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Abstract: This study investigates the contribution of teachers’ willingness to their professional competence in adapting to digital 
learning transformation during the Coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic and its relationship to instructional leadership and 
self-efficacy. Data were collected by distributing online questionnaires consisting of 4 constructs, namely instructional leadership, 
self-efficacy, teacher’s willingness to change, and professional competence, and distributed to 221 Indonesian High School teachers. 
Structural Equation Model (SEM) was used for analysis using Analysis of Moment Structure (AMOS) version 23.0 to examine the 
hypotheses. The results showed that instructional leadership significantly influences teachers’ willingness to change with a positive 
impact on their professional competence. Furthermore, there is a significant effect on teachers’ willingness to change their 
professional competence, insignificant on self-efficacy with substantial impacts on their willingness to change. The analysis results 
through the Sobel test showed that the teachers’ willingness to change is an excellent mediating variable for self-efficacy in 
influencing professional competence. Conversely, it is not an excellent mediating variable for instructional leadership towards 
professional competence. The importance of teachers’ willingness to improve their professional competence is a new finding that 
significantly contributes to their professional development.  
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Introduction 

The Coronavirus disease (COVID-19) prompted numerous organizations to adopt certain changes to remain effective 
(Gupta et al., 2020; Zhao, 2020). According to Haarhaus and Liening (2020), organizations survived by adapting to 
various changes in the new normal. Cummings and Worley (2014) stated that these changes include strategies, 
systems, technology, physical arrangements, and human resources. Unavoidable changes from the pandemic also 
occurred in the educational sector, which promoted schools to make significant adjustments (Zhao, 2020). Principals 
and teachers were forced to suddenly and unexpectedly adapt to digital transformation (Azorín, 2020; Kurtmollaiev, 
2020; Magistretti et al., 2021).  

The pandemic led to the temporary closure of schools, thereby forcing education to shift from manual to digital (Clark 
et al., 2021; Sokal et al., 2020). However, not all education components, including teachers, adapted quickly due to 
certain complications associated with numerous obstacles (Berger, 2020; DiSessa, 2001; Harris, 2020). McFarlane 
(2019) stated that the corona virus had shaped the digital transformation in the academic sector, making it a significant 
issue expected to be continuously used even after the pandemic (König et al., 2020).  

Teachers’ competence in adopting technology and new learning methods during this crisis is essential (Clark et al., 
2021). This is because the sudden adaptation to distance learning using various digital technology demands teachers 
improve their professional competence to enhance students’ knowledge (Fauth et al., 2019; Tang et al., 2020). 
Empirical studies proved that teachers’ competence determines the quality of learning, thereby affecting students’ 
achievement (Kunter et al., 2013).  

The shift from physical to online learning was the only solution to ensure the continuity of education during the 
pandemic (Churi et al., 2021; Liguori et al., 2021). According to Wang et al. (2021), Yang et al. (2020), and Zhang et al. 
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(2020), the willingness and quick adaptation to changes led to sustainable and quality learning. Teachers’ willingness 
to change is a vital construct that emerged during the educational transformation caused by COVID-19. Therefore, this 
study examined the educator’s views concerning the emergent predictors of teachers’ willingness to change the mode 
of learning due to the pandemic. It also recommended future investigation on the leadership model that supports this 
construct and implements better policies to sustain quality learning (Herawati et al., 2021).  

During the pandemic, teachers urgently needed to adapt to digital transformation (Kurtmollaiev, 2020; Magistretti et 
al., 2021). The limited literature on their willingness to change or adapt to online learning provides a study gap that 
needs to be investigated. Additionally, this study was triggered by differences in findings regarding the effect of self-
efficacy on professional competence. Depaepe and König (2018), and Lauermann and König (2016), stated that this gap 
is a vital element, while Bouley et al. (2015) proved its feeble effect on teachers’ professional competence.  

It is crucial to thoroughly investigate this gap by analyzing its role as a mediating variable between instructional 
leadership and self-efficacy. The findings related to the willingness to change in order to enhance teaching proficiency 
are essential and provide new perspectives for professional development. The novelty of this study is teachers’ 
willingness to change and adapt to digital technology to teach during the pandemic.  

