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Abstract
This study addresses the lack of knowledge about the relationship between school principals’ self-effica-
cy related to work, transformative leadership, and disposition to resist change. One hundred and twen-
ty-six respondents completed three measurement scales: the Scale of School Principals’ Self-Efficacy, the 
Self-Reported Leadership Scale, and the Resistance to Change Scale. The results indicate that there are 
links between different dimensions of school principals’ self-efficacy related to work and dispositional 
resistance to change and that certain dimensions of transformative leadership play an intermediate role 
in these relationships. These results are discussed in the light of theories and studies relating to the three 
concepts.

Keywords: Self-efficacy, dispositional resistance to change, school principal, leadership

Résumé
Cette étude s’intéresse à la méconnaissance des relations entre le sentiment d’efficacité personnelle lié au 
travail, le leadership transformatif et la disposition à résister au changement des directeurs d’établisse-
ment d’enseignement. Cent vingt-six répondants ont rempli trois instruments de mesure, soit l’Échelle du 
sentiment d’efficacité personnelle des directeurs d’école, l’Échelle de leadership transformatif du direc-
teur d’école et l’Échelle de disposition à résister au changement. Les résultats indiquent qu’il existe des 
relations entre différentes dimensions du sentiment d’efficacité lié au travail et de la disposition à résister 
des directeurs d’établissement d’enseignement et que certaines dimensions du leadership transformatif 
jouent un rôle intermédiaire dans ces relations. Ces résultats sont discutés à la lumière des théories et des 
études relatives à ces trois concepts.

Mots clés : Sentiment d’efficacité personnelle, disposition à résister au changement, leadership, directeur 
d’établissements d’enseignement
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Resistance to Change in Education
School systems are constantly undergoing change (Toussaint & Malette, 2023), which is an integral part 
of society and the education environment (Gather Thurler, 2000). These changes, whatever their essence, 
are usually met with resistance from various school actors (Fédération autonome de l’enseignement, 
2006; Inchauspé, 2007; Larouche et al., 2023; St-Germain, 2008).
 According to Legendre (2005), the phenomenon of resistance to change can be understood as a set 
of forces that contribute to maintaining the stability of a system. These forces may originate from an 
individual’s personality traits or from the social and cultural norms of groups (p. 1183). According to 
Bareil (2008), this resistance can be perceived as a lever and result in positive effects (e.g., motivation, 
commitment) as well as a negative response to change. This negativity is expressed as a refusal to 
change, which could be linked to behaviour that is considered destructive, such as rejection, opposition, 
or refusal (Bareil, 2013). The negative effects of this resistance remain a major concern (Bareil, 2010; 
Higgs & Rowland, 2005). Studes show that between 70 % and 80 % of organizational changes fail to 
meet their objectives because of the resistance of the actors involved (Armenakis et al., 2007; Kotter & 
Schlesinger, 1979; Yvon et al., 2019). Moreover, resistance to change negatively affects the employees’ 
emotional commitment and performance (Armenakis et al., 2007).
 The effects of this resistance can be harmful; as such, they need to be managed adequately. In Que-
bec, school principals are often the ones who must lead change in education. As agents of change (Loi 
Zedda et al., 2017), and in line with the Education Act (Government of Quebec, 2022), school principals 
are responsible for the administrative and pedagogical management of the programs and resources of 
their institution (Higher Council for Education, 1999). They must simultaneously introduce, manage, 
and enforce government requirements in their institution while responding and being accountable to 
higher authorities. They are seen as intermediaries between reforms and teachers (Thornburg & Mun-
gai, 2011). Ultimately, school principals find themselves at the heart of changes, and they are obligated 
to adapt to these changes and have their school team members respect the changes as well (Loi Zedda et 
al., 2017).
 According to Angel and Steiner (2013), resistance to change varies from one individual to another 
depending on the causes. Thus, what causes resistance to change could influence school principals’ re-
sistance (Oreg & Berson, 2011). Oreg et al. (2011) proposed two types of causes for resistance to change: 
organizational and personal. On the one hand, there are causes related to organizational characteristics 
that are specific to each organization, such as the culture or work commitment (Schermerhorn et al., 
2014). On the other hand, causes can also be personal such as anxiety (Bareil, 2008). Recognizing the 
second type of causes, and therefore considering human components, would make it possible to improve 
the implementation of change (Allison, 2007).
 In the literature, the lack of self-efficacy (Holt et al., 2007) and leadership (Oreg & Berson, 2011) are 
potential causes of resistance to change. These characteristics could influence both principals’ and their 
subordinates’ resistance to change (Oreg & Berson, 2011). Self-efficacy plays a primary role in how the 
school is managed because it brings about confidence, resilience, and perseverance among principals. 
In addition, self-efficacy enables principals to be more professionally committed and capable in facing 
difficulties (Virga, 2012). Conversely, individuals tend to avoid change if they feel it is beyond their 
skills (Armenakis et al., 1993). Bateh et al. (2013) pointed out that effective leadership would have a 
direct effect on the organizational capacity for change and, in some cases, could help implement change. 
Thus, a visionary leader would be able to convince subordinates to implement changes (Schein, 2010). 
Also, it would seem that principals have more difficulty exercising their leadership during changes and 
upheavals experienced in recent decades: Parent’s reform (one of the most important reforms in Québec) 
and results-based management (Poirel & Yvon, 2012).
 Although there is some empirical evidence on the relationships between self-efficacy, leadership, 
and resistance to change (Hyland, 2007), these links do not seem to have been tested with school prin-
cipals. Thus, there is a lack of knowledge when it comes to the influence of self-efficacy and leadership 
on principals’ resistance to change in the Quebec context, where the principals play the role of change 
agents in their institution (Loi Zedda et al., 2017).
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Framework

