)
SLP.6 - 185 125 220 225 755 550,0 Medium
(370) (375 (880) (1125) (2750)
SLP.7 - 201 120 221 213 755 5422 Medium
(402) (360) (884 (1065) (2711)
SLP.8 - 183 128 216 228 755 550,8 Medium
(3606) (384 (864) (1140) (2754)
Index Average 549,1 Medium
Description of School Culture 1 ariables
Table 4. Description of School Culture Variables
The indicator Responses Total Indeks Category
STS TS N S SS
SCE.1 - 184 134 239 198 755 543,2 Medium
(368) | (402) | (956) | (990) (2716)
SCE.2 - 198 131 220 | 2006 755 539,8 Medium
(396) | (393)| (880)| (1030) (2699)
SCE.3 - 194 119 240 | 202 755 543,0 Medium
(388) | (357)| (960)| (1010) (2715)
SCE.4 - 207 117 227 204 755 538,6 Medium
(414)| (351)| (908)| (1020) (2693)
SCE.5 - 198 130 226 201 755 539,0 Medium
(398) | (390)| (904)| (1005) (2695)
SCE.6 - 204 122 232 197 755 537,4 Medium
(408) | (366) | (928)| (985 (2687)
SCE.7 - 208 116 226 205 755 538,6 Medium
(416) | (348)| (904)| (1025) (2693)
SCE.8 - 186 123 242 | 204 755 545,8 Medium
(372) | (369)| (968)| (1020) (2729)
SCE.9 - 184 121 240 | 210 755 548,2 Medium
(368) | (363)| (960) | (1050) (2741)
SCE.10 - 188 126 226 215 755 546,6 Medium
(376) | (378)| (904)| (1075) (2733)
Average Index 542,0 Medium

2489


https://ecohumanism.co.uk/joe/ecohumanism
https://doi.org/10.62754/joe.v3i7.4396

Description of Supervision System V ariables

Journal of Ecohumanism

2024

Volume: 3, No: 7, pp. 2477 — 2508

ISSN: 2752-6798 (Print) | ISSN 2752-6801 (Online)

https://ecohumanism.co.uk/joe/ecohumanism

DOIL: https:

doi.org/10.62754/joe.v3i7.4396

Table 5. Description of Supervision System Variables

The indicator Responses Total Indeks Category
STS TS N S SS
SCE.1 - 205 132 220 198 755 535,2 Medium
(410) (396) (880) (990) (26706)
SCE.2 - 205 135 213 202 755 5354 Medium
(410) (405) (852) (1010) (2677)
SCE.3 - 201 144 221 189 755 532,6 Medium
(402) (432) (884 (945) (2663)
SCE.4 - 212 118 231 194 755 534,4 Medium
(424 (354 924 (970) (2672)
SCE.5 - 201 132 212 210 755 539,2 Medium
(402) (396) (848) (1050) (2696)
SCE.6 - 214 111 210 220 755 540,2 Medium
(428) (333) (840) (1100) (2701)
SCE.7 - 215 129 225 186 755 5294 Medium
(430) (387) (900) (930) (2647)
Average Index 535,2 Medium
Description of Teacher Competence 1 ariable
Tabel 6. Descripsi Variable Teacher Competence
Indikator Response Total Indeks Category
STS TS N S SS
TCE.1 - 186 129 228 212 755 546,2 Medium
(372 (387) (912 (1060) (2731)
TCE.2 - 196 140 217 202 755 538,0 Medium
(392 (420) (868) (1010) (2690)
TCE.3 - 205 123 204 223 755 542,0 Medium
(410) (369) (816) (1115) (2710)
TCE.4 - 191 129 234 201 755 542,0 Medium
(382) (387) (9306) (1005) (2710)
TCE.5 - 190 139 212 214 755 543,0 Medium
(380) (417) (848) (1070) (2715)
TCE.6 - 208 118 223 206 755 538,4 Medium
(416) (354 (892 (892 (2692)
TCE.7 - 209 112 225 209 755 539.,8 Medium
(418) (336) (900) (1045) (2699)
TCE.8 - 187 131 217 220 755 547,0 Medium
(374) (393) (868) (1100) (2735)
TCE.9 - 194 134 227 200 755 539,6 Medium
(388) (402) (908) (1000) (2698)
Average Index 541,8 Medium
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Table 7. Description of Good School Governance Vatiables

