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ABSTRACT

Saenz, Gisela S., Efficacy Beliefs of Beginninggdisic Teachers and the Organizational Health

of Schools in a South Texas School Distrizdctor of Education (Ed. D), May, 2013, 204

pp., 44 tables, references, 109 titles, appendices,

This quantitative study examined the relationdigfween teachers’ sense of efficacy and
school organizational health. Teachers’ sensdfichey was measured using three dimensions
of teacher efficacy: efficacy in student engagemeificacy in instructional strategies, and
efficacy in classroom management. Organizatioralth was measured using dimensions of
school health for elementary, middle, and high stircluding: academic emphasis,
institutional integrity, collegial leadership, resoe influence, teacher affiliation, morale,
principal influence, resource support, considemtand initiating structure. The sample
consisted of 498 beginning Hispanic teachers wikh to five years of teaching experience. The
sample included, 255 elementary, 126 middle scleowl,117 high school teachers from one
school district with a student population that W8% Hispanic and 96% economically
disadvantaged. Regression analyses were useamairex relationships among variables. The
study found that the organizational health of eletaey, middle, and high schools predicted
teachers’ sense of efficacy. Specifically, begugriHispanic teachers in elementary, middle, and
high schools felt efficacious in schools with aaty academic emphasis defined by a quest for

academic excellence with high, but achievable atadlgoals.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Teacher efficacy has been defined as teacher g dhiaf they can influence student
outcomes (Wheatley, 2005). Teacher efficacy hags bevealed to be powerfully related to
educational outcomes such as teachers’ persistenttejsiasm, commitment, and instructional
behavior, and to student outcomes such as achiexeand motivation (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy (2001). Tschannen-Moran, Woolkofolloyy and Hoy (1998) defined teacher
efficacy as the teacher’s belief in his or her tégg to organize and execute actions that were
required to accomplish specific teaching tasks paicular context. Klassen, Tze, Betts, and
Gordon (2011) defined teacher efficacy as the demite that teachers had about their individual
and collective ability to influence student leaignint was a key belief in the motivation that
influenced their professional behavior (Klassealgt2011).

Research has shown that teachers with a high sée$cacy contributed to student
academic achievement because they devoted moseeticteesto academic learning, provided
more help to students who were having problemsiegy and criticized students less for
incorrect answers (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teachtfsa high sense of efficacy perceived
that they could overcome negative environmentdbfaownith good teaching, and felt that if they
exerted extra effort and tried different strategstadents could learn (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).
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Ashton and Webb (1986) found strong support forréta&tion between teacher efficacy and the
mathematics and language achievement of stud®@viteen teachers felt efficacious, they exerted
extra effort in classroom instruction and were wglto persist when they worked with the most
difficult students (Ashton & Webb, 1986). In a seat study, Berman, McLaughlin, Bass,
Pauly, & Zellman (1977) reported that when a neadneg program was implemented in
schools, teachers’ sense of efficacy had a strosgiye relationship with the project goals that
were achieved, the amount of teacher change asul of training, and the continuation of the
use of project materials. Teachers’ attitudes athmir own professional competence had major
effects on what happened to projects and how éfethey were (Berman et al., 1977).

The construct of teacher efficacy has shown torben@ortant predictor of teachers’
decisions to leave or stay in the teaching professiColadarci (1992) noted that efficacious
inservice teachers showed a higher professionahtbment to the teaching profession. Other
researchers have linked teacher efficacy to comentrto the teaching profession (Rosenholtz,
1989; Ebmeier, 2003; Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). Evamd Tribble (1986) also established that
preservice teachers with a high sense of effichoyed greater professional commitment to
teaching. Perrachione, Petersen, and Rosser (280&}ed that personal teaching efficacy
appeared to influence teacher job satisfaction.

Teacher burnout may be an antecedent to teaclaiadethe profession. Skaalvik and
Skaalvik (2007) noted a strong correlation betweanteacher efficacy and high burnout levels.
Schwarzer and Hallum (2008) showed that low legélsfficacy were related to both high stress
and burnout. Teachers with perceived low effichelyefs were most likely to leave the teaching

profession (Glickman & Tamashiro, 1982).



Bandura (1997) wrote that teachers faced dailygstnes such as disruptive and non-
achieving students. When teachers with high a&tfydeliefs were faced with daily stressors
they directed their efforts to solve the problelar(dura, 1997). Teachers with low efficacy
beliefs avoided dealing with academic problemstanaed their efforts inward to relieve their
own emotional distress (Bandura, 1997). Avoidaettavior used by low efficacy teachers
included disengaging themselves from instructi@adVities (Bandura, 1997). According to
Bandura (1997) this pattern of coping by withdragvirsed by teachers with low efficacy beliefs
led to emotional exhaustion and created a gronamges of futility.

Research on beginning teachers has shown positkebetween teacher efficacy and
teacher outcomes. Beginning teachers who hadhaseigse of efficacy found greater
satisfaction in teaching, had a more positive readb teaching, and experienced less stress
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Efficacious begigneachers rated their teaching preparation
programs higher and the difficulties of teachingdo than beginning teachers with a low sense
of self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998)vie teachers with a high sense of efficacy
were more likely to stay in the teaching profesgiénobloch & Whittington, 2002). School
factors that influenced novice teachers’ sensdfimiaey were support and feedback they
received, resources and facilities, isolation, svmimed and helplessness, school procedures,
paperwork, workload, and unrealistic expectatidgfrsoploch & Whittington, 2002). Novice
teachers were more efficacious when they receiesdipe feedback from administrators, other
teachers, parents, students, and community membi¢oslfolk and Spero (2005) found that the
levels of support teachers received during thé year of teaching correlated to teacher efficacy

levels.



Bandura’s (1997) theory of self-efficacy stresteat efficacy beliefs were most
malleable early in learning. According to Band(x@97) successful teaching experiences built a
robust belief in personal efficacy and failures emmained efficacy, especially if the failures
occurred before a sense of efficacy was firmlyldsthed. Thus, the first year of teaching could
be critical to the development of teachers witthHeyels of efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Henson
(2002) also found that personal self-efficacy beeanore difficult to impact in experienced
teachers because it was an internal belief thatrbesolidified with time.

Research in teacher education has attempted tofidechool factors that influence
teachers’ decisions to stay or leave the professibiu (2007) studied the effect that school
environment and individual teacher characteridiad on teachers’ commitment to the
profession. The predicted probability of first yé@acher attrition rates could decrease from
19% to 4% if school structures allowed for teadhput into decision making (Liu, 2007).
School structures that support beginning teachavrs hlso been found to influence teachers’
decisions to stay or leave the profession. MarabtRaimondi (2007) examined mentoring
programs and found that first year teachers regargeding more administrative support, peer
support, mentoring, training, and resources.

School climate was defined by industrial and sogsichologists as teachers’
perceptions of the work environment, and that is wdluenced by formal and informal
relationships, by the personalities of the partioifs, and by the leadership in the organization
(Hoy, Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991). School climatesh@en described using metaphors. Hoy and
Woolfolk (1993) used a health metaphor becausecespéhealth were found to be good
predictors of school effectiveness. The conceptcbbol health captured the nature of student-

4



teacher, teacher-teacher, and teacher-administraéoactions (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). “A
healthy school is one in which harmony pervadesticeiships among students, teachers, and
administrators as the organization directs its gesrtoward its mission” (Hoy & Woolfolk,
1993, p. 356).

In schools with a healthy climate, teachers likegirtcolleagues, their school, their job,
and their students, the principal was friendly,rgpgalitarian, supportive, and expected the best
from teachers (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). Principals ialtley schools were also influential with their
superiors, they went to bat for teachers, and ¢fueyeachers the resources they needed (Hoy &
Sabo, 1998). The school was protected from commnéssures, and the school board resisted
efforts of interest groups to influence policy (fear& Hoy, 1988). Hoy and Woolfolk (1993)
defined a healthy school climate as one where thasea strong academic emphasis and a
principal who had influence with superiors and usgexh behalf of teachers. Hoy and Woolfolk
(1993) found that a healthy school climate was cona to the development of high teacher
efficacy beliefs where teachers believed that teyd influence student learning.

Statement of the Problem

The National Commission on Teaching and Americafe (NCTAF, 2007) found that
teacher turnover costs the nation more than $ibbinnually for recruitment, administrative
processing and hiring, professional developmert,teaining of replacement teachers. The
teacher turnover rate in the United States wasedualy Ingersoll (2003). In a report sponsored
by the Center for the Study of Teaching and Pddicgt the Consortium for Policy and Research
in Education, Ingersoll (2003) found that the dethfor new teachers was neither due to
increases in student enroliment nor to increasésacher retirement. The need was due to the

5



pre-retirement turnover rate of teachers. Mogshefhiring of new teachers was to fill spots
vacated by teachers who left the profession (Iradlei2003). The report showed that overall,
there were more than enough prospective teachedsiped each year in the United States.
School staffing problems were not due to teachertabes, as in an insufficient supply of
gualified teachers, rather school staffing problevese a result of high turnover rates in which
large numbers of teachers left the professiondasons other than retirement (Ingersoll, 2003).
The data suggested that after five years of tegchetween 40 and 50% of all beginning
teachers had left teaching altogether (IngersfD32. In the 1999-2000 school year, 534,000
teachers entered schools; in the following year, B8 had moved from or left their schools
(Ingersoll, 2003). The report indicated that ribemployee turnover was detrimental. While
low levels of turnover may be normal and efficasidor organizations, high turnover rates can
be both cause and effect of performance for orgaioizs (Ingersoll, 2003). The consequence of
employee turnover varied among different typesrghaizations. For organizations such as
schools, in which the work was non-routine and m@glextensive interaction among
participants, employee turnover was especially equential (Ingersoll, 2003). In describing the
relation between teacher turnover and school cohesid performance, Ingersoll (2003) wrote,
“...high rates of teacher turnover are of concernamdy because they may be an outcome
indicating underlying problems in how well schofilaction, but also because they can be
disruptive, in and of themselves, for the qualitgchool community and performance” (p. 13).
The turnover rates for beginning teachers may glednithan for more experienced
teachers. Th8tatus of the American School Teac¢l2€05-2006 a report by the National
Education Association (2010) indicated that teaslieder 30 were less likely than those 40 and

6



older to indicate that they planned to stay in &ag until they were eligible for retirement.
These teachers often responded that they wouldncenteaching until something better came
along.

Ingersoll and Merrill (2010) reported that datanfrthe Schools and Staffing Survey
from 1987-1988 to 2007-2008 showed that the teasbeékforce increased by 48% from 1987-
1988 to 2007-2008. This ballooning of the work®resulted in a large number of beginning
teachers entering the workforce. However, turnogers have also increased by 28% from the
early 1980s to 2004-2005. Turnover rates weredrifdr beginning teachers; increasing from
21.4% in 1988 to 28.5% in 2004, a 31% increaseeflsg! & Merrill, 2010). Significantly, in
past decades the turnover rate did not differ bg & ethnicity, however, 2004-2005 data
showed that turnover rates among minority teaclers significantly higher than for white
teachers. In addition, 45% of all public schoaldiger turnover took place in just one fourth of
public schools. The highest rates of turnover viet@gh poverty, minority, urban, and rural
schools. Data indicated that in the beginninghef2003-2004 school year, 47,000 minority
teachers entered teaching. By the following y8&000 had left, 20% more than entered the
previous year (Ingersoll & May, 2011).

Although strategies to recruit more minority teashe place them in schools that serve
minority students were successful, the careersinbmty teachers were less stable than white
teachers (Ingersoll & May, 2011). Minority teach®rere more likely than white teachers to
work in disadvantaged, hard to staff schools. Migdeachers were employed at higher rates in
schools that served disadvantaged students, buttke left at higher rates (Ingersoll & May,
2011). Unlike white teachers, the demographic mgkef poverty level student enrollment or
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the location of schools were not the reasons ntinteachers left. Ingersoll and May (2011)
reported that the reasons minority teachers lefewwehool working conditions. School factors
such as salary levels, lack of staff developmentack of classroom resources had little impact
on their decision to leave. The stronger schoabis that contributed to their decision to leave
were the level of collective faculty decision makinfluence in the school, and the degree of
individual autonomy that teachers had in classroo8thools that had higher levels of faculty
input into decision making and higher levels ofctesr autonomy had significantly lower levels
of minority teacher turnover.

Ingersoll (2003) wrote that teacher recruitmengpams will not solve the staffing
problems schools were facing if schools did notreslslithe organizational sources of low teacher
retention. The increasing turnover rate amongrivegg teachers and minority teachers in
disadvantaged schools, which plays a critical mkechool staffing and school outcomes such as
student achievement requires solutions to keep miyrteachers in the profession. High
efficacy beliefs have shown to contribute to teadoenmitment to the profession. Given that
school factors such as school climate may havafarence on teacher efficacy beliefs, it is an
area that requires further research.

Need for the Study

The present study investigated school health fadt@at may be related to efficacy
beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers in a Sowhab school district that serves students
identified as minority and economically disadvamighg The high attrition rate for minority
teachers that teach in schools with disadvantamyelists requires investigation of school factors
that influence efficacy levels of beginning Hispateachers. Efficacious beginning teachers are
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more likely to stay in the teaching professionyéfiere, it is important to examine health school
factors that may contribute to efficacy beliefsoytand Woolfolk (1993) found that school
health was related to teacher beliefs about thwlityato influence student learning. However,
the study was conducted with teachers who taughthiools that served students from middle to
high income levels. Pas, Bradshaw, and Hersh{2@lt2) wrote that despite the increased
interest in teacher efficacy there was limited aesle focused on identifying teacher and school
contextual factors that predicted changes in taaeffieacy.

Research has shown that beginning teachers facg obatacles in their first years of
teaching. Romano (2008) found that beginning teeclientified more struggles than
successes. The areas that beginning teachergylsulugith were classroom management,
content and pedagogy, personal issues, studentrilgagrading, special needs students, teacher
evaluation, report card grading, and parents. Ween(1984) described a reality shock that
beginning teachers experienced in their first ygdeaching. Teachers entered the profession
with ideals about what teaching would be like, arate confronted with the rude realities of
everyday classroom life (Veenman, 1984). Realityck and the struggles beginning teachers
encounter can lead to attrition if support for loegng teachers is not planned. Beginning
teachers need to be supported so that they canamerobstacles in their first years of teaching
to be able to develop and maintain a high leveéathing efficacy.

The literature supports that beginning teachers wihigh sense of efficacy are more
likely to have a greater commitment to the prof@ssi Research also indicates that self-efficacy
is most malleable early in learning. There areostbrganizational factors that may affect
teachers’ sense of teaching efficacy. Therefoiis,dritical to identify these factors so that
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school leaders can find ways to influence effichelfefs of beginning Hispanic teachers.
Identifying these factors is critical to understargdhow to provide the support that beginning
Hispanic teachers need to stay in the profession.

Milner and Woolfolk Hoy (2003) wrote that futureidies on teacher efficacy should be
done in a variety of cultural contexts as thereliasdy to be differences related to teachers’
cultures, ways of knowing, and experiences. Theeligtle knowledge about social and
contextual factors on teacher efficacy, and soaltutal influences are being recognized as
essential to the knowledge about teacher efficetilnér & Woolfolk Hoy, 2003). This study
will add to the body of knowledge on teacher effichecause the construct will be studied in a
different socio-cultural context than it has preasly been studied.

According to Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) few studiesraaxplored the relationship
between school organization and teacher efficktyy and Woolfolk (1993) cited two studies
that have attempted to do this. One of these wadurted by Newmann, Rutter, and Smith
(1989) which examined the effects of ten organareti features on teacher sense of efficacy,
sense of community, and expectations for studeéneaement. Although the study did link
aspects of school organization to teacher efficdkwyre were difficulties with the precise
definition and measurement of teacher efficacy, thedeliability of the scales for teacher
efficacy were low (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).

The second study was conducted by Ashton, WebbDadd (1983) with 35 teachers in
two different schools. The study assessed teasrese of efficacy as it related to expectations
for student achievement, work relations among teashevel of student conflict, job
satisfaction, stress, commitment to teaching, getimes of the teacher’s role, and attributions for
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student success or failure. According to Hoy amublWélk (1993) the sample size of this study
was a limitation in terms of generalizability. Té@mple population for the study was also not
representative of a diverse teacher or studentlatpn.

Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) examined the relationshgivieeen teacher sense of efficacy
and school organizational health using a sample/éfteachers from 37 elementary schools.
The schools in the sample were predominantly mididss schools, in which 27 of the 37
schools were in districts that were above averageeialth as determined by the state of New
Jersey (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Hoy and Woolfolkd@3) pointed out that this study needed to
be replicated with a more diverse sample population

The present study broadened the body of knowleflggacher efficacy beliefs and
organizational health factors. Understanding stbaganizational health factors that are related
to teacher efficacy in schools may help to decréasattrition rate for minority teachers. Itis
important to understand school organizational hdalkttors that predict efficacy beliefs of
beginning Hispanic teachers so that those chargidswpervising beginning Hispanic teachers
can plan appropriate support structures in schdélsthermore, understanding predictors of
teacher efficacy of beginning Hispanic teachers w@ach in schools that serve minority students
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds igatito ensure that efficacious Hispanic
teachers stay in the profession.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine how maitheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived agtters in a South Texas School District.
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Teaching efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispaniccteers in elementary, middle, and high school
were studied using three subscales: efficacy idestuengagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managen@cihool organizational health was studied
using individual teacher perceptions of the heafttheir school using multiple subscales of
school health.

This study contributed to the knowledge base mdgiio teacher efficacy and
organizational health by examining these variabligls Hispanic teachers in schools with large
numbers of minority students that are identifie@@snomic disadvantaged. This investigation
was intended to build upon Hoy’'s and Woolfolk’s B9 study with urban and suburban upper
middle class elementary school samples. To dateiffeny studies have been done on efficacy
beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers and the mmgdional health of schools that serve
students identified as economic disadvantaged. Sthdy will extend Hoy’s and Woolfolk’s
(1993) study by including middle and high schoalcteers.

Research Questions

The following research questions were used togythd research.

1. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsl@mentary schools?

2. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

3. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is

accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?
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4. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsiiddle schools?
5. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?
6. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?
7. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsigh schools?
8. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?
9. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?
Significance of the Study
The teacher attrition rate for minority teacherkigher than that for white teachers.
There is a need to keep beginning Hispanic teachdhe teaching profession. It is necessary to
understand school organizational factors that eérfae efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic
teachers because research has shown that teactiehsgh efficacy beliefs show a greater
commitment to teaching. Few studies have been dorike development of efficacy beliefs
among novice teachers; efficacy beliefs of firsinkeachers are related to stress and
commitment to teaching, and to satisfaction withpsrt and preparation (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).
Novice teachers who completed their first yearealching that had a high sense of efficacy
found greater satisfaction in teaching, had a rposative reaction to teaching, and expressed
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less stress. “Confident new teachers gave higligrgs to the adequacy of support they had
received than those who ended their year with Bishaense of their own competence and a less
optimistic view of what they could accomplish” (Wfmk Hoy, 2000, p. 6). Attention to the
factors that support the development of a strongesef efficacy among preservice and novice
teachers is worth the effort because once it mbdished, self-efficacy beliefs seem resistant to
change (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).

Understanding the relation between school organizat health factors and efficacy
beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers may prowdgght into the development of district and
school induction programs. Such programs shoulgifmed at enhancing the early teaching
experiences of beginning Hispanic teachers to asgefficacy beliefs.

Research Design

A quantitative design was used in this study. 3iuely used a convenience sample of
beginning Hispanic teachers with one to five yedreaching experience from a large school
district in South Texas that serves minority studehat are predominantly identified as
economic disadvantaged. Literature on beginniaghers considers teachers with one to five
years of experience to be beginning teachers. ejutata was collected during the fall teaching
semester. Beginning teachers in the school distoimpleted the survey during a meeting
scheduled by the principal at each of the schaothe district.

Quantitative data were collected to measure themtgnt and independent variables.
Data for the dependent variables of efficacy imeti engagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managememe@hning Hispanic teachers were collected
using the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale deeeldgy Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy
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(2001). Data for the independent variables of esthealth were collected using the
Organizational Health Inventory for Elementary SalsqHoy, Tarter, et al., 1991; Hoy &
Tarter, 1997), the Organizational Health InventimyMiddle Schools (Hoy & Sabo, 1998), and
the Organizational Health Inventory for Secondarhdls (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy, Tarter
et al., 1991). Multiple regression analyses wesed to determine how much of the total
variance of teaching efficacy beliefs of beginnkfigpanic teachers was accounted for or
explained by the organizational health of schoelperceived by teachers in a South Texas
School District.
Limitations of the Study

The sample for this study was beginning Hisparachers from schools that serve
minority students predominantly identified as eaomally disadvantaged. The teachers in the
study taught in one school district which may irdécthat they experienced similar
programmatic induction activities and teacher traja. Schools within the same district
generally have similar structures such as studeniping, teacher planning periods, parent
organizations, opportunities for participation gction-making, availability of resources, and
teacher schedules. This should be consideredameting the results of this study. Although
it is tempting to assume that personal and orgéoizal factors alone influence teacher efficacy
other factors may account for teacher efficacydigl{Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). For example,
high teacher motivation may contribute to posifpegceptions of academic emphasis, and
student achievement may affect teacher efficacysahdol climate (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).