Resistance to Change and Self-Efficacy Related to Work
Resistance, which can be understood as a three-dimensional negative attitude toward change involving 
affective, behavioural, and cognitive dimensions, is an unsuitable response to change or to the idea of 
changing, which would be subjective and complex depending on various factors (Oreg, 2003). It can ob-
struct an individual’s perceptions. Oreg (2003) postulated that differences in resistance between individ-
uals develop according to individual personality factors and come from the attitude of the individual but 
are independent of the context. He proposed to study the dispositional resistance to change, which is an 
antecedent to such resistance and which depends on the individual’s personality. It is “a personality trait 
that reflects a generally negative attitude towards change and a disposition to avoid or resist it” (Oreg, 
2003, p. 680). According to him, the dispositional resistance to change can be studied without it being 
associated with a specific change. This makes it possible to grasp the tendency of an individual to resist 
or avoid making changes, to depreciate these, or to find that change is hostile in various contexts. Ac-
cording to Oreg (2003), this arrangement has four dimensions: (a) seeking routines, which refers to how 
individuals perceive routines and the search for stable environments; (b) emotional reaction, which refers 
to all the emotional reactions linked to the imposed change, such as feeling stressed or uncomfortable; (c) 
short-term focus, which refers to individuals’ concerns about short-term disadvantages that change will 
cause compared to its advantages; and (d) cognitive rigidity, which refers to a form of stubbornness and 
reluctance to consider novelties and other perspectives.
 Self-efficacy, the second variable under study, is “the individual’s belief in [their] ability to orga-
nize and carry out the course of action required to produce desired results” (Bandura, 2007, p 12). This 
will have an impact on the nature and intensity of emotions, the cognitive ability to control perturbing 
elements, and the way the individual embraces actions that transform the environment. Bandura (2007) 
specified that self-efficacy is generally studied in relation to a particular task. The current research focus-
es specifically on the self-efficacy of school principals. That is to say, their judgment as to their ability 
to structure an action plan to produce the desired results in the institution they lead (Tschannen-Moran 
& Gareis, 2004). Moreover, Walumbwa et al. (2005) suggested that principals with strong self-efficacy 
related to work are persistent in pursuing their efforts, more flexible, and able to adapt to various changes 
and strategies and adopt visionary ideas.
 Based on the work of Cattonar et al. (2007), Fernet et al. (2009) suggested conceptualizing the pro-
fessional roles of principals in three dimensions to study and understand their self-efficacy. These are (a) 
administrative management, which refers to the responsibilities and administrative role of the establish-
ment as well as the management of human, financial, and material resources; (b) personnel management 
and pedagogical leadership, which imply that principals are agents of change, pedagogical leaders, edu-
cational project planners, and supervisors of the work of their administrative and technical staff as well 
as teachers; and (c) management of external relations, which considers the principals’ role as a promoter 
of the institution within the community (e.g., relationship with parents and authorities).
 Although Oreg (2003) did not specifically address self-efficacy as a concept in his theory of disposi-
tional resistance to change, Bandura (2007), for his part, indicated that principals with high self-efficacy 
continue to attempt to persuade others of the value of what they offer when they encounter resistance. 
On the other hand, those with low self-efficacy conclude that additional effort is useless. Arcand (2011), 
as well as Kotter and Schlesinger (2008), maintained that self-efficacy influences individual choices and 
motivation—key elements in the management of resistance to change. Also, Holt et al. (2010) argued that 
an individual’s willingness and perceived ability to accept change have a strong influence on how they 
deal with change, and, therefore, their disposition resistance to change. Hence, self-efficacy seems to be 
an important factor in responding positively to change, since the latter requires an ability to succeed and 
achieve objectives (Bandura, 2007).
 The analysis of the studies reviewed (e.g., Rafferty & Jimmieson, 2018; Smith, 2013; Wanberg & 
Banas, 2000) supports the possible relationship between principals’ self-efficacy related to work and 
their disposition to resist. Most of the studies reviewed indicated that negative relationships exist between 
certain types of self-efficacy and the dispositional resistance to change. For example, results from Raf-
ferty and Jimmieson (2018) showed negative relationships between general self-efficacy and dispositional 
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resistance to change. Also, the study by Smith (2013) revealed negative relationships between self-ef-
ficacy related to change and the three dimensions of the attitude of resistance to change (i.e., affective, 
behavioural, and cognitive) and between self-efficacy linked to change and affective commitment to 
organizational change. Finally, Wanberg and Banas (2000) mentioned that self-efficacy related to change 
has an influence on openness to change.
 Overall, the analysis of the theory and previous studies suggests that there are negative links be-
tween principals’ self-efficacy related to work and their dispositional resistance to change.