Indikator Tanggapan Total Indeks Kategori
STS TS N S SS
GSGE.1 - 152 125 295 183 755 554,8 Tinggi
(304) (375) (1180) (915) (2774)
GSGE.2 - 174 130 242 209 755 550,2 Medium
(348) (390) (968) (1045) (2751)
GSGE.3 - 168 147 232 208 755 5490 Medium
(330) (441) (928) (1040) (3459)
GSGE 4 - 191 138 245 181 755 436,2 Medium
(382) (414) (980) (905) (2681)
GSGE.5 - 187 134 230 204 755 5432 Medium
(374) (402) (920) (1020) (2716)
Average Index 546,7 Medium
Deskripsi 1 ariable Teacher Performance
Table 8. Descriptive Variable Teacher Performance
Indikator Tanggapan Total Indeks Kategori
STS TS N S SS
TPE.1 - 157 163 267 168 755 5422 Medium
(314 (489) (1068) (840) (2711)
TPE.2 - 177 141 261 176 755 540,2 Medium
(354) (423) (1044) (880) (2701)
TPE.3 - 159 139 286 171 755 546,8 Medium
(318) (417) (1144) (855) (2734)
TPE.4 - 173 143 253 186 755 5434 Medium
(346) (429) (1012) (930) 2717)
TPE.5 - 154 114 307 379 755 5422 Medium
(308) (342) (1228) (1895) (2711)
TPE.6 - 160 162 268 165 755 540,6 Medium
(320) (486) (1072) (825) (2703)
TPE.7 - 133 160 290 172 755 553,2 Medium
(266) (480) (1160) (860) (2766)
TPE.8 - 151 147 282 175 755 5492 Medium
(302) (441) (1128) (875) (27406)
TPE.9 - 158 152 266 179 755 546,2 Medium
(316) (456) (1064) (895) (2731)
TPE.10 - 174 140 223 218 755 550,0 Medium
(348) (420) (892) (1090) (2750)
TPE.11 - 166 159 263 167 755 539,2 Medium
(332) (477 (1052) (835) (2696)
TPE.12 - 169 144 266 177 755 5430 Medium
(338) (432) (1060) (885) (2715)
Average Index 5447 Medium
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Observation Data Analysis

The analysis of the data is a structural equation model (SEM) through partial least square approach (PLS).
It is meant for multivariate regression models, and in particular cases where the model has more than one
dependent/independent variable. PLS is a two-step method starting with the validation of measurement
model to guarantee constructs are propetrly measured. Next, the inner model is explored in order to assess
how strong the links between latent variables are. The two-step procedure enables a thorough inspection
of both the measurement and structural model characteristics , making PLS-SEM an alternative substantive
method in empirical research with focus on educational or social sciences (Hair et al. 2022).

Outer Model Test
Figure 2 Outer Model Results

To verify both the reliability and validity of our measurement model, testing using Partial Least Square
(PLS) analysis was performed at outer-model level. It is actually concerned with evaluation how nicely the
observed variables symbolize the latent constructs underlying them. This is done through the testing of
convergent validity questions, which test whether or not a series of items correlate highly together and can
be understood to measure expression in one specific way (alongside making sure that there is distinctiveness
between these typically overlapping expressions), as well as discriminant validity tests, primarily structured
around things like multi-trait serious analysis. Moreover, an assessment of the indicator reliability (i.e.,
scales) and composite reliability is essential for confirming that constructs are internally consistent. In the
CFA step, high values in this model fit index are regarded as evidence that an accurate representation of

measured variables is conveyed by these latent (i.e., not directly observed) attributes being studied (Hair et
al. 2022).
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Figure 2. Outer Model Results
Validity Test for Convergent 1 alue

Table 9. Outer Model Convergent Validity Test Results

Indicator Construct Outer Loading Description
SLP_1 0.838 Valid
SLP_2 0.755 Valid
SLP_3 0.820 Valid
Servant SLP_4 0.788 Valid
Leadership SLP_5 0.802 Valid
SLP_6 0.900 Valid
SLP_7 0.926 Valid
SLP_8 0.764 Valid
School SCE_1 0.712 Valid
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Indicator Construct Outer Loading Description