These potential factors should also be consider@uterpreting the findings of this study.
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Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined as they were usdtlis study.
Teacher efficacy Teacher efficacy is defined as a teacher’s beali¢iis or her capability to
execute courses of action that will lead to sudoésask accomplishment in particular contexts
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). A teacher’s effydaelief includes a combination of the
teacher’s perception of competence and the knowlefithe task requirements in the teaching
situation (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Beginning Hispanic teachers - In this study begigrieachers are inservice teachers that have
between one and five years of teaching experiefibe. teaching staff in the district for this
study is 94% Hispanic. All beginning teachers wakdted to complete the study survey.
However, only teachers who self-identified as Hispan the demographic section of the survey
were included in the study.
School climate - School climate is teachers’ petioeg of the work environment that is defined
by formal and informal relationships, personalitéparticipants, and leadership in the
organization (Hoy, Tarter, et al., 1991).
Organizational healtkh Organizational health of schools is defined usiegeral dimensions of
school health as listed below and described by Hasyter, et al., 1991; Hoy and Tarter, 1997;
and Hoy & Sabo, 1998.
Institutional integrity — A school that has institnal integrity is not vulnerable to narrow vested
interests of community groups.
Collegial leadership — Collegial leadership is edavior of the principal that is friendly,
supportive, open, and guided by norms of equality.
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Resource influence — Resource influence is thecjpat's ability to affect the actions of
supervisors to the benefit of teachers.
Teacher affiliation- Teacher affiliation is the sense of friendliness] strong affiliation that
exists among teachers. Teachers feel good aboltother, and have a sense of
accomplishment from their job.
Academic emphasis — Academic emphasis is the s€hmelss for achievement. Students meet
high expectations for achievement by working haegking extra work, and respect other
students who get good grades.
Consideration — Consideration is principal behathat is friendly, supportive, and collegial.
The principal looks out for the well-being of fatgumembers and is open to suggestions.
Principal influence — Principal influence is thengipal’s ability to influence the actions of
supervisors. Influential principals can persuaggesvisors to get additional consideration, and
are impeded by the hierarchy.
Initiating structure- Initiating structure is the principal’s task achievement oriented
behavior.
Morale — Morale is the sense of trust, confideecghusiasm, and friendliness that exists among
teachers.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine how maitheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District.
Teaching efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanicctears in elementary, middle, and high school
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were studied using three subscales: efficacy idestuengagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managen@cihool organizational health was studied
using individual teacher perceptions of the heafttheir school using multiple subscales of
school health.

Teacher efficacy is a construct that has been dinkgeacher commitment to the
teaching profession. High levels of teacher effychave shown to increase commitment to
teaching while low levels of teacher efficacy h&een linked to job stress and burnout.
Beginning teachers face many obstacles that dtedito teacher attrition. Attrition rates for
minority teachers have been shown to be higherfibvaother teachers. Studies have shown
that efficacious beginning teachers are more likelstay in the teaching profession. There are
school organizational health factors that promoi lsinder teacher efficacy levels. This study
examined the relationship between efficacy of beigig Hispanic teachers and school
organizational health factors in schools that semnugority students identified as economic
disadvantaged to broaden the knowledge base dideatficacy. Teacher efficacy was
examined in a cultural context not previously stadi The significance of this study is that it is
critical to understand school structures that prieninogh efficacy levels of beginning Hispanic

teachers to identity support structures to keemtimethe profession.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to examine how maitheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District.
Teaching efficacy beliefs were studied using tlmalescales: efficacy in student engagement;
efficacy in instructional strategies; and efficacylassroom management of beginning Hispanic
teachers in elementary, middle, and high schooho8l organizational health was studied using
individual teacher perceptions of the health ofrteehool using multiple subscales of school
health.

The review of the literature examined the followtongics: teacher efficacy; the
theoretical framework for teacher efficacy; the @epment of the teacher efficacy construct; the
organizational health of schools; the theoreticaifework for organizational health of schools,
the development of the organizational health costthe relation of teacher efficacy and
organizational health of schools; and beginninghees.

The literature on teacher efficacy was examineahierstand how a teacher’s sense of
efficacy relates to school outcomes such as stuaEmevement, classroom management, teacher
willingness to implement new instructional stragsgiteacher commitment to teaching, and
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contexts and variables that may influence effidaelefs. The literature on school
organizational health was studied to understandddiimate and school health, and how
school health influences teacher efficacy. Thexditure on beginning teachers was analyzed to
understand school factors that influence begint@aghers’ decisions to stay or leave the
profession. The major intent of the review wasrderstand the relationship of teacher efficacy
and school organizational health.

Databases that were used to find the literatuneces used in the review of the literature
were Academic Search Complete, Education Full TeRIC, JSTOR, PsycARTICLES,
PsycINFO, and Dissertations and Theses. Theseat#slwere searched for peer-reviewed
articles written in English from 1970 to 2012. &eterms in article titles that were utilized
were teacher efficacy, teacher self-efficacy bsjistlf-efficacy beliefs of beginning teachers,
organizational health, organizational climate, argational health of schools, beginning
teachers, novice teachers, and problems of begjriaachers.

Teacher Efficacy

Teacher efficacy has been researched for more3gears and has been identified as
an important attribute of effective teachers. €hastruct of teacher efficacy developed in part
from Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory. Baral(2000) described perceived efficacy beliefs
as follows:

Efficacy beliefs influence whether people thinkagigally or strategically,

optimistically or pessimistically; what course @tian they choose to

pursue; the goals they set for themselves and ¢cbaimitment to them;

how much effort they put forth in given endeavdih& outcomes they
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expect their efforts to produce; how long they peese in the face of
obstacles; their resilience to adversity; how msithss and depression
they experience in coping with taxing environmeunt&iands; and the
accomplishments they realize. Statistical analyisascombine the findings
of numerous studies confirm the influential rolepefceived self —efficacy

in human adaptation and change (p. 75).

Bandura (1993) noted that there was a differengmssessing knowledge and skills and
being able to use them under taxing situationgsdPal accomplishment required skill but also
self-beliefs to use the skill well (Bandura, 199EjJficacy beliefs influenced how people felt,
thought, motivated themselves, and behaved (Band@es8). Bandura (1993) wrote that most
courses of action were initially shaped in thougheople’s beliefs in their efficacy influenced
the type of scenarios they constructed for thenesebefore setting out on a course of action.
People with a high sense of efficacy visualizedceas scenarios that provided positive guides
for their performance. People with a low senseffi€acy visualized failure scenarios and dwelt
on things that could go wrong (Bandura, 1993).f-8kicacy beliefs influenced thought patterns
and emotions that influenced goal directed actinrsstuations where people believed they had
control (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). Sdffeacy was described as a future
oriented belief about the competence a personvaglithey would have in a given situation
(Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).

Teacher efficacy was initially defined by two sealistudies by the RAND Corporation.
One of these studies was conducted by Armor, Ce@sgguera, Cox, King, McDonnell,

Pascal, Pauly, & Zellman, (1976) which defined bemefficacy as the extent to which teachers
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believed that they had the capacity to produceffacteon the learning of students. The second
seminal study, conducted by Berman et al. (197#ihel@ teachers’ sense of efficacy as a belief
that the teacher could help even the most difficulinmotivated student. Tschannen-Moran et
al. (1998) wrote that in the span of a teachingeaa high level of teacher efficacy

could mean more resilience, higher motivation, gregter effort and persistence.

According to Woolfolk Hoy and Spero (2005) teack#icacy was teachers’ judgments
about their ability to promote student learningwés future oriented and had more to do with a
perception of competence than with an actual le’ebmpetence. This was an important
distinction because people regularly overestimatenderestimate their actual abilities and this
can have consequences for the actions they takeagability is only as good as its execution.
The self-assurance with which people approach aathge difficult tasks determines whether
they make good or poor use of their capabilitiesidious self-doubts can easily overrule the
best of skills” (Bandura, 1997, p. 35).

Bandura (1997) wrote that creating classroomswiea¢ conducive to learning rested
heavily on the self-efficacy of teachers. Teachbkediefs in their instructional efficacy partly
determined how they structured academic activitigbeir classrooms, and also shaped
students’ evaluations of their own capabilitiesriBara, 1997). Teachers who believed in their
own ability to promote learning created masteryegignces for their students, and those with
doubts about their instructional efficacy creatldsroom environments that were likely to
undermine students’ judgments about their abilgied their cognitive development (Bandura,

1997).
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Schwarzer and Hallum (2008) described perceivethtgaself-efficacy as a protective
effect when teachers coped with adversity. Anrogdic belief in one’s competence enhanced
motivation to find constructive ways of coping. lfSsfficacious teachers viewed the daily
demands of teaching less threatening than thosé@alaself-doubts about their professional
performance (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). Schwasaret Hallum (2008) described the
essential difference between self-efficacy androtbastructs such as self-concept, self-esteem,
and locus of control. Self-efficacy was an intéat&ibution, it was prospective in that it
referred to a future behavior, and it was an ofgeranstruct meaning that it was a good
predictor of actual behavior.

Gist and Mitchell (1992) also explained the diffeze between self-efficacy and other
concepts such as self-esteem and self-worth. eSedem was as trait reflecting a characteristic
of an individual, an affective evaluation of théfsguch as feelings of self-worth or self-liking.
While self-efficacy was a judgment about task cdpes that was not inherently evaluative
(Gist & Mitchel, 1992). Self-efficacy was a mational construct that influenced how
individuals made choices, set goals, their emotioreactions, effort, coping, and persistence
(Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Bandura (1997) wrote thprceived self-efficacy was concerned with
judgment of personal capability and self-esteem eeaeerned with self-worth. Individuals may
judge themselves to be inefficacious in a speeaifitvity, yet not have a low sense of self-worth
because they do not invest their self-worth int #ctivity and conversely, an individual may
perform an activity well yet not have pride in perhing it well (Bandura, 1997). Pajares (1996)

wrote that self-concept was measured at a broagel of specificity and it included feelings of
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self-worth. Self-concept judgments could be donsgecific but not task specific. Self-concept
judgments were more global and less context depetidan self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996).

In some studies researchers have defined theéraonef teacher efficacy as being
comprised of two separate factors: personal tegatfiiicacy and general teaching efficacy
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hoy &WWfolk, 1990). Personal teaching
efficacy was described as a teachers’ assessméminbwn teaching competence (Ashton &
Webb, 1986). General teaching efficacy was teatleapectations that teaching, in general,
could influence student learning (Ashton & Webb3@P Studies in the literature on teacher
efficacy have linked it to student achievement angagement, classroom management, teacher
willingness to implement new instructional stragsgiand to commitment to teaching. Other
studies have examined contexts and variables thgtmluence teacher efficacy. A discussion
of research in these areas follows.

Student Achievement and Engagement

Ashton, et al. (1983) documented that teacherseehefficacy was related to student
achievement, specifically in mathematics (r = #8&; .003), and in communication classes (r =
.83;P <.02). Ashton et al., (1983) found that teachdth a high sense of efficacy were more
likely to be attentive to the individual needs tfdents and responded to student needs in a
positive and supportive style that encouraged stiuglethusiasm and involvement in decision-
making.

Gibson and Dembo (1984) wrote that teachers théhaltagh sense of instructional
efficacy contributed to student academic achievéam@&gaachers with a high sense of efficacy
devoted more class time to academic learning, gemvimore help to students who were having
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problems learning, and praised students for acadsuticess (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).
Teachers with a high sense of efficacy felt théhdy exerted extra effort and tried different
strategies students could learn, and that theydamegrcome negative environmental factors
with good teaching (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teasleat had a low sense of efficacy spent
more time on non-academic tasks, criticized stugletien they failed, and gave up on students
who did not learn readily (Gibson & Dembo, 1984)eachers with a strong sense of
instructional efficacy supported students’ intrmiterests and academic self-directedness
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Ashton and Webb (1986) found strong supportterrelation between teacher efficacy
and the mathematics and language achievementadrgsl “When teachers’ sense of teaching
efficacy was added to the regression equationvdahnance accounted for by the students’ prior
achievement was increased by 24%” (Ashton & WeBB61p. 138). Students’ language
achievement was also significantly related to teaeffficacy beliefs. “When teacher’s sense of
personal efficacy was added to the regression Enutite variance accounted for increased by
46%" (Aston & Webb, 1986, p.138). Teachers wilbwa sense of efficacy doubted their ability
to influence student learning and therefore avomieities that they perceived to be beyond
their capabilities (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Teacheith a low sense of efficacy reduced their
efforts and gave up when they were faced with ehglhg classroom situations (Ashton &
Webb, 1986). Teachers with a high sense of effitatieved they had a positive effect on
student performance, therefore were motivatedytbdrder when they were confronted with
obstacles, and experienced pride in their accomplents when the work was done (Ashton &
Webb, 1986).
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Soodak and Podell (1994) asked teachers to preuggestions for a student with
reading difficulties who was difficult to teach.h@ responses were coded as either teacher
based-suggestions or non-teaching suggestionste@hber-based suggestions made by teachers
included instructional strategies such as peeritgp cooperative learning, changes in materials
or methods, and strategies to address emotiorilavioral needs. The non-teaching
suggestions made by teachers were solutions outeddassroom such as eliciting parent
participation to solve the student’s problem. Sxodnd Podell (1994) examined the relation
between teachers’ sense of efficacy and the suggeshey made. Teachers were classified
according to three groups: those who made moré¢edrased suggestions, those who made
more non-teacher based suggestions, and those ati® am equal number of suggestions.
Teachers who made more teacher - based suggelstidrssgnificantly higher levels of personal
teaching efficacy than those that made more narhteg based suggestions (Soodak & Podell,
1994). Personal teaching efficacy played airoteachers taking responsibility for finding a
solution for the problems of the difficult to teastudent (Soodak & Podell, 1994). However,
Soodak and Podell (1994) found no difference betvike three groups in general teaching
efficacy.

Tournaki and Podell (2005) studied the differenceerncher predictions on the academic
success of students based on teachers’ levelicdeyt One instrument to measure teacher
predictions and one to measure teacher efficagtdevere used. Using analysis of variance the
researchers found that teachers with high teadhea@y made more positive predictions of
student academic success than did teachers witeflovacy levels. Also, teachers with low
teacher efficacy levels made more positive prealidtiabout the academic success of attentive
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students than they did of low attentive studefitsachers with high teacher efficacy levels did
not differentiate in their predictions of success$ieen attentive and inattentive students.
Teachers with high teacher efficacy levels beliethed inattentive students could still succeed
academically. Teachers’ sense of efficacy infleehtheir academic predictions for students in
relation to student characteristics. Low efficaegchers predicted poorer academic outcomes of
students who displayed characteristics that impéeching and learning, while high efficacy
teachers were more resilient when facing studentssuch characteristics (Tournaki & Podell,
2005).

Martin, Sass and Schmitt (2012) studied teacharagly beliefs and student engagement.
The researchers defined student engagement asheetg'aability to provide support for learning
and to motivate students to learn. The researdtygsthesized that efficacy in student
engagement was an indirect cause of intent-to-léda¢éeaching profession. Data for the study
was collected online from 631 certified teacheosifrelementary, middle, and high schools. The
instrument to measure teacher efficacy was the State Teacher Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Findings showed thefachers who doubted their ability to
engage students were likely to increase their &ffior control instruction which led to greater
stress from student behavior and a lessoned séaseamplishment. This drained emotional
energy, and diminished job satisfaction which mayse teachers to leave the profession. A
limitation of this study was that data was collelcé one point during the school year and

teacher stress, burnout, and intent-to-leave maydaring the school year (Martin et al., 2012).
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Classroom Management

The relation between teacher sense of efficacyciassroom management has also been
documented. Rose and Medway (1981) found thatyigternal teachers, those who believed
that they had control over the events in the ctamsr gave fewer disciplinary commands to
students in low socio- economic schools, and i Bigcio-economic schools these teachers had
fewer students engaged in inappropriate behawidsissroom behaviors that were found to be
more characteristic in classrooms of highly intéteachers were fewer disciplinary commands,
lower rates of inappropriate student behavior, lsigtier rates of student self-directed activity
(Rose & Medway, 1981). These teachers also maxdniedructional efficiency. Rose and
Medway (1981) found that teachers who attributedesit outcomes to their actions employed
improved educational practices more often thanreatéeachers, those who did not believe they
had control over student outcomes.

Hoy and Woolfolk (1990) wrote that teachers witlowa sense of instructional efficacy
had a custodial orientation and relied on extrimsiizicements and negative sanctions to get
students to study. Teachers with a custodial tatem viewed the school as an autocratic
organization with a rigid pupil-teacher status arehy (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990). Teachers
viewed discipline as teacher control instead ofistu self-discipline (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990).
Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy helimanistic perspective of the school and
believed in a democratic atmosphere with open ablarof two-way communication (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1990).

Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy (1990) found that teachevih a greater sense of personal
teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacyrebmore trusting of students and more able
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to relinquish control and share responsibilitygolving classroom problems with students.
Teachers with optimistic beliefs that all studesdsld be taught had a more humanistic view of
pupil control, and had a higher tendency to supgpmdent autonomy in problem solving.

In a study using secondary school teachers to edathe perceived self-efficacy for
classroom management and burnout, Brouwers andcT@M00) found that teachers that were
faced with continuous disruptive classroom behawiere more likely to give up when they had
little confidence in their ability to maintain ond@ the classroom. They were more likely to do
less to solve order problems in the classroom.

Willingness to Implement New Instructional Strateges

Other studies have found a connection between ¢éeatficacy and willingness to
implement new programs and teaching strategi@esa study of teachers who participated in a
staff development program to improve performanceyli (1988) wrote that in deciding
whether to adopt new knowledge and skills, teactvere likely to rely on knowledge, beliefs,
or perceptions related to their practice and atsoues from the organizational environment of
the school and the classroom. Smylie (1988) fahatin the context of staff development,
teachers’ perceptions of their beliefs about tpesictice were the most significant predictors of
change. The direct relationship between pers@aghing efficacy and change suggested that
teachers were more likely to change their behaweiamprove their classroom effectiveness if
they believed that they were instrumental to tlaereng of their students (Smylie, 1988).

Berman et al. (1977) studied teacher charactesithit related to the use of a new
reading program. The researchers found that teacdense of efficacy, the belief that the
teacher could help the most difficult or unmotivhgtudent, showed a strong positive
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relationship to program implementation. Not oniys teacher sense of efficacy positively
related to improved student achievement, it was pdssitively related the project goals that were
achieved, the amount of teacher change, and thteaation of project materials. Berman et al.
(1977) wrote, “Teachers’ attitudes about their gmofessional competence, in short, appears to
have major effects on what happens to projectshamdeffective they are” (p. 137).

Guskey (1988) explored the relationship betweecheaefficacy and teacher attitudes
toward the implementation of new instructional pices. The sample group consisted of 120
teachers from elementary and secondary schoolsdraurban district, one suburban district,
and one rural district participating in a staff dlpment program. Analysis of variance
indicated that there was no difference among theetdifferent groups of teachers (rural, urban,
sub-urban) with regard to grade level assignmeatsder of the teacher, or any of the teacher
attitude measures (Guskey, 1988). Correlationsngnthe variables showed that years of
experience and grade level assignments were nafisantly related to efficacy measures.
However, teachers with higher efficacy scores r#techew mastery learning strategies as more
important (r = .42P <.01), more congruent with their current practice (86;P < .01), and
less difficult to implement (r = .33 <.01).

A study using quantitative analysis and qualitatiepuiry was conducted by Onafowora
(2004) to study novice teachers’ perceptions dfefiiicacy and how it related to their pedagogy
at the beginning of their professional developmértie sample for the study was a group of 25
novice teachers who volunteered to participatepnodessional development program. In this
setting novice teachers observed master teaclaaisitg and discussed instructional strategies
with the master teachers. The sample group ofceaeiachers worked predominantly with
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African American and Latino students. Qualitatilaga included written responses to open
ended guestions and focus group discussion trascrQuantitative data was collected using a
Likert type teacher efficacy questionnaire. Resfrhm the study were that novice teachers did
not show consistency in feeling empowered to crieataing environments that allowed them to
motivate students and promote student learninghdir oral and written reports, teacher
responses focused on discipline and minimal adtnatige support rather than on instruction
and student interaction.

Rimm-Kaufman and Sawyer (2004) conducted a studigtermine how the
implementation of a program designed to help te@cimaintain productive learning
environments, motivate students, and make decigicedicted teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. A
significant finding from the study was that therasaan association between teachers that
implemented the new program and those that hachighiels of teacher sense of efficacy.
Although a link was found between implementatiothef discipline program practices and
teacher sense of efficacy, the researchers noa¢dhi direction of the findings was unclear as
to whether teachers who were more efficacious implged the program or teachers who used
the program practices felt more efficacious (Rimauknan & Sawyer, 2004).