Dispositional Resistance to Change, Self-Efficacy Related to Work, and  
Transformative Leadership
Bass (1990) defined leadership as the interaction during which individuals increase the motivation or 
skills of the members of their group. Bass’s (1985a, 1985b) theory of transformative leadership has three 
dimensions: transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. The transformational dimension refers to 
increasing subordinates’ performance by, in particular, recognizing their needs while helping them to 
become aware of their skills and to surpass themselves in a period of change (Northouse, 2016; Yam-
marino et al., 1993). This dimension includes three factors: charisma, intellectual stimulation, and per-
sonal recognition. Charisma is the ability of leaders to be a source of inspiration for their subordinates 
or a model. Intellectual stimulation is behaviour that intellectually inspires or motivates subordinates. 
Finally, personal recognition is behaviour of leaders that enables them to address the needs of each 
subordinate. 
 As for the transactional dimension, it refers to a relationship based on exchange between leaders 
and their subordinates, with transactions at its heart. Two factors make up the transactional dimension: 
contingent reward and management by exception. Contingent reward is when a leader’s behaviour leads 
to an agreement or contract about what is to be done by subordinates in exchange for a reward. Manage-
ment by exception allows the redirection of subordinates’ attention when they fail to achieve the planned 
objectives. To conclude, laissez-faire is unifactorial and corresponds to the lowest level of actions of a 
leader. This type of non-leadership is equivalent to “doing nothing” (Bass, 1985a).
 According to McCormick et al. (2002), Bass described effective transformative leaders in the same 
way that Bandura described individuals whose self-efficacy are high by explaining that effective leaders 
are characterized by their commitment, determination, resilience, and effectiveness in resolving diffi-
culties. Individuals demonstrating transformative leadership can increase their commitment, self-con-
fidence and that of others, and the performance of the team (Bass, 1990). Thus, just like individuals 
whose self-efficacy is high, transformative leaders are proactively engaged in their development, and 
their actions can have an influence on their life.
 Some studies have shown relationships between self-efficacy and leadership. For example, Hyland 
(2007) found a positive relationship between self-efficacy for change and the factor of management by 
active exception. Also, the results of Daly et al. (2011) showed a positive relationship between self-effi-
cacy related to work and all the factors of the transformational dimension of leadership. Finally, Marin 
(2013) observed that principals who demonstrate high self-efficacy are more engaged in professional 
practices. Therefore, it is possible to think that they show more leadership.
 Similarly, the review of literature based on leadership and a dispositional resistance to change, 
transformational and transactional dimensions are recognized as having a positive impact on efforts to 
change, whereas laissez-faire leadership can have a negative effect on these efforts (Bass, 1990). On the 
one hand, through their vision, transformative leaders foster motivation across the whole organization 
for the change to be implemented and to improve the commitment to change (Anggreini et al., 2022, 
Geijsel et al., 2003; Yu et al., 2002). Transactional leaders motivate subordinates via rewards. They pro-
pose transactions to achieve the desired objectives and enable change while rewarding subordinates and 
solving problems when they occur (Boga & Ensari, 2009). On the other hand, the laissez-faire dimension 
corresponds to a leader’s lack of action. According to Bass and Avolio (1994), such leaders have capitu-
lated on their responsibilities. As such, given the nature of the person’s leadership and the actions taken, 
it is logical to imagine they will be unmotivated and not engage in action.
 The review of previous studies allows us to consider some links between self-efficacy related to 
work and transformative leadership. For example, Hyland (2007) observed that there is a positive re-
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lationship between the transformational dimension and the concept of openness to change, a positive 
relationship between the contingent reward factor and the concept of openness to change, and that there 
is no relationship between the laissez-faire dimension and dispositional resistance to change. Also, Oreg 
and Berson (2011) pointed to a negative relationship between principals’ transformational leadership and 
their disposition and consequently affect the teachers’ resistance to change.
 In addition, among the studies surveyed, it appears that (a) self-efficacy linked to change can influ-
ence openness to change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000) and resistance to change (Johns, 2021), (b) self-ef-
ficacy predicts transformative leadership (Marín, 2013), and (c) transformative leadership indicates a 
willingness to change (Oreg & Berson, 2011). Based on this analysis, there appear to be relationships 
between principals’ self-efficacy related to work, their transformative leadership, and their disposition to 
resist change. This suggests that principals’ transformative leadership can play an intermediary role in 
the relationship between their self-efficacy related to work and their disposition to resist change. Since 
there could be links between the three variables under study, and one of these variables could influence 
the relationships between the other two, it is reasonable to believe that transformative leadership could 
have an intermediate role in the relationship between self-efficacy related to work and dispositional resis-
tance to change. The research hypothesis can therefore be formulated as follows:
 H: Transformative leadership of principals mediates the relationship between their self-efficacy re-
lated to work and their dispositional resistance to change.