Culture SCE,_2 0.705 Valid
SCE_3 0.702 Valid

SCE,_4 0.864 Valid

SCE_5 0.725 Valid

SCE_6 0.785 Valid

SCE_7 0.760 Valid

SCE_8 0.713 Valid

SCE,_9 0.708 Valid

SCE,_10 0.709 Valid

SPVS_1 0.776 Valid

SPVS_2 0.743 Valid

. SPVS_3 0.827 Valid
S;giﬁ?“on SPVS_4 0.721 Valid
SPVS_5 0.709 Valid

SPVS_6 0.708 Valid

SPVS_7 0.704 Valid

GSGEL1 0.784 Valid

Good GSGE2 0.707 Valid
School GSGE3 0.812 Valid
Governance GSGE4 0.717 Valid
GSGE5 0.724 Valid

TCE_1 0.704 Valid

TCE_2 0.853 Valid

TCE_3 0.847 Valid

TCE_4 0.817 Valid

giﬁzzence TCE_5 0.801 Valid
TCE_6 0.732 Valid

TCE_7 0.721 Valid

TCE_8 0.768 Valid

TCE_9 0.744 Valid

TPE,_1 0.705 Valid

TPE_2 0.738 Valid

TPE_3 0.723 Valid

TPE_4 0.720 Valid

TPE_5 0.724 Valid

Teacher TPE_6 0.846 Valid
Performance TPE_7 0.777 Valid
TPE_8 0.815 Valid

TPE_9 0.750 Valid

TPE_10 0.703 Valid

TPE_11 0.726 Valid

TPE_12 0.746 Valid
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Indicator Construct Outer Loading Description
SLP * GSGE 0.986 Valid
SCE * GSGE 1.001 Valid
SPVS * GSGE 1.018 Valid
TCE * GSGE 1.021 Valid

Test for Discriminant V alidity

Table 10 presents discriminant validity test results and it shows that indicator cross-loading on different
construct. Specific elements of the GSGE construct correlate highly with each other in multimodal
measurement, always >0.7, thereby demonstrating good nomological validity. For example, an outer loading
of 0.784 is attached to the GSGE1 construct with its own construct compared to the other constructs
cross-loadings bar chart in Figure 8. Moreover, the SCE construct also has high loadings on its indicators
in comparison to other constructs except TCE, SLP and SPVSand similatly with all other constructs. These
results indicate the two constructs theoretically differentiable and provide evidence of discriminant validity
within the model.