It provides empirical evidence on the importance of this construct in enhancing readiness for digital learning. The 
information obtained is recommended for related parties in managing teachers as essential human resources in the 
educational sector. There is a need to develop more models, specifically those related to teachers’ professional 
competence. Therefore, this study addresses questions such as: How teachers successfully improve their professional 
competence? and What are the relevant factors that aid in enhancing this construct? These questions are addressed 
through the concept of teachers’ willingness to change. 

Literature Review 

The grand theory of this study is the dynamic capability, which believes in an organization’s ability to integrate, build, 
and rearrange its internal and external competencies to deal with the rapidly changing environment (Teece, 2018; 
Teece & Pisano, 2003). The leading theoretical perspective in the strategic management literature is developing the 
resource-based view (RBV) theory  (Barney, 2001; Grant, 1991; Lin & Wu, 2014; Wernerfelt, 1984; Zollo & Winter, 
2002). The sample consists of school principals, teachers, and intangible resources in the form of leadership and 
competence that aid in the realization of educational success, which is vital for change (Hayter & Cahoy, 2018; Sicotte et 
al., 2014; Snoek et al., 2019; Teece, 2018). 

Several studies reported the demand for digital learning since the disruption era. According to Keramati et al. (2011), 
the success of learning using this method is dependent on teachers’ readiness. Every change in the education sector 
places them as the leading actors, including digital learning. Çinar et al. (2021) stated that the change from manual to 
digital learning is impossible without the teacher’s will. Meanwhile, Trotsko et al. (2019) reported that the effectiveness 
of digital applications depends on subjective and objective factors, namely the level of teacher readiness and 
availability of supporting facilities, respectively. Teachers are a vital element of this educational transformation, 
therefore, their positive attitude toward change, willingness, and initiative to develop competence is essential. 
Interestingly, their self-initiative in dealing with changes that trigger professionalism in the fields of knowledge and 
skills in pedagogy and technology is part of the innovative process. 

The study on teachers’ readiness showed the importance of their willingness to make changes and develop their 
competence. Zeid et al. (2017) stated that teachers are willing to adapt to a new curriculum or teach a different subject 
but less likely to relocate or change their daily routine. Data analysis unveils a significant influence on their willingness 
towards professional competence, specifically in implementing the diverse learning models.  

Herawati et al. (2021) stated three dimensions of teachers’ willingness to change. The first is their readiness to access 
various learning resources to acquire more knowledge. The second is their willingness to try, which is interpreted by 
two indicators, namely the ability to facilitate asynchronous and synchronous learning, including the development of 
good interactive sessions. The implementation of distance learning is new to teachers because it is a sudden policy and 
is perceived as an obstacle by those that do not intend to strive. Asynchronous and synchronous learning variations 
need to be supported by technology (Herawati et al., 2021). The third is an indicator attributing the need for teachers to 
embrace awareness through their willingness to change, characterized by receiving information or feedback that 
supports this transformation openly (Herawati et al., 2021). 

The preliminary study that emphasized teachers’ willingness to improve their professionalism showed similar results 
with the varying focus of attention. It highlighted the importance of enhancing online learning (Çinar et al., 2021; 
Keramati et al., 2011; Trotsko et al., 2019;). Meanwhile, Zeid et al. (2017) focused more on teachers’ willingness to 
change the implemented teaching methods. Herawati et al. (2021) specialized in exploring the dimensions concerning 
digital learning adaptation. 

The Instructional Management Model combines three dimensions related to the school principal’s role as a leader, 
namely (1) determining the school’s mission, (2) managing learning and instructional programs, and (3) promoting a 
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positive learning culture  (Al-Mahdy et al., 2018; Hallinger, 2018; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). 
These dimensions were further elaborated into ten instructional leadership functions by Hallinger (2018) and 
Talebizadeh et al. (2021). The principal’s role is to develop a productive and satisfying work environment for teachers 
and create conducive learning conditions for students (Hallinger et al., 2018). The instructional leadership variable is 
based on the model that focuses on improving teaching and learning quality (Blase & Blase, 2000). It comprises two 
dimensions, namely (1) supporting teachers to reflect on specific issues and (2) increasing professionalism.  

The Indonesian Ministry of Education (2010) defined professional competence as a teacher’s performance assessment 
carried out by measuring two competencies, namely (1) Mastery of material conceptual structures and scientific 
mindsets that support the subjects being taught and (2) Professional development through reflective actions (Mardapi 
& Herawan, 2018).  