Using quantitative methods to determine the effet{mrofessional development on
teacher efficacy, Ross and Bruce (2007) studiedgnwaps of & grade mathematics teachers,
one group received training on strategies for tegcimathematics, and a control group. The
researchers anticipated that providing staff dgwekent that addressed the four sources of
efficacy information would have a positive impaatteacher efficacy. Using multivariate
analysis of covariance the researchers analyzeti¢eafficacy levels for classroom
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management, for instructional strategies, andtimtent engagement. Ross and Bruce (2007)
found that professional development had a poséffect on teacher expectations about their
ability to manage students in the mathematics dass. The researchers did not find
significant differences in efficacy levels betweba two teacher groups with regard to teacher
efficacy for instructional strategies and teachiécacy for student engagement.

In a qualitative study Cantrell and Callaway (208&idied the implementation of a
literacy program and teacher efficacy levels. fdeearchers used interviews from 16 teachers
from six schools in three districts in southeasstates who participated in a content literacy
project. The researchers were interested to fiecetficacy characteristics of low and high
project implementers. Findings from the study waed high implementers of the program
exhibited a higher sense of general efficacy tbanimplementers. When high implementers
were asked about what the most important influemcstudents’ literacy learning was, the
salient response was the belief in the responilmfiteachers to influence student learning no
matter what difficulties were found in studentshimand family experiences. All high
implementers voiced that difficult home experiencesld be overcome by teachers.
Commitment to Teaching

Teacher efficacy has been linked to teachers’ camanit to stay in the teaching
profession (Rosenholtz, 1989). Organizationalagsychologists have described commitment
to work as an internal motivation (Rosenholtz, 98%Where people are highly motivated,
their feelings are closely tied to how well theyfpem; good performance is self-rewarding and

provides the incentive for continuing to performlkvéRosenholtz, 1989, p. 139).
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In examining teacher commitment, Coladarci (1992dlied eight different variables:
personal teacher efficacy, general teacher efficalayate: principal, climate: teacher, teacher
student ratio, salary, experience, and genderddigirteacher commitment. Personal and
general teaching efficacy were the two strongestliptors of commitment to teaching. “That is,
other things being equal, a greater commitmentaching would be expected among teachers
who believe student achievement can be influenwexigh skillful instruction, who have
confidence in their own ability to influence stutlachievement, and who assume personal
responsibility for the level of student achievemirgty witness in their classrooms” (Coladarci,
1992, p. 334).

Ebmeier (2003) investigated the link between teaeffecacy, teacher commitment, and
teacher supervision. The study was conducted denstand how principal supervision
influenced teacher efficacy and commitment. Theneation between principal behavior and
support and teacher efficacy was examined. Tw@kswere used for the study, a calibration
sample of 222 teachers, and a validation sampd3dfteachers. Participants were K-12
teachers in a large mid-western metropolitan af@ae instrument with multiple scales was
used. The different scales included were: a comenmt and trust scale, a personal efficacy
scale, an external influences scale, an activeipah supervision scale, a principal support of
teaching scale, and a satisfaction with workingdttbons scale. The research questions
measured the extent to which teachers viewed thktgof working conditions as healthy and
satisfactory. Results showed that class visitscamderencing activities on their own did not
affect a teachers’ confidence. Principal supesvisinly affected teacher efficacy when teachers
perceived that the principal had a real interedt@mmitment to supporting teachers.
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Limitations of this study were that other organiaaal variables in schools could also account
for the increase or decrease in teacher efficaapr&a, Barbaranelli, Borgogni and Steca (2003)
also studied the relation of teacher commitmentjabdatisfaction. They found that in schools
where teachers see the principal as a good leth@sgrexpand more effort in pursuing common
goals.

Ware and Kitsantas (2011) examined the relationiseipveen teacher efficacy and
teacher commitment to understand the extent tolwfiaictors such as teacher efficacy, collective
efficacy, and principal efficacy predicted teacbemmitment. The sample was 26,257 teachers
and 6711 principals from public schools expecteshézt No Child Left Behind (2002) goals.
The researchers used data from the 1999-2000 SchndlStaffing Survey. The researchers
conducted exploratory multi-level analysis of teationship between measures of teacher and
principal efficacy beliefs to a measure of teact@nmitment. Findings from the study showed
that teacher efficacy in enlisting administrativesdtion, efficacy to make decisions, and
efficacy to control some aspects of classroom dperancreased teacher commitment.

Schwarzer and Hallum (2008) examined the relatipnisbtween self-efficacy, job stress,
and burnout. The quantitative study used a saof@@8 Syrian teachers and 595 German
teachers. Data was obtained using measures fegffiehcy, stress, and burnout. Using
analysis of variance and correlation analysis ésearchers found that teachers with low self-
efficacy might be more vulnerable for events thayroause job stress and subsequent burnout.

Contexts and Variables That May Influence EfficacyBeliefs

Woolfolk Hoy and Spero (2005) conducted a longiadistudy to examine changes in

teachers’ judgment of their efficacy from entryoirat beginning preparation program through the
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first year of teaching. The sample group was S3pective teachers enrolled in a Master’s of
Education program at a major mid-western publiversity. The instrument used to measure
teacher efficacy was Gibson’s and Dembo’s (1984cher Efficacy Scale Short Form. There
were three phases of data collection: during tts¢ uarter of the teacher preparation program;
after student teaching; and at the end of the feat of teaching. The researchers found that
efficacy rose during the teacher preparation andestt teaching periods, but fell during the
actual teaching experience. Woolfolk Hoy and Sgg2®5) found evidence to support
protecting efficacy during the first year, sincéatcy levels correlated with support provided
during the first year of teaching. When supporsweéthdrawn, efficacy levels fell. A limitation
of this study was the small sample size, and tagtgipants were from one preparation program.
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) explored seurces of teacher efficacy
proposed by Bandura (1986, 1997): verbal persuatfined as support from administrators,
colleagues, parents, and community; and mastergreqire defined as satisfaction with past
teaching successes. The researchers were intenesbeding differences between novice and
experienced teachers in relation to efficacy belaf a result of these two sources of efficacy.
The participants were 225 teachers who were graditatients in three universities in Ohio and
Virginia, and teacher volunteers from two elemegnsahools, one middle school, and one high
school. Teachers had between 1 and 29 yearsatfitgpexperience. The instruments used
were the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TsaraMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and
other items to measure perceptions of supportrelaional analyses and multiple regression
analysis were used to analyze the various soufcefficacy. Results showed that the contextual
variable most strongly related to efficacy for rae/ieachers was teaching resources. For
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experienced teachers teaching resources wereelessd to self-efficacy beliefs. For novice
teachers none of the verbal persuasion variables retated to efficacy beliefs. For experienced
teachers, support and involvement from parentscantmunity were weakly related to self-
efficacy beliefs. For novice and experienced teeghmastery experience was modestly related
to sense of efficacy, with a stronger correlationrfovice teachers than for experienced teachers.
Demographic variables such as race and genderneéfeund to be related to efficacy beliefs

for novice or experienced teachers.

Milner and Woolfolk Hoy (2003) conducted a qualitatstudy using case study method
to identify sources of self-efficacy in an unsugp@ environment. Observations in and out of
the classroom and interviews over a five monthgaewere conducted to study the experience of
one African American teacher in a high school wvaitity two other African American teachers.
The researchers found that sources of efficacy vesgect from students and parents, and from
successful self-reflective experiences. Barriersetf-efficacy were social and collegial isolation
from peers, and the burden of invalidating stengesyamong colleagues and students (Milner &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2003).

In a qualitative study, Puchner and Taylor (208i6gerved the relation of collaboration,
student achievement and teacher efficacy. Twopgad four elementary teachers in a Pre K
through eighth grade school implemented a newatinve to improve teaching that required
collaboration among the teachers. The staff dgweénmt approach consisted of using lesson
study that required different patterns of collabormamong the teachers. Using observations

and teacher interviews to observe the use of leskaly, the researchers found that teacher
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collaboration resulting in increased student actnieent was a source of teacher efficacy
(Puchner & Taylor, 2006).

Bruce and Ross (2008) conducted a qualitativeydtueéxamine staff development and
sources of teacher efficacy. Participants were pairs of third grade teachers and two pairs of
sixth grade teachers. Data sources were teackenations, including peer observations,
interviews, field notes and teacher self-assessm@ne of the findings of the study was that the
staff development program had positive effectseathers’ beliefs about their capacity to teach
mathematics. Teachers’ judgments about their ¢hipadto influence student learning were
affected by the sources of efficacy informatiorea®hers reported increases in efficacy due to:
recognizing that existing practices were similathiose used by the presenter (vicarious
experience); by receiving positive feedback froeirtipeers (social and verbal persuasion); and
by successfully applying new instructional stragsgimastery experience).

Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) studied thecethat four professional
development formats had on the source of selfaffideliefs of elementary teachers. This was
a quasi-experimental design using 93 primary teacinem nine schools from different public
school systems as the sample. Four differentnresat groups were formed and different
treatments were assigned: treatment one providechiation only; treatment two provided
information and modeling; treatment three providgdrmation, modeling, and practice;
treatment four provided information, modeling, piiee, and coaching. Data were collected
using a teacher efficacy scale, a measure for imgheation of a new reading strategy, and a
scale to measure sense of efficacy for literacyuieton. Using descriptive statistics and
analysis of variance the researchers found thah&zafficacy beliefs for reading instruction and
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for implementing a new strategy increased whersta# development that was provided
supported mastery experiences as explained by Barftid97). Some of the teachers had
efficacy levels that dropped when the staff develept did not include coaching (Tschannen-
Moran & McMaster, 2009).

Fry (2009) conducted a qualitative study to idgntvhat made four novice elementary
teachers feel successful and want to remain itethehing profession. Fry (2009) examined
teacher personal characteristics and professioparences to see how they contributed to
increased self-efficacy. Fry (2009) found thattihie teachers that remained in teaching were
resilient and were able to overcome obstaclesfiesd early in their teaching. These teachers
also had a high sense of efficacy for instructictedtegies. Effective preparation programs
combined with meaningful staff development earlyhia teachers’ careers solidified their
commitment to teaching.

Theoretical Framework for Teacher Efficacy and theDevelopment and Measurement of
the Teacher Efficacy Construct

The research on teacher efficacy has been basedbaheoretical bases (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998). Rotter’s social learning ttygarovided the basis for one strand of teacher
efficacy research and measurement, and Bandureial sognitive theory provided the basis for
a different strand of research and measurememicher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998). Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) developedaeifor teacher efficacy that considered
both theoretical bases. The construct of teadifieaey that was used in this study was based on
this integrated model using a scale developed i drmen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001).
The next sections will describe each theory, theeldgpment of teacher efficacy measurements
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based on each theory, and the Tschannen-Moran(@B8B) integrated model for teacher
efficacy.
Social Learning Theory Framework for Teacher Efficacy

Rotter’s social learning theory provided the tletioal base for one strand of teacher
efficacy research (Tschannen-Moran et al., 198)tter (1982) grounded social learning theory
on the measurement and prediction of three vasalded to predict the potential of behaviors
occurring in different situations. These variabdese behavior potential, expectancy, and
reinforcement value. Rotter (1982) defined behapaiential as the potential of any behavior
occurring in any situation or situations in relatio any single reinforcement or set of
reinforcements. Expectancy is the probability oéiaforcement occurring as a result of a
specific behavior (Rotter, 1982). Reinforcemeaitie is the preference for a particular
reinforcement over any other alternative reinforeatr(Rotter, 1982). A reinforcement or
reward strengthens the expectation that a certhawor will be followed by an expected
reinforcement (Rotter, 1982).

Rotter (1960) wrote that a relationship betweemnedgpred goal or a reinforcement value
and a behavior could only be made by introducimgcincept of expectancy and the individual’'s
history with that experience. The expectancy thatidehavior will lead to a positive outcome
rather than a failure or negative reinforcemen &lsd bearing on the behavior (Rotter, 1960).
Rotter (1966) defined the concept of internal versxternal control of reinforcement. The role
of reinforcement, reward or gratification was remagd by students of human nature as crucial
in the acquisition and performance of skills andwledge. Reinforcements and rewards were
viewed or reacted to differently by people (Rot#d66). What determined how an individual
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viewed reinforcement, depended on whether the iddal perceived the reward to be contingent
on his behavior, or if he perceived it was outisfdontrol and independent of his actions
(Rotter, 1966).

Rotter (1966) wrote that in our culture when rera@ament was perceived to be out of the
control of a person it was usually viewed as luckate. Rotter (1966) labeled events perceived
this way as a belief in external control. An widual’s belief that events were contingent on his
own behavior or his own characteristics was labaked belief in internal control. The variable
of external versus internal control of reinforcemleas been widely studied in relation to human
behavior (Rotter, 1966). Rotter (1966) wrote tih variable was significant in understanding
the nature of learning processes in different itna. Even in the same situations there were
differences among individuals in the degree to Whiey attributed personal control to reward.

According to Rotter (1966) individuals with strobgliefs that they could control their
own destiny were more open to the environment. , Amel environment provided useful
information for future behavior. Individuals withbelief in their own destiny took steps to
improve environmental conditions (Rotter, 1966he3e individuals placed great value in skill
or achievement, and were more concerned with glaifit failure (Rotter, 1966).

Development and Measurement of One Strand of the &eher Efficacy Construct Based on
Social Learning Theory

Rotter’s social learning theory (1982) provided tiheoretical base for researchers to
develop a construct of teacher efficacy (Tscharvleran et al., 1998). Rotter’s internal versus
external locus of control was used by the RAND ©@aaion for two studies that showed that
teacher efficacy had a positive influence on thezess of new reading programs and on the
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implementation and continuation of the new reagiragrams in schools. The studies were U.
S. Department of Education several year, two pbas#ies of federally funded programs
designed to introduce innovative teaching practicgaiblic schools (Armor et al., 1976;
Berman et al., 1977). The first phase of the study to identify strategies and conditions to
promote change in schools (Armor et al., 1976)e $&cond phase of the study was on the form
that implementation of strategies took at schontswahat factors promoted or deterred
sustainment of the strategies (Berman et al., 1977)

In these studies, RAND included two statementfienresearch survey on the success of
several reading programs and interventions. Tlsé statement wasWhen it comes right down
to it, a teacher really can’t do much because nodst student’s motivation and performance
depends on his or her home environnigiirmor, et al., 1976, p. 23). The second staetn
the survey that teachers responded to wiasréally try hard, | can gethroughto even the most
difficult or unmotivated studeritéArmor, et al., 1976, p. 23). Teachers were ddkeindicate
the level that they agreed with the two statemgrgshannen-Moran et al., 1998). “The sum of
the scores on the two items was catlesicher efficacyTE), a construct that purported to reveal
the extent to which a teacher believed that theeguences of teaching-student motivation and
learning-were in the hands of the teacher, thanisrnally controlled (Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998 p. 205).

The Berman et al., (1977) study showed that charatts of teachers had major effects
on the continuation of a project, “Above all, teardi sense of efficacy emerged as a powerful
explanatory variable; it had major positive effeatsthe percentage of the project goals
achieved, improved student performance, teachergehand continuation of project methods
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and materials” (Berman et al., 1977, p.73). Bermtaa. (1977) described teacher sense of
efficacy as a belief that the teacher can help ¢wemost difficult to teach, and unmotivated
students. Teachers’ attitudes about their pradessicompetence showed to have major
implications for project effectiveness (BermanletE077). This study increased interest in the
construct of teacher efficacy, but researchers weneerned about the reliability of the two-item
scale used in the RAND studies, and as a reshky oheasures were developed that were more
comprehensive yet still based on Rotter’s intemeasus external locus of control (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

One of these measures was the Teacher Locus ofdC8&atale (Rose & Medway, 1981)
which was designed to measure elementary schadid¢est generalized expectancies for
internal-external control over student successfaihare in the classroom. The scale consisted
of 28 forced choice items that required teacheentinrse an option as either indicating internal
or external control of classroom events (Rose & Wkegl 1981). Fourteen of the items
described positive or success situations and fenrtiescribed negative or failure situations in
classrooms. Separate scores for beliefs in inteesponsibility for successes (I+) and for
internal responsibility for failures (I-) were pided. Different versions of the scale were used
in separate studies including two validity studiés.each study items were kept if they clustered
together on their specific subscale, and if theydpced significant biserial correlations, and
removed if they did not (Rose & Medway, 1981). sRand Medway (1981) found that the
Teacher Locus of Control Scale was a viable metbotheasuring teachers’ perceptions of

control within the classroom. The researchers falsnd that the two Teacher Locus of Control
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subscales were only moderately correlated to etddr ¢r = +. 33P < .04) (Rose & Medway,
1981).

Guskey (1981) developed a measure for teachegneffibased on Rotter’'s conception of
internal versus external locus of control. Thegesibility for Student Achievement (RSA)
scale measured teacher beliefs in internal versiesrel responsibility for academic successes
and failures of students. The scale was compoad alternative-weighing items describing
either a positive or negative student achievemepemence that happens in classroom life.
Each stem was followed by an alternative item sggtinat the event was caused by the teacher
and another alternative item that the event ocdurezause of factors outside of the teacher’s
control (Guskey, 1981). Teachers were asked taldite 100 points between the two
alternatives. Scores for responsibility for studmarccess (R+) were obtained by averaging
across all positive items, and scores for respditgifor student failure (R-) were obtained by
averaging across all negative items. In reliapthsts the consistency of teachers’ RSA
responses over time were found to be moderately. higgachers were given the questionnaire a
second time, after a four month interval. Testesetorrelations were .739 for total R scores,
.718 for R+ scores, and .784 for R- scores (Gusk@§1). These correlations were statistically
significant at the .01 level (Guskey, 1981). Guyski82, 1988) compared scores from the RSA
scale for responsibility for student success (R @sponsibility for student failure (R-) to
teacher efficacy as measured with the two RAND #t@md found high correlations between
these measures, correlations ranging from .720to Hwever, in comparing only the subscale
for student success (R+) and the subscale for stddiure (R-) Guskey (1982, 1988) found low
correlations between the two (.20). Guskey (198@drted that positive and negative
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performance outcomes were independent and sepaeaigures and not a continuum of the same
measure. Guskey (1987) found that teachers asshigleer levels of responsibility for positive
outcomes than for negative outcomes. Teachersmvere confident in their ability to influence
positive outcomes than to prevent negative onesk&y 1987).

Social Cognitive Theory Framework for Teacher Effiacy

Bandura’s social cognitive theory provided theotie¢ical base for a different strand of
teacher efficacy research (Tschannen-Moran et298). InSelf Efficacy: Toward a Unifying
Theory of Behavioral ChangBandura (1977) explained how perceived self-affjccould
influence individuals’ choice of behavior, and esfa¢ions of success could help individuals
increase coping efforts once new behaviors wetiad. “Efficacy expectations determine how
much effort people will expend and how long theyt persist in the face of obstacles and
aversive experiences. The stronger the percesté@ficacy, the more active the efforts”
(Bandura, 1977, p. 194).

Bandura’s social cognitive theory was based oraiseimption that psychological
procedures could create and strengthen “expectatibpersonal efficacy” (1977, p. 193). This
theory included two different types of expectatiomstcome expectancy and efficacy
expectation. Outcome expectancy was a personiaastthat a given behavior would lead to a
certain outcome, and efficacy expectancy was thwicbon that one could successfully execute
the behavior that would result in the outcome (Raadl977).

An individual’s expectations of personal efficaarg based on four sources of
information (Bandura, 1997). These sources ofrmédion formed the basis for an individuals’
judgment of self-efficacy: enactive mastery expaees, vicarious experiences, verbal
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persuasion, and physiological and affective st@asdura, 1997). Bandura’s construct of self-
efficacy was based on these four sources of infoamdor behavioral change.

Enactive mastery experiences provided the motantial information because they
provided the best evidence of success (Bandurd,) 19erformance successes raised the
expectation of increased future successes. Repsatedsses increased self-efficacy and
repeated failures lowered self-efficacy (Bandu@97). When strong efficacy expectations were
built by repeated successes, occasional failutbduincreased self-efficacy because individuals
gained confidence that they could overcome faihyr@ersisting in the new behavior (Bandura,
1997). According to Bandura (1997) performancessses did not necessarily raise efficacy
beliefs, nor did performance failures necessaolydr efficacy beliefs. Changes in efficacy
beliefs resulted from the cognitive processinghefinformation. The same level of performance
success could raise, lower, or not affect selfeaffy, depending on how the individual
interpreted the success (Bandura, 1997).

Vicarious experience or seeing others performveiets without adverse consequences
increased an individual's belief that they too cbatcomplish the behavior without adverse
consequences (Bandura, 1977). Modeled behavtbralgar outcomes provided more efficacy
information than if the modeled activity was amlmga (Bandura, 1977). Observing competent
models could teach effective strategies to dedl ahiallenging and threatening environmental
conditions (Bandura, 1982). Observing activitiegt thave successful outcomes provided more
behavioral improvement than observing activitiethaiit evident consequences (Bandura,

1977).
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Verbal persuasion was another means of strength@eoples’ beliefs that they had the
capabilities to accomplish what they sought (Baad®97). Verbal persuasion was used to get
people to believe that they had the capabilitieactieve what they needed to achieve (Bandura,
1982). People who were told that they had the lwépes to master certain tasks were more
likely to expend greater effort and sustain it lenthan if they had self-doubt and dwelt on
deficiencies when difficult tasks were presentedn@ira, 1997). Persuasive information was
usually given in the form of feedback for a perfame.