Table 10. Cross Loading Results

Var Indicator | GSGE | MOD1 | MOD2 | MOD3 | MOD4 | SCE | SLP SPVS | TCE TPE

GSGE1 0.784 0.091 0.029 0.127 0.100 | 0.319 0.377 | 0.400 0.417 0.609
GSGE2 0.707 0.053 | -0.038 0.124 0.070 | 0.570 0.446 | 0.364 0.565 0.482
GSGE3 0.812 0.039 | -0.057 0.066 0.041 | 0.478 0.312] 0.384 0.399 0.542
GSGE4 0.717 0.144 0.005 0.145 0.108 | 0.457 0.301 | 0.569 0.497 0.539
GSGE5 0.724 0.136 | -0.011 0.117 0.038 | 0.433 0.281 | 0.382 0.517 0.504
SCE_1 0.373 0.143 0.047 0.170 0.098 | 0.712 0.236 | 0.263 0.471 0.313
SCE_2 0.430 0.208 0.005 0.182 0.109 | 0.705 0.292 | 0.366 0.556 0.350
SCE_3 0.396 0.173 | -0.007 0.109 0.033 | 0.702 0.227 | 0.283 0.512 0.252
SCE_4 0.452 0.151 | -0.060 0.127 0.005 | 0.864 0.259 | 0.330 0.639 0.324
SCE_5 0.413 0.186 | -0.004 0.145 0.038 | 0.725 0.251 | 0.360 0.637 0.275
SCE_6 0.441 0.114 | -0.032 0.124 0.072 | 0.785 0.272 | 0.327 0.510 0.307
SCE_7 0.450 0.090 | -0.036 0.108 0.014 | 0.760 0.250 | 0.338 0.525 0.312
SCE_8 0.518 0.087 | -0.038 0.083 | -0.005| 0.713 0.191 | 0.279 0.482 0.315
SCE_9 0.491 0.178 | -0.012 0.131 0.034 | 0.708 0.257 | 0.368 0.632 0.407
SCE_10 0.413 0.204 0.009 0.151 0.064 | 0.709 0.219 | 0.338 0.550 0.349
SLP_1 0.344 0.033 0.181 0.245 0.266 | 0.258 0.838 | 0.423 0.314 0.339
SLP_2 0.352 0.044 0.151 0.203 0.190 | 0.303 0.755 | 0.359 0.316 0.301
SLP_3 0.360 0.021 0.175 0.273 0.253 | 0.273 0.820 | 0.412 0.330 0.379
SLP_4 0.337 | -0.015 0.150 0.143 0.211 | 0.304 0.788 | 0.400 0.270 0.275
SLP_5 0.369 | -0.003 0.180 0.245 0.237 | 0.260 0.802 | 0.425 0.350 0.345
SLP_6 0.415 0.004 0.200 0.214 0.266 | 0.265 0.900 | 0.474 0.335 0.336
SLP_7 0.429 0.007 0.179 0.224 0.269 | 0.280 0.926 | 0.507 0.349 0.346
SLP_8 0.397 0.061 0.146 0.239 0.217 | 0.267 0.764 | 0.415 0.342 0.360
SPVS_1 0.426 0.239 0.088 0.160 0.194 | 0.363 0.356 | 0.776 0.401 0.390
SPVS_2 0.441 0.181 0.171 0.159 0.236 | 0.334 0.464 | 0.743 0.378 0.416
SPVS_3 0.448 0.170 0.137 0.147 0.229 | 0.347 0.447 | 0.827 0.425 0.408
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Var Indicator | GSGE | MOD1 | MOD2 | MOD3 | MOD4 | SCE | SLP SPVS | TCE TPE

SPVS_4 0.432 0.236 0.164 0.178 0.238 | 0.346 0.356 | 0.721 0.390 0.348
SPVS_5 0.413 0.210 0.144 0.208 0.216 | 0.296 0.364 | 0.709 0.382 0.385
SPVS_6 0.341 0.187 0.147 0.225 0.233 | 0.283 0.364 | 0.708 0.337 0.355
SPVS_7 0.403 0.247 0.107 0.198 0.188 | 0.332 0.337 | 0.704 0.408 0.356
TCE_1 0.408 0.244 0.114 0.268 0.124 | 0.478 0.273 | 0.362 0.704 0.367
TCE_2 0.522 0.234 0.031 0.214 0.065 | 0.608 0.346 | 0.430 0.853 0.438
TCE_3 0.490 0.275 0.046 0.257 0.077 | 0.631 0.284 | 0.434 0.847 0.408
TCE_4 0.538 0.234 | -0.014 0.185 0.046 | 0.690 0.313 | 0.395 0.817 0.436
TCE_5 0.516 0.232 0.043 0.216 0.070 | 0.674 0.282 | 0.400 0.801 0.398
TCE_6 0.471 0.212 0.065 0.240 0.095 | 0.532 0.313 | 0.385 0.732 0.399
TCE_7 0.469 0.210 0.084 0.259 0.115 | 0.481 0.322 | 0.417 0.721 0.398
TCE_8 0.523 0.209 0.035 0.214 0.093 | 0.556 0.362 | 0.458 0.768 0.439
TCE_9 0.475 0.260 0.059 0.238 0.105 | 0.588 0.285 | 0.395 0.744 0.385
TPE_1 0.519 0.202 0.115 0.268 0.217 | 0.314 0.362 | 0.395 0.410 0.705
TPE_2 0.565 0.114 0.069 0.225 0.184 | 0.332 0.359 | 0.377 0.368 0.738
TPE_3 0.495 0.211 0.107 0.205 0.168 | 0.289 0.318 | 0.378 0.387 0.723
TPE_4 0.528 0.185 0.114 0.244 0.200 | 0.321 0.300 | 0.400 0.409 0.720
TPE_5 0.525 0.221 0.089 0.236 0.207 | 0.386 0.313 | 0.387 0.427 0.724
TPE_6 0.594 0.201 0.042 0.223 0.183 | 0.343 0.283 | 0.400 0.416 0.846
TPE_7 0.604 0.196 0.059 0.203 0.120 | 0.365 0.281 | 0.398 0.457 0.777
TPE_8 0.538 0.164 0.072 0.222 0.186 | 0.333 0.299 | 0.370 0.359 0.815
TPE_9 0.535 0.226 0.099 0.200 0.187 | 0.312 0.310 | 0.372 0.391 0.750
TPE_10 0.486 0.186 0.145 0.231 0.191 | 0.298 0.258 | 0.363 0.385 0.703
TPE_11 0.483 0.166 0.038 0.200 0.145 | 0.303 0.273 | 0.342 0.346 0.726
TPE_12 0.551 0.104 0.048 0.126 0.139 | 0.316 0.313 | 0.417 0.343 0.746
SCE * GSGE -0.017 0.369 1.000 0.479 0.786 0.0lé 0.207 | 0.184 0.063 0.110
TCE * GSGE 0.097 0.438 0.786 0.557 1.000 | 0.062 0.291 | 0.295 0.110 0.236
SPVS * GSGE 0.154 0.558 0.479 1.000 0.557 | 0.181 0.273 | 0.243 0.296 0.287
SLP * GSGE 0.124 1.000 0.369 0.558 0.438 | 0.210 0.023 | 0.283 0.301 0.242