According to the self-efficacy theory, there is a strong relationship between students’ and teachers’ achievement 
(Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; Goddard, LoGerfo, et al., 2004; Sokal et al., 2020). Meanwhile, preliminary studies reported 
that numerous investigations need to be conducted on teachers’ efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Tschannen-Moran & 
Barr, 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Several studies continuously questioned the 
validity and reliability of the tools used to measure self-efficacy. Over the past five decades, numerous attempts have 
been conducted on the theories of social learning (Rotter, 1982), behavioral change (Bandura, 1978; Bandura & Watts, 
1996; Bandura et al., 1977), student achievement responsibilities (Guskey, 2002), and teachers’ efficacy scales (Gibson 
& Dembo, 1984). The methods used to measure teachers’ efficacy are significant to the currently developed approaches. 

Numerous similar findings regarding the relationship between self-efficacy and professional competence reported the 
existence of a significant (Daumiller et al., 2016; Klassen & Tze, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016). However, several studies 
proved that it does not boost the teachers’ professional competence be (Fives & Looney, 2009; Morris & Usher, 2011; 
Postareff et al., 2007). Teachers who possess high levels of self-efficacy cannot constantly improve their professional 
competence due to their unwillingness to change (Korthagen, 2004; Wheatley, 2002). This difference creates an 
exciting gap related to the changing conditions due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, it is vital to carry out study 
by adopting the dynamic capability theory to build a model willing to change teachers’ mediating roles to improve 
professional competence. 

Methodology 

Study Goal 

This study aims to build a conceptual model to determine teachers’ willingness to change that mediates self-efficacy 
towards professional competence. An empirical testing model was presented with instructional leadership construct to 
determine the effect of their professional competence. The model is expected to empirically contribute to the teachers’ 
willingness to change to enhance their professional competence. The following seven hypotheses were proposed: 

H1: Instructional leadership (IL) affects professional competence (PC)  

H2: Instructional leadership (IL) affects teachers’ willingness to change (TWC) 

H3: Teachers’ willingness to change (TWC) affects professional competence (PC) 

H4: Self-efficacy (SE) affects professional competence (PC) 

H5: Self-efficacy (SE) affects teachers’ willingness to change (TWC) 

H6: Teachers’ willingness to change (TWC) has a mediating effect on self-efficacy (SE) on professional competence (PC) 

H7: Teachers’ willingness to change (TWC) has a mediating effect on instructional leadership (IL) and professional 
competence (PC) 

Study Design  

A quantitative survey was used to measure the objective facts, divided into four: teachers’ willingness to change and 
professional competence (endogenous), instructional leadership, and self-efficacy (exogenous). Based on data obtained 
through surveys, the condition of each variable was described, and its effect on one another was also determined 
(Tharenou et al., 2007). 

Sample and Data Collection 

A proportional stratified sampling design was used to collect data from teachers in 35 Senior High Schools in 
Yogyakarta Special Region, Indonesia. Of the 224 selected respondents comprising 68% women and 32% men, only 
221 valid responses were obtained. They consisted of civil servants in ranks of IV.c, IV.b, IV.a, III.d, III.c, III.b, III.a and 
non-civil servants in sequential percentages of 1%, 7%, 28%, 22%, 14%, 13%, 12%, and 3%, respectively. They came 
from 5 different regencies, namely Yogyakarta, Bantul, Sleman, Kulon Progo, and Gunung Kidul in percentages of 38%, 
35%, 17%, 5%, and 5%, respectively.  
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Table 1. Demographic Information of Sample 

No Respondent Characteristic Total Percentage (%) 

1 Gender 
Male 65 32 
Female 136 68 

2 City/Regency 

Yogyakarta 77 38 
Bantul 70 35 
Kulon Progo 10 5 
Sleman 35 17 
Gunung Kidul 9 5 

3 Rank/Class 

III.a 24 12 
III.b 27 13 
III.c 29 14 
III.d 45 22 
IV.a 56 28 
IV.b 14 7 
IV.c 1 1 
Non-Government Employee 6 3 

The online questionnaires consisted of 4 constructs, namely instructional leadership (IL), self-efficacy (SE), 
professional competence (PC), and teacher’s willingness to change (TWC). Furthermore, it comprised 28 parameters, 
measured using a Likert scale of 1 to 7, which varied from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Instructional 
leadership, self-efficacy, and professional competence parameters were adapted from Blase and Blase (2000), 
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), and the Indonesian Ministry of Education (2010). Teachers’ willingness to change 
was obtained through focus group discussion (Herawati et al., 2021). The google form questionnaire was distributed 
and communicated with the help of each school supervisor to ensure respondents thoroughly completed it. 