Physiological and affective states were the foadhirce of efficacy information.
According to Bandura (1993) people’s beliefs intlsapabilities determined how much
stress and depression they experienced in diffagtuations. People who believed they had
control over threats did not have disturbing thdygdtterns (Bandura, 1993). People who
believed that they could not manage threats vialed environment as being dangerous, and
magnified problems and worried about events thalydappened (Bandura, 1993). People
noticed physical activation during stressful sitoiaé and attributed it to physical dysfunction
(Bandura, 1993). People viewed their physiologamivation in stressful situations as being
vulnerable to dysfunction. Since high arousal dduhder performance, people expected that
they would be successful when they were not expeing physiological activation (Bandura,
1993).

Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy (2004) used Bandurséairces of efficacy information
to explain teacher efficacy. The perception thpédormance had been successful raised
efficacy beliefs and increased the expectationftitate teaching performance would be
proficient (Goddard et al., 2004). When a skilswaodeled well by someone the teacher
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identified with, the teacher’s self-efficacy incsed (Goddard, et al., 2004). If the modeled
behavior did not go well, the teacher’s self-effigaecreased (Goddard et al., 200§ocial
persuasion included encouragement and feedbackduopervisors, or colleagues (Goddard et
al., 2004). Affective states such as arousaltex@nt or anxiety affected an individual's
perceptions of their capabilities (Goddard etz004).
Development and Measurement of a Different Strandfahe Teacher Efficacy Construct
Based on Social Cognitive Theory

Bandura’s social cognitive theory provided theotie¢ical base for researchers to
develop a different construct of teacher efficatyohannen-Moran et al., 1998). This section
will describe the development of a teacher efficemystruct based on Bandura'’s theory of self-
efficacy.

Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed an instrumemigtasure teacher efficacy based on
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. Factor analysisesponses using a thirty item instrument
yielded two factor structures that correspondetthéctwo types of efficacy beliefs that Bandura
(1977) described as outcome expectancy and effiegggctancy. Gibson and Dembo (1984)
labeled one factor personal teaching efficacy ast@ated it with Bandura’s efficacy
expectancy where teachers believed their abiltiesd result in positive student learning. They
associated the second structure with outcomes &ap®cin which teachers believed they had
no influence over the environment. Gibson and Dei984) labeled this belief general
teaching efficacy.

According to Bandura (1997) the construct of teaefigcacy as used in the RAND
studies was too “globally conceptualized” and aseasment of the measure should be
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“broadened to gauge its multifaceted nature” (8)24n the RAND studies teachers’ sense of
personal efficacy was conceptualized by one questiolving teacher efficacy in educating
difficult and unmotivated students. General teagtafficacy was conceptualized by a second
item on overcoming the negative impacts of an absBome environment on students’
motivation to learn (Bandura, 1997).

Bandura (1997) wrote that although Gibson and De(fiB84) improved the instrument
by including multiple items which improvete reliability of the measure, teachers’ efforexev
governed more about what they believed they coctdraplish than by their view of the
abilities of other teachers to overcome environmleiactors. Teachers’ sense of efficacy was
notuniform across subjects; therefore teacher efficaayes should be linked to different
domains of teaching (Bandura, 1997). Teachersaghgider themselves to be highly
efficacious in mathematics instruction may not thel same way about teaching science,
therefore teacher efficacy scales should be linkatifferent knowledge domains (Bandura,
1997). “Their effectiveness is also partly detered by their efficacy in maintaining an orderly
classroom conducive to learning, enlisting resasigg®l parental involvement in children’s
academic activities, and counteracting social arilces that subvert students’ commitments to
academic pursuits” (Bandura, 1997, p. 243).

Bandura developed an instrument to measure teatfieacy that accounted for the
broader range of teachers’ work. Bandura’s TeaSle#rEfficacy Scale is a 30 item instrument
that has seven subscales: efficacy to influencesidacmaking, efficacy to influence school
resources, instructional efficacy, disciplinaryiedty, efficacy to enlist parental involvement,
efficacy to enlist community involvements, and edfty to create a positive school climate.
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Guskey and Passaro (1994) studied the two dimemnsibteacher efficacy, personal
teaching efficacy and general teaching efficadyrtog clarity to the two measures. Guskey and
Passaro (1994) found that teaching efficacy wdaantwo dimensional. The finding that
general teaching efficacy and personal teachingaely were independent of each other was
consistent with the work of Ashton and Webb (19&hson and Dembo (1984), and Woolfolk
and Hoy (1990). According to Guskey and Pass&84)Lteachers made no distinction between
their personal ability to influence student leagnand the ability of teachers in general to
influence student learning, but they did draw digibns about the influence that they and all
teachers had on student learning.

An Integrated Model to Measure Teacher Efficacy

Using these two theoretical bases for teacheraf§icTschannen-Moran et al. (1998)
developed an integrated model for teacher efficagcording to Tschannen-Moran et al.

(1998) teaching was content specific because teacbeld feel efficacious in some teaching
situations, and not in others. Therefore, teaeffezacy included not only a teachers’ perception
of their competence, but also an analysis of thehimg task (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
The model was based on Bandura’s four sourcediofey information to assess personal
competence, and Rotter’s internal versus exteatald of control in analyzing the teaching task.
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) wrote that in makinlgments about their efficacy teachers had
to assess what would be required of them in spetgifiching situations, which they called
analysis of the teaching task. Tschannen-Morah. €1998) noted a similarity in general
teaching efficacy and analysis of the teaching.taSkneral teaching efficacy was a measure of
teachers’ beliefs about their ability to overcomeeenal environmental factors such as home and
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family influences that could hinder teaching (Tsum@n-Moran et al., 1998). In analyzing the
teaching task, general teaching efficacy refleetegérnal constraints to teaching.

Using the Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) model ather efficacy and the suggestion
that a measurement of teacher efficacy should decherceptions of personal competence and
an analysis of the teaching task, Tschannen-MoaadnWoolfolk Hoy (2001) developed a new
measure of teacher efficacy. The Teacher’s SeinE#icacy Scale measured teacher efficacy
using three subscales; efficacy for student engagéerefficacy for instructional strategies; and
efficacy for classroom management. Tschannen-ManahwWoolfolk Hoy (2001) examined the
construct validity of the instrument by correlatib¢o other measures of teacher efficacy.
Scores on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale pasitively related to both of the RAND
items, and to the personal teaching efficacy ameige teaching efficacy factors of the Gibson
and Dembo (1984) instrument.

Labone (2002) recognized the Tschannen-Moran €1298) model of teacher efficacy
as a key factor in maturing the construct. Acaogdpb Labone (2002) the model clarified the
confused theoretical bases for teacher efficacgdmgidering both social cognitive theory and
social learning theory. The Tschannen-Moran gt1898) model used the sources of efficacy
information from social cognitive theory and loafscontrol from social learning theory in
analyzing the teaching task and the context ofdbk. “By considering both conceptual strands
the model provides a new platform for research’bfuee, 2002, p. 342). It allowed for the
concept of teacher efficacy to be explored usingenmtensive methodologies, and for the

extension of the concept to contexts outside thgscbom (Labone, 2002).
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Organizational Climate and Health of Schools

This section will present a historical perspect¥schools as organizations, and
explain the concepts of organizational climate arganizational health. Studies that examine
school climate and health will be reviewed.

Historical Perspective of Schools as Social Orgarations

An early study on the work of teachers within sdharganizational structures was
conducted by Bidwell (1965). [Mhhe School as a Formal Organizatididwell (1965) wrote,
“...teaching demands affective bonds between teamistudent which are foreign to the
enactment of a bureaucratic office” (p. 979). Batlvdescribed how the bureaucratic
organization of schools formed barriers for teastveno were expected to deal with the
variability of student abilities. Bidwell (1965)rate that teachers were expected to manage day
to day fluctuations in response to instruction, ahthe same time adhere to administrative
control in decision making.

Another early study on the organization of schews conducted by Rutter, Maughan,
Mortimore, Ouston, and Smith (1979). Hifteen Thousand HouyRutter et al., (1979) wrote
that teaching performance was a function of th@skénvironment as well as personal qualities
of teachers, “Our observations suggested thatstweay much easier to be a good teacher in
some schools than in others. The overall ethakseofchool seemed to provide support and a
context which facilitated good teaching” (p. 139he researchers noted that the results of their
study provided strong indications of particulartéeas of school organization and functioning
that made for success (Rutter et al. 1979). leessful schools teachers said that their views
were represented in decision making. Teachelfseget schools also said that senior colleagues
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knew what they were doing because of group plannifigough group planning supervisors
provided support. Rutter et al., (1979) noted thatmore successful schools were not overly
regimented, “Rather, good morale and the routfrgeople working harmoniously together as
part of an efficient system meant that both supéyi and support were available to teachers in
a way which was absent in less successful sch@Rlstter, et al., 1979, p. 137). In less
successful schools teachers were isolated, teatengown syllabus, and there was little
interest in what or how they were doing (Rutteralet1979).

Organizational Climate

The concept of organizational climate originatethie 1950s as social scientists studied
differences in work environments (Hoy, Tarter et #091). A definition of school climate
based on the work of industrial and social psyatists is, “a general term that refers to
teachers’ perceptions of their work environmenis influenced by formal and informal
relationships, personalities of participants, aatlership in the organization” (Hoy, Tarter et al.,
1991, p. 9). The organizational health of schaotoncerned with the aspects of teacher-
teacher, and teacher-principal interactions in stsh(Hoy, Tarter et al., 1991).

Organizational climate has been defined and medsig@ useful concept to study
business organizations and schools (Halpin & Ck663). Halpin and Croft (1963) defined
organizational climate as the personality of theost and described it on a continuum from
opento close. Hoy and Sabo (1998) also destsbkool climate as open or closed. In a
school with an open climate, teacher-teacher, @achier-principal interactions were genuine

and supportive of each other (Hoy & Sabo, 1998)achers and principals were receptive to
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each other’s ideas and both were committed to takka school with a closed climate
interactions were guarded, suspicious, and comrtgo{Hoy & Sabo, 1998).
Organizational Health

Miles (1969) was the first to use a health metapbalescribe organizations that change
and grow. According to Miles (1969) a healthy angation was one that not only survived in
its environment, but continued to cope adequatedy the long haul, and continuously
developed and extended its surviving and copinlitialsi Short run operations could be
effective or ineffective, but continued survivalleguate coping, and growth were taking place
(Miles, 1969).

Miles’ (1969) described ten dimensions of organarad! health. These dimensions were
not mutually exclusive and interacted with eacleoth the organization. The first three
dimensions (goal focus, communication adequacy,oatichal power equalization) had to do
with tasks within the organization: setting go&alansmitting messages, and how decisions were
made (Miles, 1969). Goal focus in a healthy orgation was described as having goals that
were clear to members of the organization and wecepted by the members (Miles, 1969).
Communication adequacy implied that vertical andzomtal communication and
communication to and from the surrounding environtweere relatively distortion free (Miles,
1969). Optimal power equalization referred todieitable distribution of influence in an
organization. Three dimensions (resource utilmgtcohesiveness, and morale) had to do with
the internal state of the organization and the teasnce needs of the staff (Miles, 1969).
Resource utilization meant that personnel in tlyaoization were used effectively.
Cohesiveness was the attraction that membersfdietorganization. Morale was defined as
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individual sentiments, feelings of well-being, sédction and pleasure as opposed to feelings of
discomfort and dissatisfaction (Miles, 1969).

Four dimensions of the organization (innovativenassonomy, adaptation, and problem
solving adequacy) had to do with growth and chgiMjies, 1969). Innovativeness defined a
system that grew, developed and changed over tistead of remaining routine and standard
(Miles, 1969). Autonomy was defined as an orgaronahat did not respond passively to
demands from the outside. While it did not respaizklliously, it did maintain independence
from the environment. Miles (1969) defined addptatis the process an organization
experienced when environmental demands did notmth&resources of the organization and as
a result the organization and the environmentuesitred and evolved to change. Problem-
solving adequacy in an organization was defineldeaing structures in place for sensing
problems and for inventing possible solutions,faking decisions, and for implementing and
evaluating them (Miles, 1969).

Hoy and Feldman (1987) described a healthy scheoha with positive student, teacher,
and administrator relationships. In a healthy stiwachers liked their colleagues, their school,
their job, and their students (high teacher atfhia); the principal was friendly, open,
egalitarian, supportive, and expected the best temunhers (high collegial leadership) (Hoy &
Sabo, 1998). Principals in open schools wereialbgential with their superiors, they went to
bat for teachers, and they got teachers the resstiney needed (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). A healthy
school was protected from community pressureshttaed resisted efforts of interest groups to
influence policy (high institutional integrity) (Ti@r & Hoy, 1988). An unhealthy school was
vulnerable to destructive outside forces, suchaasral demands (low institutional integrity)
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(Hoy & Sabo, 1998). In an unhealthy school thagypal provided little direction or structure,
exhibited little encouragement for teachers (loWeggal leadership), and had low influence with
superiors. Teachers did not like their colleagoesheir jobs, and were suspicious, aloof, and
defensive (low teacher affiliation) (Hoy & Sabo,9B). Unhealthy schools had a minimal press
for academic life; neither teachers nor studerdak sademic life seriously, and high
academically oriented students were ridiculed lnepstudents and were a threat to teachers
(Hoy & Sabo, 1998).
Studies on Organizational Climate and Health

Tarter and Hoy (1988) examined two aspects of tfastlty trust in the principal, and
faculty trust in colleagues. The study group wasm@ple of 75 secondary schools in New
Jersey. Using data from the Organizational HeaNkntory for secondary schools, correlation
coefficients were computed for each aspect of healt each dimension of trust. Multiple
regression analysis was used to determine thepbedictors for trust in the principal and for
trust in colleagues. Correlation results for tinghe principal showed that the following factors
were statistically significant: institutional intety (r=.36; P < .01), consideration (r=.58, <
.01), initiating structure (r=.262 < .01), and morale (r=.24 < .01). The higher the general
health of the school, the higher the faculty tinghe principal (r=.42P <.01) (Tarter & Hoy,
1988). Principal influence, resource support, atademic emphasis were not statistically
associated with faculty trust in the principal (fEar& Hoy, 1988). Factors that predicted trust in
the principal were consideration and institutiomégrity. These two variables explained 31%
of the variance. Factors that were significaaggociated with faculty trust in colleagues were:
institutional integrity (r=.25P <.05), principal influence (r=.3% <.05), consideration (r=.29,
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<.05), morale (r=.50P <.01), and academic emphasis (r=BG;.05). Initiating structure and
resource support were not related to faculty tirusblleagues. Factors that predicted trust in
colleagues were morale and principal influenceesehitwo variables accounted for 30 percent of
the variance in faculty trust in colleagues.

Smylie (1992) explored the relationship betweechess’ willingness to participate in
school decision making and four antecedent vargalhe principal-teacher relationship, norms
influencing working relationships among teachezachers’ perceived capacity to contribute to
decisions, teachers’ sense of responsibility, aed@ntability in working with students.
Findings showed that teachers’ willingness to pgoéte in decision making was related
primarily to the relationship with the principalr(glie, 1992). This relationship was the only
statistically significant influence on a teachexsllingness to participate in decision making
(Smylie, 1992). Teachers appeared to be morengith participate in decision making if their
relationship with the principal was more open, @odrative, facilitative, and supportive. They
were less willing to participate if they characted their relationship with the principal as
closed, exclusionary, and controlling (Smylie, 1p9Blasé and Kirby (2009) noted that
effective principals worked to enhance teachenssef efficacy in working with students of all
abilities and cultural backgrounds. Effective pipals influenced school climate by setting
expectations for teacher behavior (Blasé & Kirb§02).

Sweetland and Hoy (2000) studied the relationbkiveen school climate and teacher
empowerment and the relationship between teachpowarment and school effectiveness
based on mathematics and reading achievement sdéoes dimensions of school climate were
studied: collegial leadership, teacher professismglacademic press, and environmental press.
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The researchers postulated that healthy and operparsonal relations should facilitate
empowerment of teachers. The sample included 86 Mesey middle schools, which included
2,741 teachers. The sample was not random, mdiitded urban, suburban, and rural schools
from diverse regions and all socioeconomic levélhe state. Scales for organizational health,
teacher empowerment and teacher effectivenessusere Results showed that teacher
empowerment was related to collegial relationsfrip$5,P <.01). Principal leadership that
was supportive, egalitarian, and neither directigerestrictive was conducive to the
empowerment of teachers. Teacher commitment tests, respect for the competence of
colleagues, friendship, and engagement in teacherg significantly correlated with teacher
empowerment (r=.4% <.01). Academic press was also statisticallyedated to teacher
empowerment (r= .58 <.01). Schools where teachers set high attairgdaés and in which

the principal obtained resources and used influémsepport teacher activities had teachers who
were empowered in teaching and learning decisi@mironmental press was not significantly
related to teacher empowerment (r=.,0§, The hypothesis that climate variables would
combine to predict teacher empowerment was testad. multipleR was .67, 43% of the
empowerment variance was explained.

Hoy, Smith and Sweetland (2002) conducted a stodietermine what aspects of school
climate would predict faculty trust. Faculty trist key element in maintaining organizational
effectiveness, and it is a salient ingredient béalthy and open school climate (Hoy et al.,
2002). The researchers used an organizationahtiguestionnaire to measure four aspects of
school climate: the relationship between the schadlthe community (institutional
vulnerability); the relationship between principald teachers (collegial leadership); the
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relationship among teachers (professional teaollea\bor); and the relationship between
parental and principal press for achievement (aeiment press). The sample for the study was
97 high schools, including urban, suburban, andlschools that comprised the entire range of
socio-economic levels. The results showed thatdilegial leadership of the principal was
positively associated with the professional behagfdeachers, and achievement press was
positively related to collegial leadership. Faguitst was positively associated with all aspects
of school climate, but professional teacher behdvaa the highest correlation.

Bevans, Bradshaw, Miech, and Leaf (2007) used iwki@al linear modeling to examine
the relation between school and staff level chargtics on the perception of organizational
health in 37 elementary schools. Staff level fexctgender, race/ethnicity, age, occupational
role in the school, and school level factors: st@smroliment, faculty turnover, student mobility
rate, and free/reduced meals rate were used tacptbd five dimensions of organizational
health. The dimensions assessed were institutiotegrity, collegial leadership, resource
influence, staff affiliation, and academic emphastsudent performance indicators were:
attendance and suspension rates, reading achietjeandmmath achievement. In collegial
leadership, administrators perceived themselvée tioetter leaders than their staff did even after
controlling for school characteristics (Bevanslet2007). The cross level interaction between
occupational role and staff turnover predictedemplll leadership. Non-administrative staff may
perceive high turnover to be a result of administreemoval, or staff request to transfer to
another school, thus the perception that high wens due to poor administrative leadership
(Bevans et al., 2007). Administrators may percéig turnover to be a result of replacing
unsatisfactory performing staff with more qualifigtaff and thus an indication of positive
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leadership (Bevans et al., 2007). Faculty turn@avel student mobility predicted academic
emphasis (Bevans et al., 2007).
Theoretical Framework for Organizational Health of Schools and the Development and
Measurement of the Organizational Health of School€onstruct

This section will explain the theoretical framewdhlat supports organizational health of
schools and the development of instruments to measganizational health of schools.
The Parsonian Theory of Organizational Health

The conceptual framework for organizational cliematas based on Parsonian social
systems theory (Parsons, Bales, & Shils, 1953)sdPa (1951) defined social systems, “...a
social system consists in a plurality of individaators interacting with each other in a situation
which has at least a physical or environmental @spetors who are motivated in terms of a
tendency to the ‘optimization of gratification’ amdhose relation to their situations, including
each other, is defined and mediated in terms g6tem of culturally structured and shared
symbols” (p. 6). Parsons et al. (1953) explairmd types of needs that an organization has to
meet as it relates to different situations andisesvin its environment. The needs are
adaptation, goal gratification, integration, anigirecy (Parsons et al., 1953). These needs are
defined as acquiring sufficient resources and aceodating to their environments, setting and
implementing goals, maintaining solidarity withlmetsystem, and creating and preserving the
unique values of the system (Parson et la., 1953).