Test of the Average 1V ariance Extracted (AV'E)

The discriminant validity of each construct in the model is evidenced by the AVE values shown in Table
11. AVE quantify the variance in terms of how well a construct segment captures undetlying variation that
is not due to measurement etror. The AVE for GSGE is 0.563, which indicates that about 56% of the
variance in related constructs can explain this construct part onResponse vatiablularly well Table 2 presents
the AVE wvalues, which are all equal to 1.000 (perfect variance extraction) for MOD4 multiple-item
construct meaning these vatiables could have been considered as single-item. AVE scores for the SCE
(0.547), SLP(0.683) SPVS (0.551), TCE (0.6006): and TPE: Approximately. This “indicates thatleo™ majority
of thfe variance is accounted fur by ihe items chesian.en;suring,adequate hascis,xediscriminant validity
between Ithe conducls across ii je model 'fiabe;23). We follow the rule that AVE values greater than 0.50
lead to, at minimum more variance within its indicators then measurement error or it is unstructured by
constructs (Gefen et al., 2011).
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Table 11. Discriminant Validity Results (AVE)

Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
GSGE 0.563
MOD1 1.000
MOD2 1.000
MOD3 1.000
MOD4 1.000
SCE 0.547
SLP 0.683
SPVS 0.551
TCE 0.606
TPE 0.561

Testing for discriminant validity

Use of the Fornell-Larcker criterion: this test discriminant validity by assessing whether constructs in a
model are distinct from one another. For each construct, Table 10 shows the square root of the AVE value
on the diagonal, as well as the correlation coefficients between constructs in the off-diagonal area. To
establish adequate discriminant validity, the square root of AVE for each construct should be greater than
its correlation with any other constructs.

As an instance, the square root of the AVE value for GSGE (0.750) is higher than its correlations with
other constructs such as SCE (0.594) and TPE (0.717). Inference is repeated using SLP and SPVS with
correlation being included for two observational elements (Table 7) and found the diagonal values, greater
in this table also show that are separate constructs. Aspect attribute competency BEH = behavior Together,
these results indicate the discriminant validity of the model, indicating that the constructs measure unique
variance not explained by one another.