Analyzing of Data 

The uni-dimensionality of the variables was examined using the confirmatory-factor analysis (CFA) technique. Firstly, it 
was used to test instructional leadership, teachers’ willingness to change, professional competence, and self-efficacy. 
Secondly, CFA was used to test both exogenous and endogenous variables (Hair et al., 2020).  

The following evaluation is a structural analysis involving the combination of a CFA model diagram per variable that 
has been determined to fit. The initial combination of the complete image was analyzed similarly, and the CFA of each 
variable was evaluated by determining the loading factor value and checking whether the Goodness of Fit (GoF) test 
was in accordance with the stipulated requirements. The data were analyzed using Structural Equation Model (SEM), 
while Analysis of Moment Structure (AMOS) version 23.0 was used to examine the hypotheses. 

CFA was performed using AMOS 23.0 to assess the validity of each variable, such as instructional leadership, teacher’s 
willingness to change, professional competence, and self-efficacy. The CFA test was carried out by comparing the GoF 
coefficient results obtained from the study with the standard cut-off values. Cronbach’s Alpha was also used to test the 
construct reliability with the data analyzed using SEM, while AMOS version 23.0 was used to examine the hypotheses.  

Findings/Results 

Structural Measurement 

The structural model analysis, involving the combination of a CFA diagram per variable, resulted in a fit model, as 
shown in Figure 1. The goodness of fit test results of Chi-Square, probability, df, CMIN/DF, GFI, AGFI, NFI, CFI, IFI, and 
RMSEA are 624,094, 0.0, 337, 1,852, 0.818, 0.781, 0.809, 0.901, 0.902 and 0.065, respectively. The fit confirmation test 
on the full model indicated that not all GoF results met the requirements. However, the measurement of the complete 
Combined Research Model diagram is declared feasible. Hair et al. (2020) stated that relatively 4 to 5 GoF criteria are 
considered adequate, assuming they represent absolute, incremental, and parsimony fit indices. The resulting SEM 
model analyzed and tested the proposed hypotheses. 
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Figure 1. Full Model of the Effect of Instructional Leadership and Self Efficacy towards Teacher’s Willingness to Change and 
its Implication on Professional Competence 

Validity and Reliability Testing 

After determining an acceptable fit model and comprehensive data, the subsequent step centered on evaluating or 
analyzing the measurement construct carried out based on a significant value of 0.5. This is consistent with Ghozali and 
Fuad (2012) and Hair et al. (2020), stating that the standard value indicates an ideal level of convergent validity.  

Table 2. Indicator Validity Test Results in Full Model 

No. Latent Variable (2stCFA) 
Latent Variable 
(1stCFA) 

Manifest 
Variable 

Std. Loading 
Factor 

Validity 

1. 
Teacher’s Professional Competence 
(The Indonesian Ministry of 
Education, 2010) 

Mastery of Concept 
PC1 0.601 Valid 
PC2 0.665 Valid 
PC3 0.665 Valid 

Professional 
Development 

PC4 0.586 Valid 
PC5 0.673 Valid 
PC6 0.528 Valid 
PC7 0.795 Valid 
PC8 0.649 Valid 
PC9 0.710 Valid 

2. 
Instructional Leadership 
(Blase & Blase, 2000) 

Fostering Reflection 
IL1 0.876 Valid 
IL2 0.891 Valid 
IL3 0.590 Valid 

Promoting 
Professional Growth 

IL4 0.776 Valid 
IL5 0.884 Valid 
IL6 0.759 Valid 

3 
Teacher’s Willingness to Change 
(Herawati et al., 2021) 

Willing to Learn 
TWC1 0.758 Valid 
TWC2 0.620 Valid 

Willing to Try 
TWC3 0.791 Valid 
TWC4 0.893 Valid 

Be Open 
TWC5 0.639 Valid 
TWC6 0.864 Valid 
TWC7 0.834 Valid 
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Table 2. Continued 