Methodology

Participants
For this study, which used non-probabilistic sampling, approximately 2,280 Quebec principals were con-
tacted. A total of 126 questionnaires were completed, representing an approximate response rate of 5.5%. 
The sample consisted of 77 principals (61.1%) and 47 vice-principals (37.3%).1 Two respondents did not 
indicate their function. Eighty-seven (87) respondents were female (69%), while 37 respondents were 
male (29.4%). Their ages ranged from 32 to 66 years (M = 47.54). On average, the respondents were in a 
management position for 9.72 years and spent 4.19 years in their current establishment. Seventy-one (71) 
worked in a preschool or primary school (56.3%), 34 in a secondary school (27%), 11 in an adult education 
center (8.7%), and 10 in a professional training center (7.9%). In terms of educational attainment, 58.7% 
of respondents had a graduate diploma (diplômes d’études supérieures spécialisées [DESS]), 11.1% had 
a master’s degree, 6.3% completed a graduated microprogram, and 2.4% completed a third-grade DESS. 
Most of the respondents obtained their academic qualifications and other are in the process of doing : a 
microprogram and a DESS (3.2%); a microprogram, a DESS, and a master’s degree (2.4%); a DESS and 
a master’s degree (3.2%); or a master’s degree and a third-grade DESS (0.8%). A few respondents had 
training in a field other than educational management (4%). Only 2.4% of respondents indicated that they 
had not taken any training. Finally, 5.4% of respondents did not answer the question.

Measuring Instruments
Self-Efficacy Related to Work
The Scale of School Principals’ Self-efficacy developed by Fernet et al. (2009) was chosen to measure 
self-efficacy related to work. The questionnaire consisted of 12 items organized according to three di-
mensions: administrative management (3 items), personnel management and educational leadership (6), 
as well as management of external relations (3). The response scale used was a five-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from completely disagree (1) to completely agree (5). For the present research, the internal 
consistency was considered good: Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α) was .76 for administrative manage-
ment, .81 for personnel management and pedagogical leadership, and .76 for the management of external 
relations.

Transformative Leadership 
The Self-Reported Leadership Scale developed by Dussault et al. (2013) was used to measure transfor-

1   In this article, when the term school principal or principal is mentioned, the authors refer to both principals and vice-principals.
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mative leadership. Built on Bass’s (1990) theory and the Principal’s Transformative Leadership Scale 
(Dussault et al., 2007), this instrument included 21 items to measure the transformational, transactional, 
and laissez-faire dimensions. The transformational dimension included 12 items covering charisma (4 
items), intellectual stimulation (4), and personal recognition (4). The transactional dimension was mea-
sured using six items divided between the factors of contingent reward (3) and management by exception 
(3). Finally, the laissez-faire dimension, which is unidimensional, was measured using three items. The 
response scale used was a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from completely disagree (1) to complete-
ly agree (4). In the present study, the factors of the transformational and transactional dimensions all 
presented acceptable indices of internal consistency for transformational dimension: charisma (α = .78), 
intellectual stimulation (α = .75), and personal recognition (α = .77). For the transactional dimension, 
internal consistency was for contingent reward (α = .83) and for management by exception (α = .80). 
Although satisfactory, the laissez-faire dimension (α = .66) did not meet the acceptable threshold of .70 
proposed by DeVellis (2017).

Dispositional Resistance to Change
A translation of the Resistance to Change Scale (RTC scale; Oreg, 2003), made it possible to use with 
a French-Canadian population in this study (Loi Zedda et al., 2024). This scale consisted of 17 items 
divided into four dimensions: routine seeking (5 items), emotional reaction (4), short-term focus (4), and 
cognitive rigidity (4). The response scale used was a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly 
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). In the context of this research, the internal consistency indices were 
.67 for routine seeking, .77 for emotional reaction, .77 for short-term focus, and .71 for cognitive rigidity. 
Although satisfactory, routine seeking (α = .67) did not reach the acceptable threshold of .70 defined by 
DeVellis (2017).

Data Analysis
Descriptive analyses were carried out to provide an overall picture of the results (Trochim & Donnelly, 
2008). More specifically, the means, standard deviations, and skewness and kurtosis coefficients were 
reported for the three instruments (Howell, 2008; Laflamme & Zhou, 2014). Pearson’s correlation coef-
ficients make it possible to show the relationship between variables (Howell, 2008; Laflamme & Zhou, 
2014).
 A path analysis (Bentler & Wu, 2006) enabled the verification of the intermediary role of transfor-
mative leadership between principals’ self-efficacy related to work and their dispositional resistance 
to change, which verified the research hypothesis (Figure 1). A value of the Satorra-Bentler (SB) χ2/dl 
less than 5 indicates that the observed data fits the model well, while a value smaller than 2 implies an 
appreciable fit (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). The comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990) and the non-
normed fit index (NNFI) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973) come from the comparison between the hypothetical 
model and the null model in which no relationship exists between variables. If the model has a value 
greater than 0.90, it is considered acceptable, while a value greater than .95 is deemed to be appreciable 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999, as cited in Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). With respect to the Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1990), a good fit to the model is determined by a value of .05 or 
less (Hu & Bentler, 1999, as cited in Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007). Given the number of parameters to be 
estimated and the limited number of respondents, the analysis was carried out using indicators (mean) 
for the latent variables to estimate the path model (Little et al., 2013). The use of these indicators is con-
sidered just as reliable as using all the statements when evaluating theoretical model adequacy (Marsh 
et al., 1998).

Results

Descriptive Results
Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and skewness and kurtosis coefficients for each of the 
variables. Concerning self-efficacy related to work, the average score for the management of external 
relations was the lowest, followed by that of personnel management and pedagogical leadership, while 
the highest average score was in administrative management. This result indicates that the respondents 
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varied from agreeing to strongly agreeing with the items presented and that, consequently, they felt effi-
cient in these three dimensions of their work.

Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Skewness and Kurtosis Coefficients for Self-efficacy Related to Work, 
Transformative Leadership, and Dispositional Resistance to Change

Variables M SD Skewness Kurtosis
 Value SE Value SE
Self-efficacy related to work a

Administrative management 4.46 .50 -.90 .22 1.68 .44
Personnel management and pedagogical 
leadership 

4.31 .46 -.24 .22 -.69 .44

Management of external relations 4.19 .67 -.95 .22 1.13 .44
Transformative leadership b

Transformational
Charisma 3.60 .38 -.99 .22 .44 .43
Intellectual stimulation 3.67 .33 -1.53 .22 4.11 .43
Personal recognition 3.58 .39 -.89 .22 .79 .43

Transactional
Contingent reward 3.47 .57 -1.37 .22 2.57 .43
Management by exception 3.27 .50 -.42 .22 1.17 .44

Laissez-faire 1.20 .42 3.62 .22 17.89 .44
Dispositional resistance to change c

Routine seeking 2,70 .75 .22 1.36 .43
Emotional reaction 2.77 .34 .22 -.57 .43
Short-term focus 2.01 .76 .60 .22 -.16 .43
Cognitive rigidity 3.28 .49 .22 .60 .43

Note. n = 120.

a Scale from 1 to 5. b Scale from 1 to 4. c Scale from 1 to 7.

 The average score of laissez-faire for transformative leadership was the lowest, followed by the 
transactional factors, while the highest average scores corresponded to transformational factors. Based 
on their perceptions, the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that they possessed traits or exhib-
ited behaviour associated with this last dimension and its factors (i.e., charisma, intellectual stimulation, 
and personal recognition). Also, these results are slightly superior to those of respondents who were 
“rather in agreement” with the fact that they manifested behaviour related to the transactional dimension 
and its factors (i.e., contingent reward and management by exception). As for the results related to the 
laissez-faire dimension, these show that participants are close to the option ‘completely in disagreement’ 
when it comes to manifesting behavior associated with this dimension.
 In terms of the dispositional resistance to change, the lowest average score was obtained by the short-
term focus, followed by routine seeking, and then by emotional reaction. Cognitive rigidity, on the other 
hand, obtained the highest score. The respondents were “rather in disagreement” with the fact that they 
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were disposed to resist change, and this, for the dimensions of routine seeking, emotional reaction, and 
cognitive rigidity and in disagreement for the short-term focus. Thus, it seems that the respondents did 
not consider themselves to be disposed to resist change.

Hypothesis Results
Figure 1 illustrates all the statistically significant links present in the path analysis. The path model 
makes it possible to explain the variance of the dimensions of the dependent variable, which, in this 
case, is the dispositional resistance to change. Like several path models, this model presents fit statistics 
of a saturated model: CFI = 1.00, NNFI = 1.02, and RMSEA = 0.00. Moreover, the result of the SB χ2 is 
44.53, whose degree of freedom (df) is 48, for a value of .92. 

Figure 1 
Path Model of the Links Between Self-efficacy Related to Work, Transformative Leadership, and Dispo-
sitional Resistance to Change

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index. NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index. RMSEA = Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation.

* p < .05

 Table 2 presents the correlations between the different variables, while Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the 
correlations between the dimensions or factors of the same variable or their measurement error (in the 
case of predicted variables) in the path model.



Table 2 
Correlations Between Principals’ Self-efficacy Related to Work, Transformative Leadership and Dispositional Resistance to Change

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Self-efficacy related to work

1 Administrative management - .67** .52** .38** .34** .31** .31** .12 .04 .28** .02 -.23* -.31** -.29** -.05
2 Personnel management and 

pedagogical leadership
- .58** .45** .38** .36** .37** .40** .22* .46** -.08 -.27** -.24** -.24** -.05

3 Management of external relations - .37** .35** .30** .25** .27** .14 .31** -.10 -.26** -.17 -.21* .01
Transformative leadership

4 Transformational -
5 Charisma - .56** .54** .41** .43** .29** -.16 -.32** -.13 -.24** -.09
6 Intellectual stimulation - .68** .42** .40** .37** -.10 -.42** -.16 -.16 -.18
7 Personal recognition - .46** .43** .38** -.09 -.29** -.13 -.21* -.23*

8 Transactional -
9 Contingent reward - .43** -.10 -.26** -.02 -.03 -.19*

10 Management by exception - -.15 -.25** -.18* -.26** -.16
11 Laissez-faire - -.10 -.09 .08 -.18

Dispositional resistance to change
12 Routine seeking - .39** .27** .05
13 Emotional reaction - .61** .09
14 Short-term focus - .18
15 Cognitive rigidity -

Note. n = 120.

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 3 
Correlations Between Dimensions of Self-efficacy Related to Work in the Path Model

Dimensions 1 2 3
1 Administrative management - .67* .52*

2 Personnel management and pedagogical leadership - .58*

3 Management of external relations -

*p < 0.05.

Table 4 
Correlations Between Measurement Errors of the Transformational and Transactional Factors and the 
Laissez-faire Dimension of Transformative Leadership in the Path Model

Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Charisma - .37* .34* .39* n.s. n.s.
2 Intellectual stimulation - .52* .26* .21* n.s.
3 Personal recognition - .29* .21* n.s.
4 Contingent reward - n.s. n.s.
5 Management by exception - n.s.
6 Laissez-faire -

Note. n.s. = link removed during analyses to optimize the model.