Tablel0. Risultati dei criteri di Fornell Larcker

GSGE | MOD1 | MOD2 | MOD3 | MOD4 SCE SLP | SPVS TCE TPE
GSGE 0.750
MOD1 0.124 1.000
MOD2 -0.017 0.369 1.000
MOD3 0.154 0.558 0.479 1.000
MOD4 0.097 0.438 0.786 0.557 1.000
SCE 0.594 0.210 | -0.018 0.181 0.062 0.740
SLP 0.456 0.023 0.207 0.273 0.291 0.333 0.826
SPVS 0.561 0.283 0.184 0.243 0.295 0.444 0.519 | 0.742
TCE 0.632 0.301 0.063 0.296 0.110 0.753 0.397 | 0.525 0.778
TPE 0.717 0.242 0.110 0.287 0.236 0.436 0.409 | 0.513 0.524 | 0.749

Composite Reliability Test

Table 12 displays the results of a composite reliability test and it appears that all constructs in this model
are internally consistent. Composite reliability values of 0.865 to 1.000 also exceeded the recommended
threshold value (> = 0.70). In particular, the constructs GSGE (0.865), SCE (0.923) and SLP 20 items had
a very high reliability coefficient which implies that said item consistently measures what it is meant to
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measure or generate same results when repeated several times consecutively [Table 3]. Table 7 presents the
perfect reliability of all constructs have a Cronbach’s o = 1.000, which gives further support to measurement

model properties (MOD1 - MOD4).

Table 12. Composite Reliability Result

Composite Reliability
GSGE 0.865
MOD1 1.000
MOD2 1.000
MOD3 1.000
MOD4 1.000
SCE 0.923
SLP 0.945
SPVS 0.895
TCE 0.932
TPE 0.939

Cronbach Alpha Test Result

Table 13 presents the Cronbach's Alpha test results, where it can be observed that all construct scores are
higher than the minimum acceptable value of 0.70 established for this database. For GSGE, it shows strong
internal consistency (Cronbach's Alpha =0.805). SCE (0.907), SLP (0.933) and TCE 18-40 (896%) were
considered reliable other constructs also demonstrated strong reliability with SCE, > The MOD constructs
(MOD1 to MOD#4) all have a Cronbach's alpha of 1.000, indicating petfect internal consistency actross the
models. In general, the high Cronbach's Alpha values present that while measuring instrument used in study
measure are reliable.

Table 13. Cronbach Alpha Results

Cronbach's Alpha
GSGE 0.805
MOD1 1.000
MOD2 1.000
MOD3 1.000
MOD4 1.000
SCE 0.907
SLP 0.933
SPVS 0.863
TCE 0.918
TPE 0.928
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Figure 3. Inner Model Research Data
Cocfficient of Determination (R-square) Test Data

The test results in the first model produced an R-square value of 0.617 which means that all three constructs
of servant leadership, school culture and supervision system can explain teacher competence by 61.7%
while the remaining is explained by other constructs In addition, the results of tests in second model gained
an R-square value of 0.566 this show that servant leadership construct, school culture consultant variable
superintendence system good governance at schools primary teacher competence and moderation variables
are able to explain performance teachers by the percentage (56.Clone) while percent remaining as much
equalized by 43.4% is explained another constructs.

Table 14. Results of the Coefficient of Determination (R-square)

Vr R Square

TCE 0.617

TPE 0.566
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Research data Path Coefficient

The results of the hypothesis test show that servant leadership simultaneously does not have a significant
impact on teacher performance with t-statistical value 0.747, and p-value = 0456 (p > «), which rejects H1
However, the impact of school culture on teacher performance with t-value 1.854 and p >0.05 (as well
rejected Null Hypothesis H2). However, the supervision system has a positive and significant effect on
teacher performance as seen with t-stat unequals to 2.032 value (p <0.05), therefore H3 is accepted Finally,
tested the H4 teacher competence on teacher performance did not have a statistically significant effect with
t-statistic of 1.805 and p-value equal to 0.073 (p > 0.05) so that this hypothesis is rejected.