No. Latent Variable (2stCFA) 
Latent Variable 
(1stCFA) 

Manifest 
Variable 

Std. Loading 
Factor 

Validity 

4. 
Teacher’s Self-Efficacy 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) 
 

Class Management 
SE1 0.579 Valid 
SE2 0.889 Valid 

Student Engagement 
SE3 0.832 Valid 
SE4 0.803 Valid 

Instructional Strategy 
 

SE5 0.846 Valid 
SE6 0.819 Valid 

Table 2 shows that the Construct Reliability and Variance Extract (VE) calculations met the recommended value (CR 
0.7). The majority of the VE also fulfill the recommended value (VE 0.5), therefore, it was concluded that all constructs 
and dimensions in the Full Model have good reliability. 

Table 3. Construct Reliability (CR) Test Results and Variance Extract (VE) 

Latent 
Variable 
(2stCFA) 

Manifest 
Variables 

Std. Loading 
Factor              

(λ ≥ 0,5) 
λ2 

Error 
=1-λ2 

CR=(Ʃλ)2 
((Ʃλ)2+ƩError); 

VE=(Ʃλ2) 
((Ʃλ2)+ƩError); Validitay 

CR ≥ 0,7 VE ≥ 0,5 

 Teacher’s 
Professional 
Competence 

TPC1 0.601 0.361 0.639   Valid 
TPC2 0.665 0.442 0.558   Valid 
TPC3 0.665 0.442 0.558   Valid 
TPC4 0.586 0.343 0.657   Valid 
TPC5 0.673 0.453 0.547   Valid 
TPC6 0.528 0.279 0.721   Valid 
TPC7 0.795 0.632 0.368   Valid 
TPC8 0.649 0.421 0.579   Valid 
TPC9 0.710 0.504 0.496   Valid 

  5.872 3.878 5.122 0.871 0.431 Reliable 

 Instructional 
Leadership 

IL1 0.876 0.767 0.233   Baik 
IL2 0.891 0.794 0.206   Valid 
IL3 0.590 0.348 0.652   Valid 
IL4 0.776 0.602 0.398   Valid 
IL5 0.884 0.781 0.219   Valid 
IL6 0.759 0.576 0.424   Valid 

  4.776 3.869 2.131 0.915 0.645 Reliable 

 Teachers’ 
Willingness to 
Change 

TWC1 0.758 0.575 0.425   Valid 
TWC2 0.620 0.384 0.616   Valid 
TWC3 0.791 0.626 0.374   Valid 
TWC4 0.893 0.797 0.203   Valid 
TWC5 0.639 0.408 0.592   Valid 
TWC6 0.864 0.746 0.254   Valid 
TWC7 0.834 0.696 0.304   Valid 

  5.399 4.232 2.768 0.913 0.605 Reliable 

 Teachers’ Self-
Efficacy 

TSE1 0.579 0.335 0.665   Valid 
TSE2 0.889 0.790 0.210   Valid 
TSE3 0.832 0.692 0.308   Valid 
TSE4 0.803 0.645 0.355   Valid 
TSE5 0.846 0.716 0.284   Valid 
TSE6 0.819 0.671 0.329   Valid 

  4.768 3.849 2.151 0.914 0.642 Reliable 

Hypotheses testing 

This study was statistically carried out based on seven hypotheses used to obtain a Critical Ratio (CR) value of  1.96 at 
a significance level of 0.05 (5%). H1 is accepted, assuming the CR value is ≥ 1.96, and H0 is rejected. This analysis was 
also carried out by testing the probability significance (Sig. p). Furthermore, when the result of Sig. P is ≤ 0.05, H1 is 
accepted, and H0 is rejected. The value of Sig. p is ***. Therefore, the hypothesis is significant at 0.01 (1%), assuming the 
mediation role evaluated using the Sobel test formula is greater than the 5% (0.05) level. The test criteria are when the 
Sobel test statistic has a significance level p of < 0.05, hence, the variable is assumed to play the role of a mediator 
(Ghozali & Fuad, 2012). 
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The Sobel test calculation of Hypothesis 6 showed that the P-value (significance) is 0.041 < 0.05, indicating H0 is 
rejected, and H1 is accepted. Teachers’ willingness to change serves as a mediating role between self-efficacy and 
professional competence. The Sobel test calculation of Hypothesis 7 was used to prove the P-value (significance) of 
0.066 < 0.05; therefore, H0 is accepted, and H1 is rejected. It can be concluded that teachers’ willingness to change does 
not act as a mediator between effective instructional leadership and professional competence. 