Parsons (1967) also described three levels of aloower these needs. These three levels
of control within the hierarchical structure of argzations are the technical system, the
managerial system, and the institutional systemeducational organizations the technical
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system is the teaching and learning process, timageaial system is the internal administrative
function which is the principal as administratoddms/her ability to develop trust, commitment
and motivation. The institutional system is thamection between the school and its
environment. The managerial system has two maictifums: to mediate between the technical
organization and those who use its product; armgtdoure resources necessary to carry out the
technical function of the organization (Parson§7)9 As the technical organization is
controlled by the managerial organization, the nganal organization is controlled by the
institutional structures and agencies of the comtyyRarsons, 1967).
Development and Measurement of the Organizational eklth of Schools Construct

Halpin and Croft (1963) pioneered the measuremeatganizational health in a study to
identify the critical aspects of teacher and teadafiteractions, and teacher and principal
interactions. They developed the Organizationah&le Descriptive Questionnaire (OCDQ)
that measured the organizational climate of an efgary school. The instrument contained 64
Likert type items that described the interactioasateen teachers and principals in schools. The
instrument measured behavior on eight dimensians,for group interaction and four for the
behavior of the leader. Group dimensions werendiggement, hindrance, esprit, and intimacy.
Leader behaviors were aloofness, production emphidsust, and consideration. Using data
obtained from these eight dimensions, Halpin araitGt963) developed school profiles that
described the climate of the school on a continfrem open, autonomous, controlled, familiar,
paternal, to closed.

The terminology for health was used as a descrpifaclimate in measuring the climate
of secondary schools (Hoy & Feldman, 1987). Hatdr et al. (1991) described the process
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used to develop an instrument to measure the diwfagchools using Miles’ (1969) ten
dimensions of healthy organizations which focusamk, maintenance, and growth needs. An
instrument with 113 items to measure the ten dimoesswvas initially developed by an advanced
doctoral seminar in organizational theory and neteand then refined by a panel of two
professors and two doctoral students. The instninvas tested using a sample of 153
secondary school teachers from a diverse set ohslacy schools in New Jersey (Hoy, Tarter et
al., 1991). A factor analysis with varimax rotatigielded only six factors. Morale which
represented six items was the factor with the leghems. Only twenty nine of the 113 items
loaded on to six of the ten factors. These factee morale, cohesiveness, resource utilization,
optimal power equalization, academic emphasis,rstdutional integrity. The unsuccessful
attempt to develop an instrument using Miles’ (J9®@ory led to the use of Parsons’ et al.
(1953) and Parsons’ (1967) theoretical analysisrganizations as the basis for the measurement
of school health. Parsons (1967) three levetoafrol: technical, managerial, and institutional
were used by Hoy and Feldman (1987) to develo®tiganizational Health Inventory for
Secondary Schools. Hoy and Feldman (1987) destabiealthy school as one in which the
technical, managerial, and institutional levelsewerharmony. Items in the health inventory
that supported the technical level were relatethdoale, cohesiveness, trust, order, and
achievement. Items that supported the managetial focused on principal behaviors such as
task and achievement, collegial behavior, suppetiehavior, the ability to influence
supervisors, and the ability to provide resourocesdachers. Items that supported the

institutional level were community and parent iefices. Organizational Health Inventories used

61



to measure the organizational health of elemerstelnpols (Hoy, Tarter et al., 1991; Hoy &
Tarter, 1997) and middle schools (Hoy & Sabo, 1998) also developed.
Relation of Teacher Efficacy and Organizational Helih of Schools

The two constructs that were examined in this stuege teacher efficacy and school
organizational health. This section will reviewdies on the relation of teacher efficacy and
school organizational health.

Few studies have explored the relationship betwgebnol organizational health and
teacher efficacy (Hoy and Woolfolk, 1993). Studiest have linked teacher sense of efficacy to
school organizational health have analyzed teaeffieacy as the independent variable. Two
studies that examined the relation between teaaffieacy and school organization with teacher
efficacy as the dependent variable are Ashton. €1883) and Newmann et al. (1989).

Ashton et al. (1983) studied the relation of teadficacy and school structure in two
differently organized middle schools. One schoaswrganized using the middle school
structure with a team teaching approach. The atl@ool used the junior high approach with
each of four content area teachers teaching iatisol of each other. The purposes of the study
were to develop a conceptual framework for fut@search on the relationship between teacher
sense of efficacy and student behavior and achiemgrto study factors that develop or inhibit
teacher sense of efficacy, to study teacher behathat indicate teacher sense of efficacy, and
to identify methods to influence the developmenteaicher sense of efficacy (Ashton et al.,
1983).

This study did not find a significant relationsHigtween school organization structures
and teachers’ sense of efficacy. There was a mppdoaching significance, indicating that
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middle school teachers had a higher sense of effittean junior high teachers, as measured by
their total score on the RAND efficacy itenis({L, 46) = 2.32;P < .10) suggesting the need for
further investigation of the relationship betweehal organization and teachers’ sense of
efficacy.

Newmann et al. (1989) conducted a study of higiosktteachers in 353 schools to
explore the influence of ten organizational feasuwra teacher efficacy, community, and
expectations. The survey included 150 questiores wariety of teacher attitudes, perceptions
and behaviors. To develop the dependent varidhéesesearchers selected questions that
contained appropriate content to create dependeiables for efficacy, community, and
expectations (Newmann et al., 1989). An explosatactor analysis confirmed that the items
chosen for each variable clustered on the meastegerded (Newmann et al., 1989). Alpha
reliability scores for the efficacy, community, aexpectation constructs were .65, .74, and .51
respectively. Results of regression analysis skaWwat organizational features of schools such
as student orderly behavior, encouragement fonatnan, and administrator responsiveness
were more powerfully related to efficacy than backed factors of schools such as size, student
demographics, and context (urban, suburban). Studerly behavior was the most influential
factor in teachers’ believing that they could teadth confidence.

Pas et al. (2012) examined the influence of teaahdrschool factors on the development
of teacher efficacy and burnout. Four groups ofdis that the researchers hypothesized to be
related to teacher efficacy and burnout were camnedl These factors were: teacher
demographic characteristics; teacher experienaehts perceptions of the school environment
such as principal leadership, teacher affiliatecademic emphasis, and student and parent
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involvement; and school-level contextual factorshsas organizational health, indicators of
disorder, and principal turnover. The sample cirdiof 600 teachers in 31 Maryland public
elementary schools. The demographic charactexisfithe teachers were 85.2 % white, and
8.41 years of experience. The student populatias 18.28% free and reduced meals.
Subscales of the Organizational Health Inventoryy(i& Feldman, 1987) were used to measure
school context. Teacher efficacy was measuredjussubscale of the Teacher Efficacy Scale
(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993), and other measures for lmut) parent and student involvement, and
teacher preparedness were used. Data were cdllactieree different points in time during two
school years to observe changes in teacher eff@adyurnout. Correlation analysis was
conducted between all teacher variables and safaoalbles. Results showed that the three
teacher perceptions of the school (collegial lestuipr teacher affiliation, and academic
emphasis) were significantly related to teachacadfy. Higher ratings of collegial leadership
during the first point were significantly assocditeith the intercept of teacher efficacy. Ratings
that reflected better leadership were associatddmgh ratings for initial efficacy. However,
collegial leadership was not significantly assaailatvith growth in efficacy. Teacher affiliation
was not significantly related to the intercept oowgth of teacher efficacy. Higher ratings on the
academic emphasis scale were related to the ipteof¢éeacher efficacy. Teachers who
reported that students emphasized academic achemtexiso reported higher levels of teacher
efficacy. Academic emphasis was not significanghated to the growth of teacher efficacy.
Lee, Dedrick, and Smith (1991) studied the relabetween school organization, self-
efficacy, and job satisfaction of secondary teashdte sample for the study included 8,488
teachers from 47 Catholic schools and 307 pubhosls. Two separate dependent variables for
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teacher efficacy and teacher satisfaction weretoacted. A strong relationship was found
between efficacy and the amount of control teachadsin the classroom. Amount of control in
the classroom was constructed from data on infle@mcselection of textbooks and instructional
materials, instructional content, teaching techagjulisciplining of students, and the assignment
of homework. Principal leadership and staff inflae in decision making were found to be
strongly correlated. Principal leadership was atsongly related to staff influence,
encouragement of innovation, and administrativpaasiveness. Partition of the total variance
in teacher efficacy into within and between schawhponents was as follows, the within school
variance pooled across schools was .5529 and tiveée school variance was .0712. The
proportion of total variance accounted for betwsemools was .114. Measures of school
organization that were strongly related to meart&tly were average teacher control, principal
leadership, and student disorder<.001). Schools with less orderly environmentsless

likely to have efficacious teache®.01). School demographic factors of social ecaoom
status and size were positively related to effigdty .01).

Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) analyzed the relationshipsveen the two dimensions of
teaching efficacy (general teaching efficacy and@eal teaching efficacy) and school climate,
with teacher efficacy as the dependent variablbe study sample was 179 elementary teachers
randomly selected from 37 elementary schools in Nemgey. Of the 37 schools, 27 were from
above average wealth as determined by the stdNewflersey; the sample was skewed toward
more advantageous districts. Five teachers wéeeted from each school. The teachers had a
mean average of 14.43 years of experience, anavdrage age was 42 years and eighty-three
percent were women. The average class size watu@énts. General teaching efficacy and
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personal teaching efficacy were measured usingsaoreof the Gibson and Dembo (1984)
Teacher Efficacy Scale adapted by Woolfolk and Ki®90). A short version of the Woolfolk
and Hoy Teacher Efficacy Scale was used for thidystvhich consisted of five items for general
teaching efficacy and five items for personal téaglefficacy. The alpha coefficients of
reliability were .77 for personal teaching efficaanyd .72 for general teaching efficacy for this
sample. School organization health was measured tise Organizational Health Inventory for
elementary schools (Hoy, Tarter et al., 1991; HoVa&ter, 1997) which measured the
dimensions of institutional integrity, principafimence, consideration, resource support, morale,
and academic emphasis. Alpha coefficients for edithe factors in the sample were:
institutional integrity (.86), principal influendeB3), consideration (.91), resource support (.87),
morale (.89), and academic emphasis (.72). Coivakd analysis showed that academic
emphasis, experience, and educational level wgregfisiantly related to personal teaching
efficacy. Institutional integrity, academic empisasnd experience predicted general teaching
efficacy. The relationship between personal antegs teaching efficacy was weak, but
statistically significant (r = .19? < .05). The two variables shared less than 3thetommon
variance; this was similar to other studies thatakd the two variables were independent of
each other. Multiple regression analysis was peréal to study the independent effect of the
organizational health variables on personal an@iggmeaching efficacy. Principal influence,
academic emphasis, and educational level predpexbnal teaching efficacy. Teachers who
perceived that their principal exerted influencetogir behalf, perceived an academically
oriented environment, and had taken graduate wadksktronger beliefs that they could motivate
and reach students. Institutional integrity andatehad significant independent effects on
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sense of general teaching efficacy. Hoy and WdolftR93) theorized that teachers’ sense of
efficacy would be most directly related to othergomal attributes, then to relationships with
other teachers, then to principal characteristing, finally to institutional factors. A hierarchic
multiple regression analysis showed that persoaaables contributed significantly to personal
teaching efficacy. Group factors of academic ersjghand morale also accounted for a
significant increase in the variance, although ao@ad emphasis accounted for most of the
increase. Of the two leadership variables, pridipfluence and consideration, principal
influence accounted for more of the variance. itusbnal integrity did not explain any of the
variance in personal teaching efficacy. Only itasibnal integrity and morale showed a
significant relationship with general teaching edfry.

Tobin, Muller, and Turner (2006) analyzed the iefiae of individual predictor variables
such as participation in organizational learninganizational learning, and organizational
climate on personal self-efficacy and teachingecaffy. In this study teaching efficacy was
defined as the belief that the role of teachingpkn important role in motivating and
influencing students compared to other variablegbénenvironment (Tobin et al., 2006).
Personal self-efficacy was defined as people’ssbehbout their capabilities to exercise control
over events. The study was conducted in a schswiad with thirty-five schools (24
elementary, 7 middle, and 4 high schools), withertban 28,000 students. The data in this
study did not support that organizational climdteyed a role in teacher perceptions of efficacy.
Results indicated that organizational climate watsanuseful predictor of teaching efficacy.

Taylor and Tashakkori (1995) studied the extent tisacher perceptions of decision
participation and school climate predicted senseffcdacy and job satisfaction. The researchers
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identified five dimensions of school climate angbthesized that these dimensions would be
significant predictors of teachers' sense of effycaThe five dimensions were principal
leadership, student discipline, faculty collegigliick of obstacles to teaching, and faculty
communications. Using regression analysis thefdreslictors of teachers’ sense of efficacy
were faculty communication and lack of obstaclee&zhing. A small proportion of the
variance in teachers’ sense of efficacy was expthlny the modelR? =.14;P < .001). The
addition of gender and years of teaching incre&ed .17 (Taylor & Tashakkori, 1995).
Beginning Teachers

Research supports that efficacious beginning teagkenain in the profession. Itis
important to understand problems that beginninghtees experience and school structures that
are supportive for beginning teachers. This seatitl review the literature on beginning
teachers.

“Novice teachers who exhibit a high sense of effycare more likely to persist and stay
in the profession” (Knoblock & Whittington, 2002, 31). According to Knoblock and
Whittington (2002) education, experience and supgam help novice teachers feel more
efficacious and be more effective teachers. TsobaMoran et al. (1998) noted that beginning
teachers’ efficacy beliefs were related to the leé¥eommitment to teaching, stress levels, and
the satisfaction with the support they receivethinfirst year of teaching. Beginning teachers
with high efficacy levels reported a higher satisifan with teaching, a more positive reaction
towards teaching, lower levels of stress, and kighted the support they received; while less
efficacious teachers ended their first year witlsHakier sense of their own competence and a

less optimistic view of what teachers could accasmpl(Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998, p. 236).
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Personal self-efficacy became more difficult to aopin experienced teachers because it was an
internal belief that becansslidified with time (Henson, 2002). Long term fassional
development that required teachers to think ctlficgbout their performance resulted in changes
in self-efficacy beliefs of experienced teachersr{gbn, 2002). After the initial teaching years,
efficacy beliefs are more difficult to change. nBara (1997) cautioned that positive changes in
self-efficacy only happen when there is compelfegdback that changes beliefs in capabilities.
Perceived Problems of Beginning Teachers

Veenman (1984) conducted a review of the inteonali literature on studies on the
perceived problems experienced by beginning teachémom each of the studies the most
serious problems reported by beginning teachers wentified. Classroom discipline was the
most seriously perceived problem of beginning teesh Motivating students was the second
perceived problem. Beginning secondary teachexeped this to be a bigger problem than
elementary teachers. Dealing with individual défeces among students was the third largest
problem identified. Varying curricular and insttiwnal practices to meet the needs of individual
students was a difficult task for beginning teashéerhe fourth and fifth largest problems
identified were assessing student work and relatwith parents. Teachers complained about
their inadequate preparation to maintain effectelationships with parents, parent’s lack of
support for their ideas, and parent’s lack of iese¢for the well-being of their children sthool.
Teachers also reported that parents had a lackdidence in the competence of beginning
teachers.

According to Good and Brophy (1987) new teachgpegeenced problems because they
had only had general training and were not readg &pecific job in a specific school. There
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were some problems that teachers could not prépane advance. “First-year teachers are not
only becoming teachers and learning to deal withestits, parents, and other adults, they are
also assuming new responsibilities (making newnttee paying off loans, etc.). Thus, anxiety
and role conflict are expected when one becomal-tirhe teacher” (Good & Brophy, 1987, p.
562). Beginning teachers also reported that tkaching changed from student- centered to
more traditional teaching after the initial teachexperience (Good & Brophy, 1987).

Romano (2008) studied the types of successes arghks that beginning teachers
faced. Romano (2008) found that beginning teaddersified more struggles than successes.
The categories for success or struggle identifiecewclassroom management, content and
pedagogy, external policy, personal issues, paregpisrt card grading, student learning, special
needs students, atehcher evaluation (Romano, 2008). The categorghwtaused the most
struggles was external policy. Classroom managemas the second largest struggle category.

In the review of the literature on beginning teashend factors that influence their
decision to stay or leave the profession, two ttemere observed. One was the conceptions
that beginning teachers brought to teaching andthege conceptions influenced their
experience during the first year. Another theme e perception of support that beginning
teachers received during the first year.

Conceptions of Beginning Teachers

Teaching is unusual because those who enter tifiesgion have had an opportunity to
observe members of the occupation at work (Loti9¥5a). The apprenticeship of observation
is a phenomenon of how schooling influences thdse @nd up in the teaching profession
(Lortie, 1975a). American students spend as mactB82000 hours in classrooms observing
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teachers (Lortie, 1975a). For students who la¢éepine teachers this experience provided a
perception of what teaching would be like. Accagiio Lortie (1975a) there were two major
restrictions to this phenomenon. Students onlyteaehers from one vantage point, on a stage.
“Students do not receive invitations to watch #echer’s performance from the wings; they are
not privy to the teachers’ private intentions aedspnal reflections on classroom events”
(Lortie, 1975a, p. 62). Students were not inclutheelventssuch as goal setting, making
preparations, and only assessed teachers’ worlemompal and student centered bases. From
this perspective what students learned about tegeh@s intuitive and imitative rather than
explicit and analytical (Lortie, 1975a). In thev&iTowns research study conducted by Lortie
(1975a), a large proportion of respondents providémmation about how their work was
influenced by the teaching they received. Ondefguestions asked teachers to describe an
outstanding teachéney had; 42% of the respondents connected theirteaching practices
with that teacher (Lortie, 1975a).

Lortie (1975b) wrote that the initial teaching peliwas a severe testing for new teachers.
From the beginning of their career teachers areired| to take over a class, establish leadership,
and maintain it over a period of time (Lortie, 18Y5No matter how well they have prepared
some would be teachers are chased out of the profelsy rebelling students or they find the
beginning teaching experience more draining thamarding (Lortie, 1975b). Quinn and
D’Amato Andrews (2004) also noted that beginnirarteers are expected to complete all tasks
that are required of veteran teachers from thediy of their career.

The transition from a teacher training programhie first teaching job can be a dramatic
transition for beginning teachers (Veenman, 198Rgality shock” was a term used to describe
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the “collapse of the missionary ideals formed dytieacher training by the harsh and rude
reality of everyday classroom life” (Veenman, 1984143). “Reality shock” was not a short
event that passed quickly; it was “the assimilabba complex reality which forces itself
incessantly upon the beginning teacher, day indaydout” (Veenman, 1984, p. 144).

Feiman-Nemser and Floden (1986) defined the spatain process of novice teachers
as the interaction with experienced teachers tased them to come to hold the same values
and practices shared by the group. Most studies@élization were conducted on student
teachers and first year teachers which was a penmst probable for passing on a teaching
culture (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986). Noviceless imitated other teachers and learned
the acceptable ways of acting. Experienced teackere the most influential group for novice
teachers. The limited contact, that administralbad with teachers limited their contribution to
the socialization process. The egg-crate strudtisehools and school schedules encouraged
teacher isolation by preventing them to see whatrstwere doing which made it more difficult
for teachers to know how well they were doing (FeairNemser & Floden, 1986). The
arrangement of schools encouraged privacy; teaetenes not supposed to invade other’s
classrooms or offer advice on methods or contelgssrthey were instructed to do so (Feiman-
Nemser & Floden, 1986). The physical isolatiomyed the message that teachers should cope
with their problems alone, which reinforced themaf individualism (Feiman-Nemser &
Floden, 1986).

Most school organizations functioned in a way teathers performed their work in
isolation from other teachers. Meyer and Rower78)9vrote that the work of education
occurred in the isolation of self-contained classne which was removed from the coordination
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and control of the organization. A majority ofrpeipals reported no day-to-day interactions
between teachers in the same grade level, andr88rieeported no interaction between
teachers in different grade levels (Meyer & RowE3Y/8).

Perceptions of Support Received in the First Yearfoleaching

Yost (2006) identified successful support strucuoe novice teachers during their first
year of teaching. Yost (2006) reported that susfaé§ield experiences and student teaching
experiences that were connected to course workteaithers’ self-confidence and self-efficacy
and encouraged a higher level of competence ifirgteyear (Yost, 2006). Critical reflection as
a problem-solving tool empowered teachers to caffetive challenges that they encountered in
their first few years of teaching (Yost, 2006). eTinost positive aspect of the induction program
was the opportunity to network with other teacleerd with a mentor teacher (Yost, 2006). Yost
(2006) also found that unsupportive environmentg oaaise highly efficacious teachers to
transfer to other schools instead of leaving tloégasion.

Algozzine, Gretes, Queen, and Cowen-Hathcock (RO0ducted a study to examine
beginning teachers’ perceptions of their inducpoograms. The variables studied were
induction program activities, assistance receivegaching and nonteaching areas, and support
received from mentor, administrators and othereegjles (Algozzine et al., 2007). Activities
under each category were rated according to lefgdarticipation and then ranked for
effectiveness by the participants. The activitwimch the largest number of teachers
participated in — formal evaluations or observatibgadministrators- received the fourth

highest effectiveness ranking.
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Cherubini (2007) used a qualitative research desigaxamine the induction experiences
of 173 beginning teachers from two school boaidatacollection consisted of learning logs
used by participants for ten months of the schealy Cherubini (2007) found that beginning
teachers recognized that the induction programressonsive to their needs in and out of the
classroom, and that beginning teachers desireohtdege leading educators who furthered their
own learning.