*p < 0.05. 

Table 5
Correlations Between Measurement Errors of Dispositional Resistance to Change in the Path Model

Dimensions 1 2 3 4
1 Routine seeking - .34* .21* n.s.
2 Emotional reaction - .57* n.s.
3 Short-term focus - .14*

4 Cognitive rigidity -
Note. n.s. = link removed during analyses to optimize the model.

*p < 0.05.

 As shown in the path model, there were three direct links between self-efficacy related to work and 
dispositional resistance to change. Administrative management had a negative relationship with the 
emotional reaction and the short-term focus. External relations management had a negative relationship 
with routine seeking. The dimension of personnel management and pedagogical leadership had no direct 
relationship with the dimensions of dispositional resistance to change.
 The following results are presented for each of the four dimensions of dispositional resistance to 
change. First, the management of external relations, personnel management, and pedagogical leadership 
via the intellectual stimulation factor, as well as the laissez-faire dimension, amounted to 17.2% of the 
variance of the routine seeking dimension. Second, the administrative management dimension of self-ef-
ficacy related to work and the laissez-faire dimension of transformative leadership amounted to 10.5% 
of the variance of the emotional reaction dimension. Third, the administrative management dimension 
as well as the personnel management and pedagogical leadership dimension of the self-efficacy related 
to work through the charisma factor of the transformational dimension of transformative leadership 
amounted to 10.1% of the variance of the short-term focus dimension. Fourth, the personnel manage-
ment and pedagogical leadership dimension of the self-efficacy related to work through the personal 
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recognition factor of the transformational dimension, as well as the laissez-faire dimension of transfor-
mative leadership, amounted to 8.7% of the variance of the cognitive rigidity dimension. The amount of 
variance is considered weak.
 In summary, the administrative management and external relations management dimensions of the 
self-efficacy related to work had a direct link with three of the dimensions of dispositional resistance to 
change (except cognitive rigidity). The three factors of the transformational dimension of transformative 
leadership played an intermediate role between the personnel management and pedagogical leadership 
dimension of the self-efficacy related to work and the dimensions of dispositional resistance to change 
(except emotional reaction). Finally, the laissez-faire dimension of transformative leadership had direct 
effects only on two dimensions of the dispositional resistance to change: routine seeking and emotional 
reaction.

Discussion
This study investigated the relationship between school principals’ self-efficacy related to work and their 
dispositional resistance to change as well as the intermediary role of their transformative leadership on 
this relationship. Table 6 presents the different study variables, dimensions, and factors. The results are 
discussed below, along with the limitations of the study and possible future research.

Table 6 
Study Variables, Dimensions, and Factors

Variables Dimensions Factors
Self-efficacy related to work Administrative management

Personnel management and 
pedagogical leadership

Management of external relations
Transformative leadership Transformational Charisma

Intellectual stimulation

Personal recognition
Transactional Contingent reward

Management by exception
Laissez-faire

Dispositional resistance to change Routine seeking

Emotional reaction

Short-term focus

Cognitive rigidity

Direct Relationships Between Principals’ Self-efficacy Related to Work and Their 
Dispositional Resistance to Change
It is necessary to interpret the results concerning the direct links between the principals’ self-efficacy 
related to work and their dispositional resistance to change. As a reminder, in this study, administrative 
management was negatively related to the emotional reaction and short-term focus. For its part, the man-
agement of external relations was negatively related to routine seeking.
 The relationships found in this research are consistent with those reported in previous studies 
(Hyland, 2007; Johns, 2021; Rafferty & Jimmieson, 2018). All three exhibited negative relationships 
between self-efficacy and dispositional resistance to change. Similarly, the study by Oreg (2003), which 
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is the only one to present results concerning dispositional resistance to change, indicated negative rela-
tions between generalized self-efficacy and the dimensions of routine seeking and short-term focus of 
dispositional resistance to change.
 These results suggest that principals would be unlikely to resist change if their self-efficacy related 
to work is high and vice versa. They are therefore consistent with Bandura’s (2007) social cognitive 
theory, which suggests that individuals with high self-efficacy can highlight elements that help persuade 
subordinates of the value of change. Also, this theory suggests that self-efficacy can influence choices 
and motivation, two central elements in the management of resistance to change (Arcand, 2011; Kotter 
& Schlesinger, 2008). Indeed, the choices made regarding change and the motivation the individuals 
derives from it, could help them overcome their resistance. In the same vein, the theory of change man-
agement indicates that an individual’s ability to accept change has an influence on the management of 
change and the associated resistance (Holt et al., 2010). There would therefore be links between the two 
variables, namely dispositional resistance to change and self-efficacy related to work.
 More specifically, concerning the negative relationship between the administrative management of 
self-efficacy related to work and the emotional reaction of dispositional resistance to change, the result 
suggests that the individuals who feel able to manage their responsibilities and their administrative role 
would be able to control their thoughts and emotions (Bandura, 2007). Thus, it is reasonable to believe 
that the principals’ self-efficacy related to work would allow them to maintain control over their emo-
tions thanks to an a priori analysis of the change (Oreg, 2003).
 Regarding the negative relationship between the administrative management dimension of self-ef-
ficacy related to work and the short-term focus of dispositional resistance to change, it indicates that a 
short-term focus would result in an inability to visualize the benefits of the change due to the immediate 
concerns it produces. For his part, Bandura (2007) indicates that self-efficacy refers to individuals’ be-
liefs in their ability to succeed and to achieve their goals. Thus, self-efficacy could influence the success 
of change. In addition, the competency framework for managers of educational establishments in train-
ing (MELS, 2008) mentions several required skills that echo the concept of self-efficacy related to work. 
It seems consistent that if Quebec principals feel efficacious, they would be able to manage change. 
Indeed, these skills are intended to help meet the specific challenges of their function, of which change 
is a part (MELS, 2008). These results suggest that principals who feel efficacious in their role would be 
able to overcome the immediate constraints related to change and perceive its long-term benefits.
 Regarding the negative relationship between the management of external relations of self-efficacy 
related to work and routine seeking of dispositional resistance to change, it is possible to rely on the 
competency framework of principals training (MELS, 2008) to explain it. The framework mentions that 
the profession of principal is based on a systemic vision of the organizational structure that aims to take 
into consideration all the internal and external stakeholders. Therefore, the ability to manage external 
relations is necessary for the management of the establishment. The results obtained point in this direc-
tion. In fact, owing to acquaintances among external partners, principals can rely on those relationships, 
particularly with members of the school service center, when dealing with change. These external actors 
can help them feel efficacious and carry out change and therefore, be less dependent on routine.
 In short, it is reasonable to suppose that some of the dimensions of principals’ self-efficacy related 
to work could be precursors to certain dimensions of dispositional resistance to change. Self-efficacy 
related to work could therefore be one of the variables that influence dispositional resistance to change 
in principals.