Hypothesis 1 testing led to a CR. of 2.851 > 1.96 and a P-value of 0.004 < 0.05, showing H0 was rejected and H1 was 
accepted. This indicates that instructional leadership influences professional competence. Hypothesis 2 testing resulted 
in a CR. of 3.366 > 1.96 and a P-value of *** (significant), resulting H0 was rejected, and H1 was accepted. It was 
concluded that instructional leadership influences the teacher’s willingness to change. Hypothesis 3 testing showed a CR 
value of 3.710 > 1.96 and a P-value of *** (significant). It was stated that teachers’ willingness to change influenced 
professional competence, therefore, H0 was rejected and H1 was accepted. Hypothesis 4 testing showed CR. of 0.564 < 
1.96 and a p-value of 0.573 > 0.05, indicating H1 was rejected, and H0 was accepted. It was concluded that self-efficacy 
had an insignificant influence on professional competence. Hypothesis 5 testing showed a CR of 6.057 > 1.96 and a p-
value of *** (very significant), implying H0 was rejected and H1 was accepted. Furthermore, self-efficacy affected 
teachers’ willingness to change. 

The Sobel test of Hypothesis 6 showed that the P-value significance is 0.041 < 0.05; hence, H0 was rejected, and H1 was 
accepted. Consequently, teachers’ willingness to change plays an excellent mediating role between self-efficacy and 
professional competence. The test of Hypothesis 7 showed that the P-value (significance) is 0.066 > 0.05, resulting in H1 
was rejected and H0 was accepted. It was concluded that teachers’ willingness to change does not mediate between 
instructional leadership and professional competence. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

The standard regression coefficient of direct influence shows that teachers’ willingness to change their dominant 
professional competence is 1.488 compared to other variables. The instructional leadership variable and self-efficacy 
simultaneously follow this at 0.572 and 0.129. The self-efficacy variable has a more dominant effect of 1.304 than the 
indirect influence of the Instructional Leadership of 0.538 on professional competence. 

Discussion 

The result obtained is interesting because it differs from previous findings on the relationship between self-efficacy and 
professional competence. Previous studies failed to involve the teacher’s willingness to change (Daumiller et al., 2016; 
Klassen & Tze, 2014; Zee & Koomen, 2016). The model execution that involved this variable strongly proved that self-
efficacy does not directly influence teachers’ professional competence. However, it tends to boost this variable, 
supposing teachers are willing to change, which is a good mediator between self-efficacy and professional competence. 
The rationale underlying this finding is that changing learning from manual to online does not only require self-efficacy, 
but rather, a willingness to adopt change and efforts to increase competence in self-initiation. 

This result is different from previous studies indicating a significant effect of self-efficacy on professional competence 
(Geerlings et al., 2018; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Federici and Skaalvik (2011) stated that when teachers possess 
high self-efficacy, they adopt various learning strategies; hence, their professional competence increases. According to 
Aslan and Bakir (2017), self-efficacy plays a decisive role and affects the professional competence of prospective 
teachers. Durley and Ge (2018) proposed a theory regarding teachers’ self-efficacy in technology. Furthermore, Zee and 
Koomen (2016) stated that their self-efficacy is related to the quality of learning and academic adjustment. The findings 
of these previous studies were carried out before COVID-19 and did not involve the variable of teachers’ willingness to 
change. 

Another interesting finding in this study is that teachers’ willingness to change is not an excellent mediating variable 
between instructional leadership and professional competence. Principals can play a direct role in improving teachers’ 
professional competence, assuming they pay full attention to enhancing the learning quality through supervision, 
providing feedback, discussing, and appreciation. This finding is in line with Blase and Blase (2000) and Thien et al. 
(2021), which emphasized that the role of the principal is vital in promoting teachers to improve their professionalism. 