Table 15. Hypothesis Test Results Based on Path Coefficient

. Original Sample Mean Star.ldzfrd T Statistics
Variable Sampgle ©) p(M) g;vg]g%gl (|O/STDEV|) P Values
GSGE -> TPE 0.617 0.617 0.043 14.477 0.000
MOD1 -> TPE 0.058 0.056 0.046 1.261 0.208
MOD?2 -> TPE -0.057 -0.054 0.049 1.167 0.244
MOD?3 -> TPE 0.084 0.086 0.041 2.073 0.039
MOD4 -> TPE 0.109 0.106 0.049 2.221 0.027
SCE -> TCE 0.638 0.636 0.027 23.858 0.000
SCE -> TPE -0.076 -0.075 0.041 1.854 0.064
SLP -> TCE 0.080 0.082 0.028 2.821 0.005
SLP -> TPE 0.031 0.029 0.042 0.747 0.456
SPVS -> TCE 0.200 0.201 0.030 6.596 0.000
SPVS -> TPE 0.080 0.082 0.039 2.032 0.043
TCE -> TPE 0.086 0.086 0.047 1.805 0.072
Uji Intervening atan Mediasi
Table 16. Results of Mediation Test Observation Data
. Original Sample Standard T Statistics
Vaible Sampgle ©) Meanp(M) ?S?B;;gg (10/STDEV]|) | F Values
SCE -> TCE -> TPE 0.055 0.055 0.030 1.815 0.070
SLP -> TCE -> TPE 0.007 0.007 0.005 1.449 0.148
SPVS -> TCE -> TPE 0.017 0.017 0.010 1.679 0.094

Hypothesis testing results, Servant Leadership does not have a significant indirect effect on Teacher
Performance through the teacher competence (t = 1.815; p >0.05) Therefore, the influence of servant
leadership on teacher performance is not mediated by teacher competence so that hypothesis 5 is rejected.
In the same vein, it is not established that school culture indirectly affect teacher performance through
teacher competence [t (1.449) p > 0.05], therefore hypothesis 6 was rejected as well Furthermore,
supervision system has no significant indirect effect on teacher performance through teacher competence;
with t = 1.679 p >.05 so that it can be concluded that the role of mediation for increased or decreased
teacher performance is not accompanied by an increase in growth and development, hypothesized H7
rejected.
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Moderation Test Research Observation Result

Based on hypothesis testing, it is stated that good school governance does not moderate the impact of
servant leadership on teacher performance with t statistic test (1.261)t hitung and p-value (0.208> 0.05).
HB8 is rejected. Likewise, there is no evidence to support the influence of good school governance on the
moderating effect between culture and teacher performance with t-statistic = 1.167 (p > 0.05), thus
hypothesis H9 was rejected as well. Despite, good school governance moderates the impact of the
supervisory system on teacher performance (t = 2.073; p <.05); hence H10 is accepted. H10 is rejected
because H11 (good school governance moderates the effect of teacher competence on teacher
performance) has a t-statistic value of 2.221 with a p-value 0.027 and produces a significant point at level
significance a = 5%.

Table 17. Moderation Test Results

Variable gzﬁgi:l Mean Sﬁfiﬁi STDEV P Values
GSGE -> TPE 0.617 0.617 0.043 14477 0.000
MODI1 -> TPE 0.058 0.056 0.046 1.261 0.208
MOD2 -> TPE -0.057 20.054 0.049 1.167 0.244
MOD3 -> TPE 0.084 0.086 0.041 2.073 0.039
MOD4 -> TPE 0.109 0.106 0.049 2221 0.027
SCE -> TCE 0.638 0.636 0.027 23.858 0.000
SCE -> TPE 20.076 20.075 0.041 1.854 0.064
SLP > TCE 0.080 0.082 0.028 2.821 0.005
SLP -> TPE 0.031 0.029 0.042 0.747 0.456
SPVS -> TCE 0.200 0.201 0.030 6.596 0.000
SPVS -> TPE 0.080 0.082 0.039 2.032 0.043
TCE > TPE 0.086 0.086 0.047 1.805 0.072

Discusion Research

The current study aimed to investigate the roles of servant leadership, school culture, supervision systems,
and teacher competence in influencing teacher performance, with a specific focus on the moderating effects
of good school governance. The findings reveal several critical insights into the dynamics between these
variables and their implications for educational leadership and management in Indonesia.

Servant Leadership and Teacher Performance

For the hypothesis H1, servant leadership did not have a significant effect on teacher performance (t-
statistic = 0.747; p < 0.05). This result, corroborated by previous research suggesting that the influence of
leadership styles on practices varies depending upon contextual conditions such as school culture and
individual teacher attributes (Jiang et al., 2020), Although servant leadership places a strong emphasis on
serving and supporting others, the effects of such influence could be moderated or polluted by precepts
that are endemic within the educational environment. This implies that while SL. might be a worthwhile
output of facultative leadership (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000), its ability to impact performance measures is
under-researched and would benefit from further qualitative research designed to capture the subtlety
depth-criterion problem as it shapes teacher experiences.