Intermediate Role of Transformative Leadership in the Relationship Between the 
Principals’ Self-Efficacy Related to Work and Their Dispositional Resistance to 
Change
Regarding the research hypothesis that transformative leadership has an intermediate effect on the re-
lationship between principals’ self-efficacy related to work and their dispositional resistance to change, 
the results partially supported this assertion. The path model tested indicates that existing relationships 
were modified by the addition of the intermediate variable, that is, the factors of the transformational 
dimension of transformative leadership. As for routine seeking, the link with personnel management and 
pedagogical leadership was mediated by the intermediary of intellectual stimulation. For short-term fo-
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cus, the link with personnel management and pedagogical leadership was mediated by charisma. Finally, 
for cognitive rigidity, the link with personnel management and pedagogical leadership was mediated by 
personal recognition.
 These results can be explained in light of Bandura’s (2007) socio cognitive theory, which suggests 
that the higher the self-efficacy, the more an individual is inclined to rise to certain challenges. This factor 
is concomitant with the fact that a leader who displays transformational behaviour tends to be proactive 
and take risks (Françoise, 2016). It is therefore consistent that the dimension of personnel management 
and pedagogical leadership was positively linked to the dimensions of transformative leadership. These 
results can be explained by the fact that the very nature of the transformational dimension (Bass & Avo-
lio, 1993) is to foster a culture of change. This implies that the principal who displays related behaviour 
acts proactively in implementing transformation and is, therefore, unlikely to resist change.
 More specifically, regarding the intermediary role of the charisma factor, it influenced the relation-
ship between the dimensions of personnel management and pedagogical leadership of the self-efficacy 
related to work and the short-term focus of the dispositional resistance to change. This result can be 
explained by the fact that a charismatic leader is self-confident, competent, ready to take risks (Avolio, 
1999), and able to interpret change and enact strategies to promote its success (Yukl, 2013). Oreg (2003) 
specified that short-term focus is dictated by concerns regarding the disadvantages change can produce 
in the short term. This result can be explained by the fact that principals who manifest traits linked to 
charisma are motivated by the change thanks to their vision of the establishment and that they are not 
discouraged by small daily nuisances (Bass, 1990). Therefore, it is reasonable to think that principals 
who feel effective in managing their subordinates and who demonstrate elements associated with the 
charisma factor, can launch strategies to achieve their missions. Moreover, they would be unconcerned 
about short-term obstacles resulting from change.
 Regarding the intermediary role of intellectual stimulation, it acted on the relationship between the 
personnel management and pedagogical leadership dimension of self-efficacy related to work as well as 
the routine-seeking dimension of dispositional resistance to change. Intellectual stimulation is defined 
by Avolio (1999) as the ability to solve problems, to motivate subordinates, and arouse their interest. 
Oreg (2003) mentioned that routine seeking reflects an individual’s degree of tolerance regarding routine 
and stimulation. This result can be understood by the fact that principals who show such behaviour are 
motivated by change they can share with their entire establishment (Anggreini et al., 2022; Geijsel et al., 
2003; Nguni et al., 2006 Yu et al., 2002). If school principals are motivated, they can adapt to situations 
that transform their habits (Yukl, 2013). Conversely, if the latter are not motivated, they perceive change 
as a loss of bearings or routine that could compromise their well-being at work (Oreg, 2003). Thus, prin-
cipals who feel effective both in managing their staff and as pedagogical leaders, who act to stimulate 
or motivate subordinates, are likely to agree to implement changes by observing them as stimulation, 
as problems to solve. The changes would not be seen as an obstacle to well-being at work and a loss of 
reference, but rather as a source of motivation.
 Regarding the intermediary role of personal recognition, it influenced the relationship between the 
personnel management and pedagogical leadership dimension of self-efficacy related to work and the 
cognitive rigidity dimension of dispositional resistance to change. Personal recognition is the act of being 
attentive to the needs and desires of subordinates (Bass, 1985b). This factor is close to the definition of 
the personnel management and pedagogical leadership dimension of self-efficacy related to work pro-
posed by Fernet et al. (2009), since Northouse (2016) mentioned that principals acts as a coach to their 
team by ensuring that subordinates’ expectations and ambitions are achieved. According to Yukl (2013), 
because of their charisma, principals can implement strategies to promote the success of change. This 
result can be explained by the fact that principal interested in the needs of their employees are able to lis-
ten to them and consider new ways of thinking while leading them to surpass themselves (Avolio, 1999; 
Sashkin, 2004). The competency framework for managers of educational establishments in training 
(MELS, 2008) indicates, in this regard, that principals must, as a cross-cutting capacity, act with shared 
leadership that allows the development of mutual trust. They must consider the opinions of subordinates. 
However, as Oreg (2003) stated, individuals who demonstrate cognitive rigidity are characterized by 
narrow-mindedness and a lack of will to change their mind. Therefore, they might not be inclined to 
show an interest in their subordinates’ proposals. While principals supervise their team by considering 
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their needs and desires, the person who displays cognitive rigidity might not consider their subordinates’ 
opinions. Therefore, the results could be understood by the fact that principals who feel effective as a 
pedagogical supervisor and who display behaviour associated with personal recognition are unlikely to 
show cognitive rigidity.
 However, analysis of the results reveals no intermediary role on the part of transformative leadership 
between the dimensions of self-efficacy related to work and the emotional reaction dimension of disposi-
tional resistance to change. This can be explained by the fact that transformative leadership mainly aims 
to achieve high goals by increasing motivation and skills (Bass, 1990) and does not address the issue of 
emotions. However, the emotional reaction dimension, as defined by Oreg (2003), is linked to the emo-
tions felt during change. It would therefore be relevant to study the role of other leadership styles as an 
intermediary between self-efficacy related to work and dispositional resistance to change.
 All in all, the intermediary role of the three factors of the transformational dimension of transforma-
tive leadership could be understood as an aid to managing change because of the nature of behaviour or 
traits associated with this dimension. The principals’ self-efficacy regarding personnel management and 
pedagogical leadership and their transformative leadership could have an influence on the dimensions of 
routine seeking, short-term focus, and cognitive rigidity of dispositional resistance to change. Thus, the 
research hypothesis is partially validated.