With instructional leadership, school principals can make efforts to increase teacher competence. The principal can also 
promote them by providing humanist services, therefore, teachers are willing to self-reflect and initiate. Subsequently, 
reflection is bound to promote them to make changes and use their initiatives to improve their competencies. This 
result is in line with the opinion that the principal’s leadership plays a crucial role in the sustainability of schools, 
specifically during this critical period (Talebizadeh et al., 2021). Leithwood et al. (2020) stated that the principles of 
good leadership constantly have a clear vision in developing others, managing people, and building capacity. 

An important finding in this study is that teachers’ willingness to change strongly influences professional competence. 
Therefore, the key to successfully improving professional competence depends on their willingness to change. Teachers 
can improve professional competence successfully based on their initiatives. They are assigned to provide learning 
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services according to the changing times and students’ needs. They need to adapt to leaps and bounds of extraordinary 
changes in the educational sector with full awareness, openness, and persistence in learning, thereby ensuring their 
competencies are balanced with students’ needs and the demands of time. This finding was supported by Zeid et al. 
(2017) that the effect of willingness to change in implementing teaching methods is closely related to professional 
competence. Teachers tend to adapt to the various changes quickly and always learn to improve their competence 
easily. 

Conclusion  

This study contributes to developing the teachers’ willingness to change, specifically to increase professional 
competence, thereby supporting their ability to adapt to students’ needs and the changing times. Based on the results 
obtained, it directs attention to teachers’ willingness to change, self-efficacy, instructional leadership, and professional 
competence. This study explained the gap between self-efficacy and professional competence through the teacher’s 
willingness to change. 

In conclusion, this study proved that self-efficacy indirectly affects teachers’ professional competence, although it plays 
a decisive role in their willingness to change. This implies that teachers need self-efficacy because it triggers their 
willingness to change. It was also discovered that teachers’ willingness to change is not a good mediator for increasing 
professional competence in instructional leadership. Conversely, those who have the goodwill to change tend to 
improve their competencies without the principals’ encouragement. This was conducted to enhance teachers’ 
competencies, assuming they possess good instructional leadership. 

Teachers’ willingness to adopt digital transformation during the pandemic is a priority, and self-efficacy ensures that 
they embrace this change. Professional competence is enhanced when they are entirely willing to change. Based on this 
study, the improvement of professional competence is realized by stimulating their willingness to change, which is 
fragile. Bouley et al. (2015) stated that teachers need to have good self-efficacy because it affects the willingness to 
change and ultimately increases professional competence. 

This study showed that the willingness to change does not wholly mediate between instructional leadership and 
professional competence. Therefore, instructional leadership has a direct influence without first going through 
teachers’ willingness to change before improving their professional competence. This result is in line with Leithwood et 
al. (2020) and Navaridas-Nalda et al. (2020), stating that leadership plays a vital role in the sustainability of schools, 
specifically at this critical time.  

The findings on the importance of teachers’ willingness to change to increase professional competence contributed to 
self-efficacy, which led to the need to carry out further study to determine the variables that tend to improve this 
attribute. The powerful influence of willingness to change on professional competence also provides study 
opportunities concerning digital transformation and implementing a new curriculum during the pandemic. 

Finally, the most important construct in this study relates to teachers’ willingness to change. This concept indicates a 
desire for self-initiation to accept the change, welcome it as a challenge, and aim to learn to improve their 
competencies. Therefore, teachers can provide learning services according to the demands of the changing times and 
students’ needs. 

Recommendations 

The three most important recommendations are addressed to teachers, school principals, and future studies. Firstly, 
teachers need to increase their willingness to change to improve their self-initiation and professional competence. 
Secondly, school principals need to strengthen their roles in collaborative supervision, providing directives, feedback, 
rewards, and promoting change, specifically for teachers with low willingness to change. Thirdly, further studies are 
urgently needed to investigate the factors that hinder their willingness to change based on a broader scope. It also 
needs to involve teachers from various school levels to obtain the data for designing professional development 
programs. 

Limitations 

This study is limited to teachers from Senior High Schools in Indonesia; therefore, subsequent investigations need to 
involve those from all levels and employees in education organizations. Another limitation is that the respondents do 
not represent all subject teachers. 
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