Marable and Raimondi (2007) studied two groupsrst fear teachers. One group
received mentoring and one group did not. The gagmf the study was to determine if there
was a difference in the teacher perceptions of atppceived between those who were
mentored and those who were not. The survey adtaned focused on teacher perceptions of
support received in the first year of teaching (Mde & Raimondi, 2007). Both groups
perceived the most support received was from pgdéasable & Raimondi, 2007). Teachers in
the mentor program identified the mentor as thetrsigsificant source of support (Marable &
Raimondi, 2007). However, even teachers withaueator identified other professionals as
supportive, and administrators were equally idesdiby both groups as supportive (Marable &
Raimondi, 2007). Both groups identified politiosadministration and training received as least
supportive (Marable & Raimondi, 2007).

D’Amato Andrews and Quinn (200&nalyzed first year teachers’ perceived support
during their first year. Results showed that theas a significant difference in the amount of
perceived support between teachers who had begmeds mentor by the district, those who
had been assigned a mentor by the principal arskttivbo did not have a mentor (D’Amato
Andrews & Quinn, 2005). Teachers who did not haweentor assigned to them showed the
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highest perceived support. They indicated that tesohing and supportive staffs at the schools
were factors that assisted them greatly (D’Amatadws & Quinn, 2005). Teachers who had
been assigned a mentor selected at the distriet $#évwed low perceived support. Some
possible reasons for the low perceived supportaexet by D’Amato Andrews and Quinn

(2005) were mentor mismatalmsupportive school climates, and mentors teachidifferent
subject than the mentee in secondary schools. h&ngtroup of first year teachers were assigned
a mentor by the principal. Teachers in this gralgp perceived low support. The reasons
indicated were mostly particular to the schoolshsa an interim principal at one school, and a
mentor who quit in the middle of the school yeaamother school (D’Amato Andrews & Quinn,
2005).

Quinn and D’Amato Andrews (2004) conducted a stoid}82 first year teachers in one
school district to determine levels of support reee by beginning teachers. First year teachers
who felt that the principal was supportive alsa fieat other staff members were supportive.

The significant correlation between the total suppoore and the principal support score
suggested that principals that are supportive lasbstaffs that were supportive of new teachers
(Quinn & D’Amato Andrews, 2004).

Anhorn (2008) studied first year teacher experisrazed found that teachers valued the
field experience of their preparatipnogram and the class work and time in universaigg in
comparison to field experiences. In a study ohggn new secondary teachers Smethem (2007)
found that formal induction had a negative impatsome new teachers’ initial expectations of
their career. Teachers expressed dissatisfacoaered their career aspirations or sought to
leave (Smethem, 2007).
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Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine how maitheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District.
Teaching efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispaniccteers in elementary, middle, and high school
were studied using three subscales: efficacy idestuengagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managen@cihool organizational health was studied
using individual teacher perceptions of the heafttheir school using multiple subscales of
school health.

Teacher efficacy was defined as teacher belietstiiey have the capability to influence
student learning. Teacher efficacy has been linkedudent achievement, classroom
management, willingness to implement new teachiragegies, and commitment to teaching and
teacher stress and burnout. Organizational heathdefined as the personality of the school,
and was a result of teacher/teacher and teachenipai interactions. The literature on
beginning teachers described the struggles thahieg teachers faced in the first years of
teaching, the conceptions that beginning teachmersght to teaching, and how beginning
teachers perceived the support that they receivétki early years of teaching.

Based on this review of the literature on teaclizaey, organizational health of
schools, and beginning teachers, research is needée: efficacy beliefs of beginning teachers
with diverse cultural backgrounds. Research ochesaefficacy beliefs of beginning teachers
who teach students from diverse cultural backgreus@lso needed. Qualitative and
guantitative research studies should be conductgtieowork of Hispanic teachers. Qualitative
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studies use the collection, analysis and interpogtaf comprehensive narrative and visual data
to gain insight into a phenomenon (Gay, Mills, &a#sian, 2009). Quantitative analysis can
explain, predict, or control phenomenon of inte(€y, Mills, & Airasian, 2009). Both
approaches should be used to further understandesoaf efficacy beliefs of beginning
Hispanic teachers that teach in schools with stuplepulations that are identified as economic

disadvantaged.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to examine how mditheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District. The
construct of teaching efficacy was measured udingetsubscales in the Teacher’'s Sense of
Efficacy Scale. These subscales were: efficasgudent engagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managemBEme. construct of school organizational health
was measured using individual teacher perceptibtisechealth of their school. The
organizational health of elementary schools wadistuusing five factors of health: institutional
integrity, collegial leadership, resource influgnieacher affiliation, and academic emphasis as
measured by the Organizational Health InventoryHiementary Schools. The organizational
health of middle schools was studied using sixdiacof school health: institutional integrity,
collegial leadership, principal influence, resousapport, teacher affiliation, and academic
emphasis as measured by the Organizational Healdntory for Middle Schools. The
organizational health of high schools was studsdgiseven factors of school health:

institutional integrity, initiating structure, cadsration, principal influence, resource support,
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morale, and academic emphasis as measured by gaai@ational Health Inventory for
Secondary Schools.
Research Questions

The following research questions were addresséukeistudy:

1. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatstudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsl@mentary schools?

2. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

3. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

4. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsiddle schools?

5. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

6. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

7. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsigh schools?

8. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?

9. How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?
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This chapter described the research design, thelgtigm and sample, instrumentation, data

collection procedures, data analysis procedurek|iamtations of the study.
Research Design
A quantitative research design was selected to meahow much of the total variance of
teaching efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanicctears was accounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District. The
dependent variables consisted of individual teasheres for sense of efficacy in student
engagementyy), sense of efficacy in instructional strategiég,(and sense of efficacy in
classroom management]. The independent variables for school healttefementary
schools were measured using individual teachaesdor their perception of the health of their
school in the following subscales: institutionakigrity (X,), collegial leadershigX(,), resource
influence K5), teacher affiliationX,), and academic emphask). The independent variables
for school health for middle schools were measuisedg the following subscales: institutional
integrity (X, ), collegial leadershipX(), principal influenceXs), resource supporky), teacher
affiliation (Xs), and academic emphask). The independent variables for school health for
high schools were measured using the following salles: institutional integrityX( ), initiating
structure X,), considerationX3), principal influenceX,), resource suppork¢), morale X;),
and academic emphasis,§.
Multiple linear regression analyses were used tiveléhe linear combination of the

independent or predictor variables that accourdethe variance in the dependent variables. A

goal of multiple regression analysis is to obtapaaition of variance for the dependent
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variables into variance that can be accountedrfgredicted by each of the predictor variables,
taking into account the overlap or correlationsiaen the predictors (Warner, 2013).
Population and Sample

The sample of 498 teachers in the present studyavpasposive convenience sample of
beginning teachers from a selected K-12 schoatidishat is comprised of 23 elementary
schools, 8 middle schools, and five high schodlg.obtain the sample, a roster of all teachers
with one to five years of teaching experience wataioed from the district's human resource
office. Six hundred teachers were identified agiftr@ng teachers. Beginning teachers for this
study were those that had more than one year oliteg experience and five or less years of
teaching experience. The identified sample ohsimdred teachers consisted of three hundred
one elementary teachers, one hundred fifty fivedieidchool teachers, and one hundred forty
four high school teachers. Teachers who complbtegurvey were asked to self-identify race
and ethnicity in the demographic information satid the survey instrument. Only teachers
who self-identified as Hispanic were included ie gtudy. Of the six hundred teachers in the
sample, five hundred forty one completed the survéity nine teachers were either absent,
away from the schools when the surveys were adtaned, or chose not to participate in the
study. Of the five hundred forty one surveystyfdhree were not used due to teachers not self-
identifying as Hispanic or due to missing data.e Tdtal number of surveys meeting inclusion
criteria for this study was four hundred ninetytgjdwo hundred fifty five elementary school
surveys, one hundred twenty six middle school stgvand one hundred seventeen high school
surveys, which accounted for an 83% usable retaten rTable 1 presents the sample
information by school level.
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Table 1

Number of Teachers in Final Sample

Number in Sample Number Numbeat Number That Final Sample
Absentor  Completed Did Nantify
Away From Survey as Hispanic
School or MissingtB
Elementary 301 28 273 18 552
Middle School 155 17 381 12 126
High School 144 14 130 13 117
Total 600 59 541 43 o84

Instrumentation

This study used five instruments as the primarys®of self-reported data collected
from beginning teachers that participated in thelgt Each teacher completed a survey with
three sections. Section one was a demographimiation survey. Section two was the
Teacher’'s Sense of Efficacy Scale to gather datthéodependent variables. Section three was
the Organizational Health Inventory for Element8chools, the Organizational Health
Inventory for Middle Schools, or the Organizatiokkgalth Inventory for Secondary Schools to
gather data for the independent variables. Peionisgas obtained to use these survey
instruments. Permission letters are included ipexalix A and Appendix B.

A description of each of the instruments followshaninformation of the validity and
reliability of each instrument. The reliability aftest measure is the degree to which the test

consistently measures what it is supposed to med&ay et al., 2009). The reliability of a
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study allows for replication and consistency. Vhgdity of a test measure is concerned with
whether the test items are relevant to the measneai the intended content (Gay et al., 2009).
Section One

Each beginning teacher completed a survey conmuestions on demographic
characteristics such as age, gender, educatiora) ieears of teaching experience, years of
teaching at the current school, and ethnicity, race.

Section Two

The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)Idped by Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) was used to gather data fochea efficacy beliefs. The instrument
contained twenty four questions that asked teadbdarslicate their opinion about what they can
do in relation to specific student and classrodmmesions. Teachers responded using a nine
point Likert scale with anchors ranging from NothpiVery Little, Some Influence, Quite a Bit,
and A Great Deal. The instrument contained thubseales which were: efficacy in student
engagement, efficacy in instructional strategiesl, @fficacy in classroom management.

Three separate studies were conducted to refenattor structure of the scale
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Reliabédd for the subscales were .87 for efficacy
for student engagement, .91 for efficacy for instianal strategies, and .90 for efficacy for
classroom management (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfoli,12601). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) examined the construct validifythe instrument by testing the correlation
of this instrument with other measures of teaclfemaey. Strong correlations between this

instrument and other measures of teacher efficadigated that the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy
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Scale was a valid instrument to measure teachieaeff. Table 2 shows the factor structure for
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale — Long Form.
Table 2

Factor Structure for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacgl&e Long Form

Factor ltems

Efficacy in Student Engagement: 1,2,4,6, 911 22
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies: 7,10, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24
Efficacy in Classroom Management: 3,5,8,13,1K% 19, 21

Section Three

Each teacher completed one of the organizatiogeltth inventory scales depending on
the school level they taught. The organizatiomallth of high schools was measured using the
Organizational Health Inventory for Secondary S¢hgOHI-S) (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy,
Tarter et al., 1991). The instrument containedyffour questions to measure seven dimensions
of organizational health. The seven dimensionssorea were: institutional integrity, initiating
structure, consideration, principal influence, tese support, morale, and academic emphasis.

In responding to the survey, teachers indicateceitent to which each statement best
described their school. The instrument contaitet$ with a four point Likert scale with
anchors ranging from: Rarely Occurs, Sometimes B¢€iften Occurs, and Very Frequently

Occurs.
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The OHI-S was tested for stability of the factousture and validity. The alpha
coefficients of reliability were as follows: insttional integrity (.91), principal influence (.87),
consideration (.90), initiating structure (.89)swarce support (.95), morale (.92), and academic
emphasis (.93). The stable factor structure supddhe construct validity of the seven
dimensions of school health (Hoy, Tarter, et &91). The items that measured each dimension
were related to the dimension that had been pretideom the research (Hoy, Tarter, et al.,
1991). Table 3 shows the factor structure for@nganizational Health Inventory for Secondary
Schools, which was used with high school teachers.

Table 3

Factor Structure for Organizational Health Invernyor Secondary (High School)

Factor ltems

Institutional Integrity (11) 1, 8, 15, 22, 296339

Initiating Structure (1S) 4,11, 18, 25, 32
Consideration (C) 3,10, 17, 24, 31

Principal Influence (PI) 2,9, 16, 23, 30

Resource Support (RS) 5,12, 19, 26, 33

Morale (M) 6, 13, 20, 27, 34, 37, 40, 42, 44
Academic Emphasis (AE) 7,14, 21, 28, 35, 38481

The health of elementary schools was measured tisgn@rganizational Health
Inventory for Elementary Schools (OHI-E). The OHivas developed from the OHI for
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secondary schools (Hoy, Tarter, et al., 1991; Hoya&ter, 1997). The survey contained 37
guestions in which teachers were asked to destréeschool. A Likert scale with four points
using anchors from Rarely Occurs, Sometimes Oc@ften Occurs, and Very Frequently
Occurs was used. In pilot studies a revised OHeélementary schools with five factors of
organizational health was produced. In reliab#itydies of the elementary instrument, Initiating
Structure and Consideration, two factors in théntlgghool instrument, merged into a factor
named Collegial Leadership. Also, Principal Influe and Resource Support used in the OHI- S
merged to form the factor named Resource Influgmtiee elementary instrument (Hoy, Tarter,
et al., 1991; Hoy & Tarter, 1997). After two pilstudies, a final test of the OHI-E was
performed to confirm the stability and reliabilay the factor structure. Alpha coefficients of
Table 4

Factor Structure for Organizational Health Invernyor Elementary

Factor ltems

Institutional Integrity (11) 8, 14, 19, 25, 280

Collegial Leadership (CL) 1,3, 4,10, 11, 13, 21, 26, 34
Resource Influence (RI) 2,5,9,12, 16, 20, 22
Teacher Affiliation (TA) 13, 23, 27, 28, 32, 3, 36, 37
Academic Emphasis (AE) 6, 7,248,311

reliability were as follows: teacher affiliatiorbd), collegial leadership (.95), resource influence
(.89), institutional integrity (.90), and acaderaiophasis (.87) (Hoy, Tarter, et al., 1991; Hoy &
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Tarter, 1997). The stable factor structure sugabtthe construct validity of the five dimensions
of school health (Hoy, Tarter, et al., 1991; Hoy &rter, 1997). Table 4 shows the factor
structure for the Organizational Health Inventary élementary schools.

The health of middle schools was measured usin@tiganizational Health Inventory
for Middle Schools (OHI-M). Hoy and Sabo (1998gd items from the Organizational health
inventory for elementary schools (OHI-E) and se@pdchools (OHI-S) to develop the
organizational health inventory for middle scho@si1-M). Empirical testing was done to see
which items worked best for middle schools (Hoy &8, 1998).

Table 5

Factor Structure for Organizational Health Invenyor Middle

Factor ltems

Institutional Integrity (11) 8, 13, 18, 23, 286, 33
Collegial Leadership (CL) 1, 4,5, 10, 14, 2@, 35, 39
Principal Influence (PI) 3,9, 19, 34,41, 43
Resource Support (RS) 6, 11, 15, 20, 36, 40
Teacher Affiliation (TA) 12, 21, 28, 31, 32, 312, 45
Academic Emphasis (AE) 2,7,16,17,22,2733044

The OHI-M contained 45 items that defined six disiens of school health: institutional

integrity, collegial leadership, principal influemaesource support, teacher affiliation and
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academic emphasis. The instrument contained iteithsaviour point Likert scale with anchors

ranging from: Rarely Occurs, Sometimes Occurs,ORecurs, and Very Frequently Occurs.
The alpha coefficients of reliability for the subtests were: academic emphasis (.94),

teacher affiliation (.94), principal influence ()94ollegial leadership (.94), resource support

(.96), and institutional integrity (.93). Six hythetical dimensions of school health were

predicted and empirically demonstrated (Hoy & Sdl898). The strong loadings on the

predicted factors and the high reliability of thiotests suggested an instrument with high
reliability and substantial validity (Hoy & Sab®48). Table 5 shows the factor structure for
the Organizational Health Inventory for middle solso
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were tested in thigly.

Elementary school

H,1: Efficacy in student engagemeiyt ) is not a function of institutional integritXy),
collegial leadershipX(;), resource influenceg), teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

Hy2: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥,() is not a function of institutional integritXy),
collegial leadershipX,), resource influenceg), teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

Hy3: Efficacy in classroom managemeli) is not a function of institutional integritXy{),
collegial leadershipX(,), resource influenceg), teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

Middle school
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Hy4: Efficacy in student engagemeXit)(is not a function of institutional integrit¥y{),
collegial leadershipX(,), principal influenceX3), resource supporky),
teacher affiliationXs), and academic emphask}.

H, 5: Efficacy in instructional strategi€%,f is not a function of institutional integritX{),
collegial leadershipX(,), principal influenceX3), resource supporky),
teacher affiliationXs), and academic emphasks .

H, 6: Efficacy in classroom managemeYy)(is not a function of institutional integrit¥{),
collegial leadershipX,), principal influenceXs), resource supporkg),
teacher affiliationXs), and academic emphasks .

High school

H, 7: Efficacy in student engagemeli{)is not a function of institutional integritX{),
initiating structure X,), considerationXs), principal influenceX,), resource support
(X5), morale ), and academic emphasl&,{.

H, 8: Efficacy in instructional strategi€%,f is not a function of institutional integritX{),
initiating structure X,), considerationX3), principal influenceX,), resource support
(X5), morale X;), and academic emphasks;J.

H, 9: Efficacy in classroom managemeYy)(is not a function of institutional integrit¥{),
initiating structure X,), considerationXs), principal influenceX,), resource

support K<), morale K;), and academic emphasig,|.
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Data Collection Procedures

Permission to conduct the study was obtained fréwn lAstitutional Review Board (IRB)
at the University of Texas — Pan American. A copthe Notice for Approval is included in
Appendix C. Permission from the district supemuatent was obtained to collect data from
beginning teachers in the district. The superidégn's letter for data collection permission is
included in Appendix D. The first step in the detdlection process was a meeting with district
principals to provide information on the study,igsv survey content, and to explain data
collection procedures at each school. Each praheyas given a roster of the teachers from their
school that would be invited to participate in stedy. Teachers who agreed to participate in the
study were administered the survey at a date ameldigreed upon by the school principal. The
teachers were grouped in one location in the schdbé survey was administered during the fall
2012 semester according to the schedule for edadokclhe surveys were administered by the
researcher to all teachers who volunteered togigate in the study. The Anonymous Self-
Report Survey Consent Form that was given to ezather is included in Appendix E. The
researcher verified that all teachers present tinerédentified beginning teachers from the
particular schools. The researcher explained tinegse of the study and provided assurance for
the anonymity of the survey information. The fotragthe instrument and instructions for
completing the survey were provided. Time forgjisms and answers were provided for
clarification purposes. Sufficient time was praadfor all participants to complete the survey.

The survey process was completed in a ten weekdaeri
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Data Analyses Procedures
Exploratory data analyses and confirmatory datdyaes were conducted side by side
(Tukey, 1977). Exploratory data analyses inclublexi and whisker plots, stem and leaf
displays, and descriptive statistics. Factor asedywas conducted to identify the constructs

from participants’ responses to the survey itemd,ta obtain the most parsimonious factors.

To determine if the dependent or criterion varialflg, Y, Y;) were a function of the
independent or predictor variables (X) multipleskn regression analyses were used to analyze
the data collected using SPSS version 19.0. Tiagamship between variables may be an
accidental consequence of their relationship witteovariables. Therefore, a series of
regression analyses were performed to determinedimdined and independent effect of the
independent variables on efficacy in student engge, efficacy in instructional strategies, and
efficacy in classroom management. A full modekesgion analysis of all subtests was used to
derive the total variance of efficacy in studengagement, efficacy in instructional strategies,
and efficacy in classroom management that was ateddor and explained by the
organizational health of schools. If the null hiypesis for the full model procedure was rejected
the follow-up analysis was the all possible regmsprocedure. The null hypotheses for the
present study were tested with an F distributioth@t 05 level of significance.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine how nafiche total variance of teaching

efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the

organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District. This
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chapter explained the research design, populatidrsample, instrumentation, and data
collection and analyses procedures used in the stiuithe relationship between self-efficacy

beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers and schogdumizational health factors.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to examine how maitheototal variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District.
Teaching efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispaniccteers in elementary, middle, and high school
were studied using three subscales: efficacy idestuengagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managen@cihool organizational health was studied
using individual teacher perceptions of the heafttheir school using multiple subscales of
school health.

This chapter will present the research findingsflanalyses of data conducted in this
study. Data were analyzed to determine if sigaiftaelationships existed between the variables
of teaching efficacy and the organizational heaftechools in one school district. In this study,
exploratory and confirmatory data analyses werelaoted side by side (Tukey, 1977).