Limitations of the Study and Future Avenues of Research
Although this research contributes to some extent to the development of knowledge, it still has limita-
tions. At a theoretical level, Oreg’s (2003) model has only been tested a few times (e.g., Oreg & Gold-
enberg, 2015); as such, we are unable to conclude its validity. At a methodological level, the non-prob-
ability sampling method and the low participation rate of 5.5% limit the generalization of the results 
(Fortin, 2010; Gauthier & Beaud, 2009). This rate is low, but it is in line with other research conducted 
on the same population (e.g., Chevrier, 2019; Gélinas-Proulx et al., 2022; Hadchiti et al., 2017; IsaBelle, 
2013). Furthermore, the notion of sampling only makes sense from a statistical point of view when the 
population exceeds 100 individuals. The sample and its size are defined according to the degree of pre-
cision required by the researcher and the nature of the phenomenon to be studied (Carlsen and Glenton, 
2011; Naing et al., 2006). In addition, resource constraints, such as time and money, could justify a small 
sample size (Lakens, 2022). In the case of this study, the researchers were faced with both constraints. 
 Another limitation lies with the measuring instruments used. The laissez-faire dimension of the 
Self-Reported Leadership Scale (Dussault et al., 2013) and the routine-seeking dimension of the Resis-
tance to Change Scale (Loi Zedda et al., accepted), while acceptable, both show internal consistency 
below the minimum standard (DeVellis, 2017). Finally, this research, carried out as it is using individual 
self-evaluation to determine self-efficacity related to work, transformative leadership, and dispositional 
resistance change, could lead to a bias of social desirability (Edwards, 1957).
 Considering the results obtained and the limitations noted, certain avenues can be proposed for 
future research. It would be interesting to measure the relationships between school principals’ self-ef-
ficacy related to work, transformative leadership, and disposition to resist a specific change. This would 
make it possible to measure the attitude of principals toward the change in question and study the facto-
rial structure of the entire model of Oreg (2003). Finally, the more this research is replicated, the more it 
will be possible to generalize the results. This would ultimately make it possible to propose hypotheses 
of causal relationships (Ladouceur & Bégin, 1986).
 Overall, despite the limitations outlined, this study presents results that could have relevant and 
important practical and theoretical implications, particularly regarding the training of principals. It also 
points to avenues of research relevant to the education community, and subsequent research and analysis 
can be conducted to analyze the specific links between transformative leadership and the dispositional 
resistance to change. In this research, we did not question school principals about the quality of the 
change (good or bad). Further research is needed to consider the influence of perceived quality of change 
(good or bad) in the study of dispositional resistance to change and its associated factors (self-efficacy 
and leadership).
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