School Culture's Influence

Likewise, the review discovered that school culture had no significant impact on teacher performance (t-
statistic = 1.854, p-value =.064) The researchers said the finding suggests a gap between how notably school
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culture is perceived and real-world performance outcomes. Although a positive school culture is often
associated with improved performance outcomes (Deal & Peterson, 2010), the findings of this study point
to other mediators in-between which seem even more important for the translation from school climate
towards actual learning outcomes like teacher engagement and motivation. Future research would need to
examine the specific dimensions of school culture that most contribute teacher performance and could
perhaps utilize mixed methods in order to understand more about this relationship both statistically, but
also qualitatively.

The Role of Supervision Systems

By contrast, the study found that supervision systems had a positive and statistically significant effect on
teacher performance (t-statistic = 2.032; p=0.043) This finding supports the previous literature that
structured supervision and support are important for effective teaching (Blase & Blase, 2000).
Comprehensive monitoring ensures that teachers not only get the necessary guidance and feedback but also
gives them a professional touch which they can get into development from too. Given the importance of
this relationship, schools should concentrate on how they can provide effective supervisory structures that
are congruent with basics expectations as well teachers' professional development goals.

Teacher Competence as a Mediator

Mediation analysis proved that teacher competence has no significant mediating effect between servant
leadership, school culture and supervision systems on teacher performance. Although the results
demonstrate that teacher quality is an important factor for effective teaching (retention or skill), it may not
be a mediator in presence of other strong forces(Fried et al 2006). This finding suggests that motivating
higher levels of teacher competence might not be adequate through direct interventions without parallel
attention to develop leadership practices and school culture. As an alternative, a more comprehensive
strategy that focuses on multiple facets of the educational context might be needed to support sustained
gains in teacher quality.

The Moderating Effects of Good School Governance

The results also showed that quality governance is significantly a moderate between the supervision systems
and teacher competencies with good teachers performance (p < 0.05). This finding is also consistent with
the literature that has long argued strong governance determines educational success (Bush & Glover,
2016). Good school governance will support the positive spinoff of supervision systems provided that there
are strong leadership structures and accountability measures in schools. Moreover, since effective school
governance conditions served a moderator for the relationship between teacher competence and
performance it provides evidence that proper use of governance frameworks can establish optimal function
practices that could complement teachers” competences making them perform better.

In contrast, the lack of a major moderating effect on servant leadership and school culture due to good
governance in schools suggests that these relationships are less intricate. This suggests that governance is
important but not for every dimension of educational leadership or cultural influence on performance.
These results beg for more inquiry into the conditions under which good governance operates, especially
in terms of variety within educational contexts.

Implications for Edncational Practice

The implications for educational practice emerging from this course undetrline the central importance of
holistic leadership strategies blending multiple dimensions of school management. Improving teacher
performance: The key priority is school improvement. Good leadership is necessary to create a good climate
in the school, provide oversight, and ensure accountability, which underpin better teaching. Research by
Leithwood et al. (2020), confirms that ST practices should make a difference in how leadership is organized
at the school level, but only to an extent if those leaders have been trained in adaptive strategies which
enable them to effectively develop teacher practice. Secondly, Day and Sammons (2016) echoed the need
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to develop their instructional leadership in concert with administrative skills for each school leader.
Therefore, it is suggested keeping them encouraged with encouragement to increase the quality of education
as a whole in order that all teacher performance and utilization has become better or continues to rise
continuously.

Conclusion

Therefore, this study can be understood as contributing to a broader conversation about the interrelated
nature of leadership and cultural change with instructional supervision leading into aspects of school
governance in affecting teacher performance. Hence, while it may be erroneous to assert that servant
leadership and school culture alone do affect student performance directly, the prominent stances of
supervision and governance emphasise a need for whole-school perception in educational leadership. Given
the nature of our data, we were unable to address these relationships with this particular research design;
however it would be beneficial for future studies to further consider them using longitudinal designs that
may better reflect how teacher performance changes as leadership and governance structures undergo
transitions.
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