This chapter is divided into four sections. Thstfsection will provide demographic
information about the district and a demographdafife of the survey participants. The second
section contains results of exploratory data amalyand the third section includes results of
confirmatory data analyses. The final sectionssimmary of the chapter.
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Demographic Information

Student and teacher demographic data were obtdireed the state’sAcademic
Excellence Indicator System Rep@rexas Education Agency, 2011- 2012).
School District Demographic Information

The present study was conducted in a school digtri8outh Texas that served 29,500
students in twenty three elementary schools, emgttle schools, and five high schools. The
student population was 99% Hispanic, and 96% wiatified as economically disadvantaged.
Furthermore, 46% were identified as English Langulagarners. Seventy one percent were
identified as being at risk for failure. The predenal teaching staff was comprised of 1, 967
teachers. The ethnicity categories of the teackiafj were 94% Hispanic, 4% white, and 1.4%
Asian. African American and other races made &p o6 the teaching staff. In the district, 5%
of teachers were first year teachers, 35% of teadhed between one to five years teaching
experience, 26% had between 6 and 10 years teaekpagience, and 34% had more than 10
years teaching experience. The average numbeyan$ pf teaching experience was 10.1 years,
and the average number of years in the districtiMdyears. The teacher turnover rate was
8.5%.
Profile of the Participants

The first section of the beginning teacher surveg & demographic section that was
comprised of seven questions. These items askelddesato provide the following information
about themselves and their job: gender, age, rheecdy, completed education level, school

level of current assignment, number of completetyas a teacher, and number of completed
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Table 6
Demographic Information for Elementary School Rapants: Gender, Age, Completed
Education Level, Number of Completed Years as alleaNumber of Completed Years as a

Teacher in the Current School

Category Descriptor N %
Gender Male 34 13
Female 221 87
Age Group <26 31 12
26 to 35 143 56
36 to 45 60 24
46 to 55 7 3
56 to 65 5 2
66 or older 0 0
Completed Bachelors 237 93
Education Masters 15 6
Level Masters + 1 4
Number of Completed 1 28 11
Years as a Teacher 2 39 15
3 57 22
4 58 23
5 73 29
Number of Completed 0 16 6
Years as a Teacher 1 37 15
In this School 2 55 22
3 58 23
4 43 17
5 44 17

Note: Percentages were rounded; therefore theynoiatptal 100
years as a teacher in the current school. Tabhl@ésahd 8 show the results of responses to these

survey items. Survey item number three asked &adb indicate their race/ethnicity. If the
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response to this question was other than “Hispasiavey data were not included in the data
analyses, as this study was designed to includehbispanic teachers with one to five years of
completed teaching experience.

Table 7

Demographic Information for Middle School Particiga: Gender, Age, Completed Education
Level, Number of Completed Years as a Teacher, BiuaftCompleted Years as a Teacher in

the Current School

Category Descriptor N %
Gender Male 52 41
Female 74 59
Age Group <26 10 8
26 to 35 84 67
36 to 45 26 21
46 to 55 5 4
56 to 65 0 0
66 or older 0 0
Completed Bachelors 110 87
Education Masters 13 10
Level Masters + 1 A4
Number of Completed 1 25 20
Years as a Teacher 2 23 18
3 26 21
4 25 20
5 27 21
Number of Completed 0 10 8
Years as a Teacher 1 32 25
In this School 2 34 27
3 24 19
4 10 8
5 16 13

Note: Percentages were rounded; therefore theynoiatptal 100%.
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Table 8
Demographic Information for High School ParticipanGender, Age, Completed Education
Level, Number of Completed Years as a Teacher, BiuaftCompleted Years as a Teacher in

the Current School

Category Descriptor N %
Gender Male 65 56
Female 52 44
Age Group <26 19 16
26 to 35 73 62
36 to 45 17 15
46 to 55 6 5
56 to 65 2 2
66 or older 0 0
Completed Bachelors 95 81
Education Masters 11 9
Level Masters + 2 2
Number of Completed 1 12 10
Years as a Teacher 2 25 21
3 19 16
4 33 28
5 28 24
Number of Completed 0 6 5
Years as a Teacher 1 21 18
In this School 2 35 30
3 19 16
4 24 21
5 12 10

Note: Percentages were rounded; therefore theynoiptal 100%
Elementary schools had the lowest percent of mealehers among the different school
levels; 13%, compared to 52% in middle school, @m&ao in high school. The largest age

category was 26 to 35 which was 56%. Only 16 tees;lor 6.4 % had a master’s level of
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education or higher. In middle schools, 67% otheas were between 26 and 35 years old.
Fourteen teachers, or 10.4 % had a master’s léwzluation or higher. In high schools, there
were more males than females among the teachdrongt to five years teaching experience.
The largest age category was 26 to 35 years, wiash62%. Only two teachers had a master’s
level of education or higher.

Exploratory Data Analyses

Exploratory data analyses were conducted to datgptcal data distributions in the
study (Tukey, 1977). Exploratory analyses includes and whisker plots, stem and leaf
displays, and descriptive statistics. Box and Wénglots are used to identify unusual scores, or
outliers in the data distribution. Outliers araisnal scores in the data that may be considered
extreme and require special consideration (Hinklesrsma & Jurs, 2003). The outliers in the
present study did not require special consideratimhno non-linear transformations were used.
Box and whisker plots and stem and leaf displagsrariuded in Appendix F.

Tables 9, 10, and 11 contain descriptive statigticksiding the mean, variance, skewness,
and kurtosis for the dependent and independerdblas for elementary, middle school, and
high school data sets. In elementary schoolsititeebt mean score for teaching efficacy was
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (67.65). Thighest mean score for organizational health
was Teacher Affiliation (24.35).

In middle schools, the highest mean score for tegofficacy was Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies (50.55). The highest nmszame for organizational health was Collegial

Leadership (22.97). In high schools, the highesamnscore for teaching efficacy was Efficacy
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Variables (Elementaryh&als)

Variables MeaStd Variance Skewness Std. KurtoSisl.
Error Error Error

Dependent Variables

Efficacy in 67.65 .58 84.10 -.70 5.1.34 .30

Instructional

Strategies (E-EIS)

Efficacy in 37.22 .36 33.68 - 73 A5 -.07 .30

Classroom

Management (E-ECM)

Efficacy in 37.48 .34 28.92 -.54 A5 -.32 .30

Student

Engagement (E-ESE)

Independent Variables

Institutional Integrity (E-I11) 14.72 .23 14.00 -.13 15 .35 .30

Teacher Affiliation (E-TA) 2435 .32 25.28 -.59 .15-.05 .30

Resource Influence (E-RI) 11.33 .21 10.82 -.35 15671 .30

Collegial Leadership (E-CL) 23.60 .38 36.36 -.57 5.1-52 .30

Academic Emphasis (E-AE) 456 .10 2.33 .01 1572 - .30

in Instructional Strategies (66.51). The highesamscore for organizational health was

Consideration and Initiating Structure (30.76).

Confirmatory Data Analyses

This section includes factor analyses of the ims&nts used in the study. Factor
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Variables (Middle Schg)ol

Variables MeaStd Variance Skewness Std. KurtoSisl.
Error Error Error

Dependent Variables

Efficacy in 50.55 .67 5.8 -.79 .22 .95 43
Instructional
Strategies (M-EIS)

Efficacy in 43.61 .58 41.67 -.66 22 1.41 43
Classroom
Management (M-ECM)

Efficacy in 27.87 .40 19.79 .21 22 -.63 43
Student
Engagement (M-ESE)

Independent Variables

Principal Influence (M-PI) 13.87 .3111.95 -.58 22 14 43
Institutional Integrity (M-11) 1296 31 12.21 -.50 22 19 43
Teacher Affiliation (M-TA) 17.78 .26 8.61 -.36 22 .59 43
Resource Support (M-RS) 16.78 .4%26.00 -.30 22 -.90 43
Collegial Leadership (M-CL) 22.97 .5841.73 -41 22 -.99 43
Academic Emphasis (M-AE) 14.18 .3011.09 -.05 22 23 43

analyses was conducted to identify underlying qoiets in the data. Principal Component
Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation was useddenitify the constructs from participants’
responses to the survey items. Eigenvalues weid 4edr 1.5. Based on the results of
extraction of factors from principal component gsak, variables were created by combining
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each survey item with factor loadings exceedingind® their corresponding construct. Items
with correlations failing to meet this standard &vdetermined to be weak, and were not
Table 11

Descriptive Statistics for Variables (High Schools)

Variables Me Std Variance Skewness Std. KuwtoSid.
Error Error Error

Dependent Variables

Efficacy in 66.51 .91 98.6 -.75 .23 .88 .45
Instructional
Strategies (H-EIS)

Efficacy in 49.90 .81 75.90-.43 .23 -.66 45
Classroom
Management (H-ECM)

Independent Variables

Morale (H-M) 9.56 .17 3.54 -.36 .23 -.76 45
Principal Influence (H-PI) 8.80 .23 6.00 -1.17 .23 1.94 45
Institutional Integrity (H-II) 11.47 30 10.23 13 .23 43 45
Resource Support (H-RS) 15.03 .333.83 -.57 .23 -.30 45
Academic Emphasis (H-AE) 18.05 .3010.62 -.29 23 -.37 45
Consideration and 30.76 .4@4.43 -1.26 23 2.07 45

Initiating Structure (H-CIS)

included in the computation of the variable. Aftiee variables were computed, reliability

analyses were conducted on items that best defiteedewly computed variables using
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Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of reliability. AdZbach’s alpha coefficient is obtained through
the correlation of every item with every other item
Factor Analyses for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Sea
Eigenvalues for Principal Component Factor Anedywith Varimax Rotation for the

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale were set atdsh®dwn in Table 12, responses from the 255
elementary teachers on the Teachers’ Sense obEyfi§cale extracted three independent factors
consistent with the theoretical model. These facé@counted for 56% of the total variance in
the data set. The first factor was labeled Effyjgacinstructional Strategies (E-EIS), the second
factor was labeled Efficacy in Classroom ManagenieftCM), and the third factor was
labeled Efficacy in Student Engagement (E-ESEYe lems were excluded from the factor
structure. Item #3 cross loaded on factors twothrek and was excluded. Item #7 did not load
on any factor. In addition, three other items wamninated because they loaded on factors
which were not consistent with theory as determimgdxamining themes and content of survey
items. Using middle school data, the Teachers’ &eh&fficacy Scale revealed three
independent factors which accounted for 50% otdked variance. The three factors were
labeled as Efficacy in Instructional Strategies &), Efficacy in Classroom Management (M-
ECM), and Efficacy in Student Engagement (M-ES&gven items were eliminated due to cross
loadings or due to loadings which were inconsistatit theory.

Two factors were extracted from the Teachers’ Seh&gdficacy Scale using high school
data. These two factors accounted for 60% ofdted variance. The two factors were

labeled as Efficacy in Instructional StrategiesEl5), and Efficacy in Classroom Management
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Table 12
Factors for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (J&&Elementary (E), Middle

School (M), and High School (H)

Elementary, Middle, and Percent of Variance Petrcdn
High School Variables Cumulative
Variance

Elementary Variables

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (E-EIS) 26.60 26.60
Efficacy in Classroom Management (E-ECM) 15.35 41.94
Efficacy in Student Engagement (E-ESE) 14.03 56.00

Middle School Variables

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (M-EIS) 22.62 22.62
Efficacy in Classroom Management (M-ECM)  6.89 39.21
Efficacy in Student Engagement (M-ESE) 10.72 49.93

High School Variables

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (H-EIS) 53.3 53.39

Efficacy in Classroom Management (H-ECM)  6.83 60.22

(H-ECM). Eight items were eliminated due to crimssdings or due to loadings which were not
consistent with theory. The data did not extradisareet factor for Efficacy in Student
Engagement, and was eliminated as a factor to h&idered in the data analyses. Table 13
shows the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for thalffactors for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy

Scale for elementary, middle, and high school. Thenbach’s alpha coefficients range from
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.74 to .91.
Table 13

Final Factors for Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy SEABES), Items, and Reliability Coefficients

Factors ltems Cronbach’shp
E-EIS 10, 11,12, 14,17, 91
18, 20, 23, 24
E-ECM 13, 15, 16, 19, 21 .84
E-ESE 1,2,4,6,9 .80
M-EIS 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 23, 24 .89
M-ECM 3, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21 .88
M-ESE 1,2,4,6 74
H-EIS 2,7,10,11, 12,17, 18 91
2
H-ECM 1, 3,5, 13, 15, 16, 19 .90

Factor Analyses for Organizational Health Inventory

Table 14 shows the factors extracted from the Qrgéinnal Health Inventory for
Elementary Schools using Principal Component Fa&tadysis with Varimax Rotation. The
Eigenvalue was set at 1. Five independent faeters extracted which accounted for 48% of
the total variance. The five factors were consistath the theoretical model. The factors were
labeled as Collegial Leadership (OH-E-CL), Teacdkidtiation (OH-E-TA), Resource Influence

(OH-E-RI), Institutional Integrity (OH-E-II), and @&ademic Emphasis (OH-E-AE). Table 15
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shows the final factors and the Cronbach’s alpledfioeents for the Organizational Health
Inventory for Elementary schools which range fr&® to .89.

The Eigenvalue for Principal Component Factor Asial with Varimax Rotation for the
Organizational Health Inventory for Middle Schowlas set at 1.5. Table 16 shows the factors
extracted from the Organizational Health InventmryMiddle Schools using middle school
data. Six independent factors were extracted waodounted for 51% of the total variance.
These factors were consistent with the theoreticadel. The factors were labeled as Collegial
Leadership (OH-M-CL), Resource Support (OH-M-RSadher Affiliation (OH-M-TA),
Institutional Integrity (OH-M-II), Academic Emphas{OH-M-AE), and Principal Influence
(OH-M-PI).

Table 14

Factors for Organizational Health Inventory for BEtentary Schools (OH-E)

Factors Percent of Variance Percent of Cumulative Variance
OH-E-CL 26.49 26.49
OH-E-TA 7.18 33.67
OH-E-RI 6.23 39.90
OH-E-lI 4.24 44,14
OH-E-AE 3.50 47.64

Table 17 shows the final factors for the Orgamarettl Health Inventory for Middle

Schools and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.hAlpoefficients range from .57 to .92.
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Table 15

Final Factors for Organizational Health InventorgrfElementary Schools (OH-E), Items, and

Reliabilities
Factors ltems
Cronbach’s Alpha
OH-E-CL 1, 3, 4, 10, .89
11,17, 26, 34
OH-E-TA 13, 23, 27, 28 .86
32, 33, 35, 36
OH-E-RI 5,12, 16, 22 .86
OH-E-lI 8, 14, 19, 25, 29, 30 .63
OH-E-AE 24, 31 .59
Table 16

Factors for Organizational Health Inventory for Mil@ Schools (OH-M)

Factors Percent of Variance Percent of Cumulative
Variance

OH-M-CL 21.80 21.80

OH-M-RS 7.22 29.03

OH-M-TA 6.45 35.47

OH-M-II 6.08 41.55

OH-M-AE 4.80 46.35

OH-M-PI 4.27 50.61
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Table 17

Final Factors for Organizational Health InventorgrfMiddle Schools (OH-M), Items, and

Reliabilities
Factors ltems

Cronbach’s Alpha
OH-M-CL 1, 4,5, 10, 24, 30, 35, 39 .90
OH-M-RS 6, 11, 15, 20, 36, 40 .92
OH-M-TA 12, 21, 31, 37,42, 45 57
OH-M-II 13, 18, 23, 25, 26 .67
OH-M-AE 7,16, 17, 22, 27, 29 71
OH-M-PI 3,9, 19, 34, 43 q1
Table 18

Factors for Organizational Health Inventory for Higschools (OH-H)

Factors Percent of Variance Percent of Cumulative Variance
OH-H-AE 27.01 27.01
OH-H-CIS 7.52 34.53
OH-H-RS 6.87 41.40
OH-H-II 6.18 47.58
OH-H-PI 3.76 51.33
OH-H-M 3.69 55.02

Table 18 contains the factors extracted from thga@izational Health Inventory for

Secondary Schools. The Eigenvalue for the Prih€panponent Factor Analysis with Varimax
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Rotation for the Organizational Health Inventory 8econdary Schools was set at 1.5. Six
independent factors were extracted accountings36t of the total variance. The

theoretical model for the Organizational Healthdntory for Secondary Schools contained
seven independent factors. Two of the seven faatathe theoretical model were labeled
Consideration and Initiating Structure. In thetéa@nalysis conducted in this study, survey
items from these two factors loaded onto one sifegitor. After examining themes and content
of survey items the researcher derived one facbon items that loaded to the factor. This factor
was labeled as Consideration and Initiating Stmec(@H-H-CIS). The other five factors were
consistent with the theoretical model and werelt&abas Academic Emphasis (OH- H- AE),
Table 19

Final Factors for Organizational Health InventorgrfHigh Schools (OH-H), Items, and

Reliabilities
Factors ltems

Cronbach’s Alpha
OH-H-AE 14, 28, 35, 38, 41, 43 .76
OH-H-CIS 3,10, 17, 24, 31, 4, 11, 18, 25 .89
OH-H-RS 5,12, 19, 26, 33 .89
OH-H-II 8, 15, 22, 29, 36 .67
OH-H-PI 2,9,16 .79
OH-H-M 6, 13, 27 .76
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Resource Support (OH-H-RS), Initiating Structu@di¢H-II), Principal Influence (OH-H-PI),
and Morale (OH-H-M). Table 19 shows the final tastfor Organizational Health for
Secondary Schools and the Cronbach’s alpha caattitor each factor. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients range from .67 to .89.

Multiple Linear Regression Analyses

Multiple linear regression analyses were used swanthe research questions. The null
hypotheses for the present study were tested withdistribution at the .05 level of
significance. The first research question that gdithe present study and the null hypothesi s
tested were as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsl@mentary schools?

H,1: Efficacy in student engagemeiyt ) is not a function of institutional integritXy),
collegial leadershipX,), resourse influenc&(§), teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwé&fficacy in Student Engagement
and Organizational HealtiRE .50), shown in Table 20 is statistically sigedint (f = 5, 248;P
<.05). The data reject null hypothesis number. oftee data indicates that Efficacy in Student
Engagement is a function of the organizationaltheafl elementary schools. TResquare
obtained in the analysis indicates that organiralibealth dimensions of collegial leadership,
teacher affiliation, resource influence, institati integrity, and academic emphasis account for

25% of the variance in Efficacy in Student Engageime
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Table 20
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effigacgtudent Engagement and Organizational

Health of Elementary Schools

Model R R2 Adjustedr? df F P
Efficacy in Student .50 25 23. 5,248 16.35 .00
Engagement

Predictor Variables: academic emphasis, institadiantegrity, collegial leadership, resource
influence, teacher affiliation

Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement

P<.05

Table 21

Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Effica&tilent Engagement and Organizational

Health of Elementary Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Collegial Leadership .05 6.7 .45
Teacher Affiliation .03 .39 .69
Resource Influence .16 2.26 .03
Institutional Integrity -.02 -.44 .66
Academic Emphasis .38 6.01 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement
P<.05

The standardized regression coefficients betwdicaEy in Student Engagement and
the predictor variables of organizational healtkeleinentary schools are shown in Table 21.
The following variables were statistically signditt: resource influenc® (= .05), and

academic emphasiP € .05). As a result of an all possible regresgmtedure between
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Efficacy in Student Engagement and the predictaaibées of organizational health in
elementary schools found to be statistically sigarit, the model of best fit was obtained as
Table 22

Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Student Engagement and

Organizational Health of Elementary Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Student .45 21 .20 65.12 1,253 .00
Engagement

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement
P<.05
shown in Table 22. The obtained multiple regrassigefficient between the model of best fit
and Efficacy in Student EngagemeRt< .45) is statistically significant{= 1, 253;P < .05).
Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasigiesi21% of the variance. The other
predictor variables: collegial leadership, teackf@hation, resource influence, and institutional
integrity account for 4% of the variance.

The second research question that guided thergrstesly and null hypothesis tested
were as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

H,2: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥( is not a function of institutional integrity

(X,), collegial leadershipX(,), resource influenceg), teacher affiliationX,), and
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academic emphasiXy).

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwEé#icacy in Instructional Strategies
and Organizational HealtiRE .55), shown in Table 23 is statistically sigeaint (f = 5, 248;
P <.05). The data reject null hypothesis number. tWhe data indicates that Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies is a function of the ofigational health of elementary schools. Fie
square obtained in the analysis indicates thatmzg#tonal health dimensions of collegial
leadership, teacher affiliation, resource influgnastitutional integrity, and academic emphasis
account for 30% of the variance in Efficacy in hstional Strategies.

The standardized regression coefficients betwéietaEy in Instructional Strategies and
the predictor variables of organizational healteleinentary schools are shown in Table 24.
The following variables were statistically signditt: resource influenc® (= .05), and
academic emphasiP € .05). As aresult of an all possible regresgmtedure between
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies and the preglizariables of organizational health in
Table 23
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effiagadystructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of Elementary Schools

Model R R? Adjusted?? F df P
Efficacy in Instructional .55 .30 .28 20.92 5,248 .00
Strategies

Predictor Variables: academic emphasis, institadiantegrity, collegial leadership, resource
influence, teacher affiliation

Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional stgies

P<.05

elementary schools found to be statistically gigant, the model of best fit was obtained as
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shown in Table 25.
Table 24
Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficadgstructional Strategies and Organizational

Health of Elementary Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Collegial Leadership .043 63 . .53
Teacher Affiliation .10 1.49 14
Resource Influence 13 1.97 .05
Institutional Integrity -.04 -71 48
Academic Emphasis 40 6.53 .00
Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes

P <.05

Table 25

Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Instructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of Elementary Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P

Efficacy in Instructional
Strategies 49 24 24 80.94 1,253 .00

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional stgies
P<.05

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwte model of best fit and Efficacy in
Instructional StrategieRR(= .49) is statistically significand{= 1, 253;P <.05). Academic
emphasis is found to be the most parsimonious martkthat which explains the greatest

amount of variance. Academic emphasis explains @Afhe variance. The other predictor
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variables: collegial leadership, teacher affiliatioesource influence, and institutional
integrity account for 6% of the variance.

The third research question that guided the presady and null hypothesis tested were
as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

H,3: Efficacy in classroom managemelit)is not a function of institutional integrity
(X,), collegial leadershipX(,), resource influenceg), teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwEé#icacy in Classroom Management
and Organizational HealtiRE .42), shown in Table 26 is statistically sigcdint (f = 5, 248;
P <.05). The data reject null hypothesis numbezghrThe data indicates that Efficacy in
Classroom Management is a function of the orgaiozal health of elementary schools.
Table 26
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effiaad@lassroom Management and

Organizational Health of Elementary Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Classroom .42 .18 .16 10.58 5248 00.
Management

Predictor Variables: academic emphasis, institafiamegrity, collegial leadership, resource
influence, teacher affiliation

Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen

P<.05

TheR square obtained in the analysis indicates thatrorgtional health dimensions of
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collegial leadership, teacher affiliation, resouirtfuence, institutional integrity, and academic
emphasis account for 18% of the variance in EfffaacClassroom Management.

The standardized regression coefficients betwe&odgl in Classroom Management
and the predictor variables of organizational lreaftelementary schools are shown in Table 27.
The following variables were statistically signditt: resource influenc® (= .05), and
academic emphasiP € .05). As aresult of an all possible regresgimtedure between
Efficacy in Classroom Management and the predicaniables of organizational health in
elementary schools found to be statistically sigaiit, the model of best fit was obtained as
shown in Table 28.

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwéhe model of best fit and Efficacy in
Classroom ManagemerR € .36) is found to be statistically significanif € 1, 253;P < .05).
Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasigiespl3% of the variance. The other
predictor variables: collegial leadership, teackféhation, resource influence, and institutional
integrity account for 5% of the variance.

The fourth research question that guided the ptetady and null hypothesis tested
were as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatstudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsiiddle schools?

H,4: Efficacy in student engagemefit ) is not a function of institutional integritX{),
collegial leadershipX,), principal influenceXs), resource supporkg), teacher affiliationXs),

and academic emphashj.
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Table 27
Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficacjl@ssroom Management and Organizational

Health of Elementary Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Collegial Leadership - .06 78. 44
Teacher Affiliation A1 1.49 14
Resource Influence A7 2.34 .02
Institutional Integrity .07 16 25
Academic Emphasis .29 4.38 .00
Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom manageémen

P<.05

Table 28

Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betweéindely in Classroom Management and

Organizational Health of Elementary Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Classroom .36 13 13 37.13 1,253 00.
Management

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05
The derived multiple regression coefficient betwé&dficacy in Student Engagement and
Organizational Health of Middle SchooR € .38), shown in Table 29 is statistically sigcafint
(df =6, 119;P < .05). The data reject null hypothesis number.fothe data indicates that

Efficacy in Student Engagement is a function ofahganizational health of middle schools.
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Table 29
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effigacgtudent Engagement and Organizational

Health of Middle Schools

Model R R2 Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Student .38 A5 10. 3.41 6, 119 .00
Engagement

Predictor Variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource
support, teacher affiliation, academic emphasis

Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement

P<.05

Table 30

Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Effica&tilent Engagement and Organizational

Health of Middle Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Institutional Integrity .06 .64 .52
Collegial Leadership 14 1.30 .20
Principal Influence -.15 -1.51 13
Resource Support -.13 -1.30 .20
Teacher Affiliation .04 41 .68
Academic Emphasis .37 B.9 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement
P<.05

TheR square derived in the analysis indicates thatrorgéional health dimensions of
institutional integrity, collegial leadership, peipal influence, resource support, teacher
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affiliation, and academic emphasis account for %he variance in Efficacy in Student
Engagement.

Table 30 summarizes the standardized regresseffiagents between Efficacy in
Student Engagement and the predictor variablesgainizational health of middle schools.
Academic emphasi®(= .05) was statistically significant. As a resafitan all possible
regression procedure between Efficacy in Studegagement and the predictor variables of
organizational health in middle schools found tastaistically significant, the model of best fit
was obtained as shown in Table 31.

The derived multiple regression coefficient betawdee model of best fit and Efficacy in
Student EngagemeriR € .33) is found to be statistically significanf € 1, 124;P <.05).

Table 31
Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Student Engagement and

Organizational Health of Middle Schools

Model R R Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Student .33 A1 10. 15.36 1,124 00.
Engagement

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis

Dependent Variable: efficacy in student engagement

P<.05

Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasisiespl1% of the variance. The other

predictor variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource

support, and teacher affiliation account for 3%haf variance.
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The fifth research question that guided the presterty and null hypothesis tested were
as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

H,5: Efficacy in instructional strategie$,{ is not a function of institutional integrity
(X,), collegial leadershipX(,), principal influenceX3), resource supporXg), teacher affiliation
(Xs5), and academic emphasks;J.
Table 32
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effigadystructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of Middle Schools

Model R R2 Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Instructional .39 15 A1 3.61 6,119 .00
Strategies

Predictor Variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource
support, teacher affiliation, academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes
P<.05

The derived multiple regression coefficient betw&#ficacy in Instructional Strategies
and Organizational Health of Middle Schod®&=.39), shown in Table 32 is statistically
significant @f = 6, 119;P < .05). The data reject null hypothesis numbeg.fiThe data
indicates that Efficacy in Instructional Strategi®ea function of the organizational health of
middle schools. ThR square derived in the analysis indicates thatrorgdéional health

dimensions of institutional integrity, collegiablgership, principal influence, resource support,

teacher affiliation, and academic emphasis acclmurit5% of the variance in Efficacy in
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Instructional Strategies.

Table 33 summarizes the standardized regressidhateets between Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies and the predictor varigoieorganizational health of middle schools.
Academic emphasi®(= .05) was statistically significant. As a resafitan all possible
regression procedure between Efficacy in Instraci&trategies and the predictor variables of
organizational health in middle schools found tastaistically significant, the model of best fit
was obtained as shown in Table 34.

The derived multiple regression coefficient betwdee model of best fit and Efficacy in
Instructional StrategieR(= .35) is found to be statistically significanif € 1, 124;P < .05).
Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
Table 33
Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficadgstructional Strategies and Organizational

Health of Middle Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Institutional Integrity -.04 46 .65
Collegial Leadership 12 1.16 .25
Principal Influence -.08 -.81 42
Resource Support -.05 -.50 .62
Teacher Affiliation 12 1.30 .20
Academic Emphasis 31 3.2 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes
P<.05
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Table 34
Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindely in Instructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of Middle Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr?? F df P
Efficacy in Instructional .35 A2 A2 17.33 1,124 .00
Strategies

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes
P<.05
greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasisiespl2% of the variance. The other
predictor variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource
support, and teacher affiliation account for 3%haf variance.

The sixth research question that guided the presedy and null hypothesis tested were
as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

Hy6: Efficacy in classroom managemeli)(is not a function of institutional integrity
(X4), collegial leadershipX(,), principal influenceXs), resource supporkyg),
teacher affiliationXs), and academic emphasks .

The derived multiple regression coefficient betwe&diicacy in Classroom Management
and Organizational Health of Middle Schod®~.42), shown in Table 35 is statistically

significant @f = 6, 119;P < .05). The data reject null hypothesis number Jike data indicates

that Efficacy in Classroom Management is a functibthe organizational health of middle
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schools.
Table 35
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effiaad@lassroom Management and

Organizational Health of Middle Schools

Model R R2 Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Student .42 A7 A3 4.13 6,119 0.0
Engagement

Predictor Variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource
support, teacher affiliation, academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05

TheR square derived in the analysis indicates thatrorgéional health dimensions of
institutional integrity, collegial leadership, pecipal influence, resource support, teacher
affiliation, and academic emphasis account for bi%he variance in Efficacy in Classroom
Management.

The standardized regression coefficients betviiBoacy in Classroom Management
and the predictor variables of organizational lreaftmiddle schools are shown in Table 36.
Academic emphasi®(= .05) was statistically significant. As a resafitan all possible
regression procedure between Efficacy in Classrblamagement and the predictor variables of
organizational health in middle schools found tastaistically significant, the model of best fit
was obtained as shown in Table 37.

The derived multiple regression coefficient betawdee model of best fit and Efficacy in

Classroom ManagemerR € .39) is found to be statistically significanif € 1, 124;P < .05).
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Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
Table 36
Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficacjl@ssroom Management and Organizational

Health of Middle Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Institutional Integrity .00 .03 1.00
Collegial Leadership .02 2.2 .83
Principal Influence -.02 -.21 .84
Resource Support -.07 -71 48
Teacher Affiliation -.12 -1.32 19
Academic Emphasis 45 4.82 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05

greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasigiespl5% of the variance. The other
predictor variables: institutional integrity, cadial leadership, principal influence, resource
Table 37

Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Classroom Management and

Organizational Health of Middle Schools

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 F df P
Efficacy in Classroom .39 15 A5 22.19 1,124 .00
Management

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05
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support, and teacher affiliation account for 2%haf variance.

The seventh research question that guided thergrssely and null hypothesis tested
were as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatgtudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionisigi schools?

H, 7: Efficacy in student engagemei ) is not a function of institutional integritX{),

consideration and initiating structuig,j, principal influenceXs), resource supporkg),
morale ¥5), academic emphasi®).

The empirical data from the sample populationighfschool teachers did not produce a
factor for efficacy in student engagement. Thesfthis hypothesis was not tested.

The eighth research question that guided the prasady and null hypothesis tested
were as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatynstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?

H,8: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥,() is not a function of institutional integrity
(X;), consideration and initiating structuig,{, principal influenceXs), resource supporkg),
morale ¥s), academic emphasiX).

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwEé#icacy in Instructional Strategies
and Organizational Health of High Schod®s= .42), shown in Table 38 is statistically
significant @df = 6, 109;P < .05). The data reject null hypothesis numbehnteiJ he data
indicates that Efficacy in Instructional Strateges function of the organizational health of high

schools. Th& square obtained in the analysis indicates thatrorgtional health dimensions of
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institutional integrity, consideration and initiag structure, principal influence, resource
support, morale, and academic emphasis accoutBférof the variance in Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies.

Table 39 contains the standardized regressioriiceets between Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies and the predictor varigioieorganizational health of high schools.
Academic emphasi$(= .05) was statistically significant. As a resafitan all possible
regression procedure between Efficacy in Instrncticstrategies and the predictor variables of
organizational health in high schools found to tagistically significant, the model of best fit
was obtained as shown in Table 40.

Table 38
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effigadystructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of High Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Instructional .42 .18 3.1 3.92 6,109 .00
Strategies

Predictor Variables: institutional integrity, coderation and initiating structure, principal
influence, resource support, morale, academic esipha
Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes
P<.05

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwéhe model of best fit and Efficacy in
Instructional StrategieR(= .37) is found to be statistically significanif € 1, 114;P < .05).

Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the

greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasisiespl4% of the variance. The other
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Table 39
Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficadgstructional Strategies and Organizational

Health of High Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P
Institutional Integrity -.05 57 57
Consideration and

Initiating Structure A7 1.45 15
Principal Influence .02 A7 .86
Resource Support -.19 -1.65 .10
Morale A2 1.15 .25
Academic Emphasis .35 3.06 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional staes
P<.05

Table 40
Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Instructional Strategies and

Organizational Health of High Schools

Model R R2 Adjusted?2 F df P
Efficacy in Instructional .37 14 13 18.31 1,114 .00
Strategies

Predictor: (Constant), academic emphasis

Dependent Variable: efficacy in instructional stgies

P<.05

predictor variables: institutional integrity, coderation and initiating structure, principal

influence, resource support, and morale accout%ef the variance.
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The ninth research question that guided the pretady and null hypothesis tested were
as follows:

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatglassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?

H,9: Efficacy in classroom managemeli)is not a function of institutional integrity
(X;), consideration and initiating structuig,{, principal influenceXs), resource supporkg),
morale ¥5), academic emphasi®).

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwEé#icacy in Classroom Management
and Organizational Health of High Schod®= .48), shown in Table 41 is statistically
significant @f = 6, 109;P < .05). The data reject null hypothesis numbeenihhe data
indicates that Efficacy in Classroom Managemeatfisnction of the organizational health of
high schools. Th& square obtained in the analysis indicates tharorgtional health
dimensions of institutional integrity, consideratiand initiating structure, principal influence,
resource support, morale, and academic emphasisir@dor 23% of the variance in Efficacy in
Classroom Management.

Table 42 contains the standardized regressiorficeets between Efficacy in
Classroom Management and the predictor variablesgainizational health of high schools.
Academic emphasi$(= .05) was statistically significant. As a resafitan all possible
regression procedure between Efficacy in Classrbtamagement and the predictor variables of
organizational health in high schools found to tagistically significant, the model of best fit

was obtained as shown in Table 43.
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Table 41
Regression Analysis of Full Model Between Effiaad@lassroom Management and

Organizational Health of High Schools

Model R R? Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Classroom .48 .23 19 5.39 6,109 .00
Management

Predictor Variables: institutional integrity, coderation and initiating structure, principal
influence, resource support, morale, academic esipha

Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen

P<.05

Table 42

Standardized Beta Coefficients Between Efficacjl@ssroom Management and Organizational

Health of High Schools

Model Standardized Beta Coefficients t P

Institutional Integrity .03 31 .76

Consideration and

Initiating Structure A1 1.0 31
Principal Influence .04 40 .69
Resource Support -.14 -1.23 22
Morale -.04 -42 .67
Academic Emphasis A7 8.2 .00

Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05
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Table 43
Regression Analysis of Model of Best Fit Betwedindefy in Classroom Management and

Organizational Health of High Schools

Model R Re Adjustedr? F df P
Efficacy in Classroom .45 21 .20 29.60 1,114 0.0
Management

Predictor Variable: academic emphasis
Dependent Variable: efficacy in classroom managémen
P<.05

The obtained multiple regression coefficient betwte model of best fit and Efficacy in
Classroom ManagemerR € .45) is found to be statistically significanif € 1, 114;P < .05).
Academic emphasis is found to be the most parsiousninodel and that which explains the
greatest amount of variance. Academic emphasisies®1% of the variance. The other
predictor variables: institutional integrity, coderation and initiating structure, principal
influence, resource support, and morale accour@%of the variance.

Summary

The present study used descriptive statisticsoeafury, and confirmatory data analyses
to test the null hypotheses and answer the reseaistions. Table 44 summarizes the research
guestions and hypotheses that guided this studlydacisions concluded from the analyses of
the data. Seven null hypotheses tested in thity stere rejected by the data. One null
hypothesis was not tested. The empirical data tft@sample population of high school
teachers did not produce a factor for the dependsmidble, Efficacy in Student Engagement.

Therefore, hypothesis number seven was not test@dpter V will provide a discussion of the

findings, conclusions, implications, and recomméiatia from the study.
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Table 44

Summary of Research Questions and Null Hypothessted and Decisions

Questions and Null Hypotheses

D=aons

Elementary school

Research Question 1: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in student engagement is acisali
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
elementary schools?

H,1: Efficacy in student engagemeiyt )

is not a function of institutional integrit)(),
collegial leadershipX(,), resource influenceg),
teacher affiliationX,), and academic
emphasisXs).

Research Question 2: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in instructional strategieatsounted
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
elementary schools?

H,2: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥)

is not a function of institutional integrityy(),
collegial leadershipX(;), resource influenceg),
teacher affiliationX,), and academic emphask;J.

Research Question 3: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in classroom management is@aed
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
elementary schools?

H,3: Efficacy in classroom managemeti

is not a function of institutional integrityy),
collegial leadershipX(,), resource influenceg),
teacher affiliationX,), and academic emphask;J.
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Table 44 (Continued)

Summary of Research Questions and Null Hypothessted and Decisions

Questions and Null Hypotheses Deciss

Middle school

Research Question 4. How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in student engagement is acisali
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
middle schools?

Hy4: Efficacy in student engagemefit X

is not a function of institutional integrityy(),

collegial leadershipX,), principal influenceXs),

resource suppork(,), teacher affiliationXs),

and academic emphash;j. RejecH 4

Research Question 5: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in instructional strategieatsounted
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
middle schools?

H,5: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥,

is not a function of institutional integrity{(),

collegial leadershipX,), principal influenceXs),

resource suppork(), teacher affiliationXs),

and academic emphashj. RejecH,5

Research Question 6: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in classroom management is@aaied
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
middle schools?

H,6: Efficacy in classroom managemew)(

is not a function of institutional integrityy(),

collegial leadershipX,), principal influenceXs),

resource suppork(), teacher affiliationXs),

and academic emphash;j. RejecH,6

131



Table 44 (Continued)

Summary of Research Questions and Null Hypothessted and Decisions

Questions and Null Hypotheses Decisson

High school

Research Question 7: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in student engagement is acisali
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
high schools?

H,7: Efficacy in student engagemefit X

is not a function of institutional integrityy(),

initiating structure X,), considerationX3),

principal influenceX,), resource support

(X5), morale X;), and academic emphasks;J. Not Tested

Research Question 8: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in instructional strategieatsounted
for or explained by the school health dimensions in
high schools?

H,8: Efficacy in instructional strategie¥,

is not a function of institutional integrity{(),

initiating structure and consideratiax,|,

principal influence Xs), resource supporkf),

morale ¥s), and academic emphasi&,J. Rejeci,8

Research Question 9: How much of the total variance
of teaching efficacy in classroom management is@aaied
for or explained by the school health dimensions

in high schools?

H,9: Efficacy in classroom managemew)(

is not a function of institutional integrityy(),

initiating structure and consideratiax,|,

principal influence X5), resource supporky),

morale ¥s), and academic emphasi&,J. RejecH,9

132



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMHDATIONS

This chapter includes a summary of the problesgudision of findings for the research
guestions, conclusion, and implications and recondatons. Information provided in this
chapter will promote further understanding of thituence of organizational health factors of
elementary, middle and high schools on beginnirgpéinic teachers’ sense of efficacy in student
engagement, sense of efficacy in instructionatesgias, and sense of efficacy in classroom
management.

Summary of the Problem

Research shows high turnover rates for teachersigher rates for beginning teachers
(Ingersoll & Merrill, 2010). In addition, recenath showed that turnover rates among minority
teachers were significantly higher than for whaadhers (Ingersoll & May, 2011). Specifically,
45% of all public school teacher turnover took platjust one fourth of public schools. The
highest rates of turnover were in high poverty, anity, urban, and rural schools (Ingersoll &
May, 2011).

Beginning teachers face many obstacles in thair years of teaching. Romano (2008)
found that beginning teachers identified more glegjthan successes. Veenman (1984)
conducted a review of the international literatonestudies on the perceived problems
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experienced by beginning teachers. In this refh@two most serious problems reported by
beginning teachers were classroom discipline antivating students.

In order to examine the turnover rate of teachresearchers have investigated factors
that influence beginning teachers’ decisions tg stdeave the profession. The relationship
between teachers’ sense of efficacy and committoethie profession has been widely studied.
Findings have shown that teachers with a high sehsticacy demonstrated a higher
commitment to teaching (Coladarci, 1992; Rosenh@®89; Ebmeier, 2003; Ware & Kitsantas,
2011; Evans & Tribble, 1986), and to job satistact{Perrachione et al., 2008).

Research on beginning teachers shows similarip@sihks between teacher efficacy and
positive teacher outcomes. Beginning teachershaaoa high sense of efficacy found greater
satisfaction in teaching, had a more positive readb teaching, and experienced less stress
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Efficacious begigneachers rated the difficulties of teaching
lower than beginning teachers with a low senseslbfefficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Novice teachers with a high sense of efficacy weoee likely to stay in the teaching profession
(Knobloch & Whittington, 2002). Researchers havaued on factors that increase teacher
efficacy. Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) found that a haglschool climate was conducive to the
development of high teacher efficacy beliefs whesehers believed that they could influence
student learning.

A review of the literature for this study idengidi research studies that examined the
relation of teacher efficacy and organizationalltimeaf schools. However, no research studies
were found on beginning Hispanic teachers thattstaadents identified as economically
disadvantaged and the organizational health ofasholn light of the high turnover rate of
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minority teachers, this study investigated theceffy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers and
the organizational health of schools that servdesits identified as economically disadvantaged.

The purpose of this study was to examine how nafiche total variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District.
Nine research questions were developed to guidsttiily. The findings for the research
guestions are discussed in the following sections.

Discussion of Findings for Research Questions

The discussion of the findings for the researaobstjons is organized by the three
dependent variables in the study; efficacy in stt@@gagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom management.
Efficacy in Student Engagement

This section includes discussion of the findingsdfficacy in student engagement in
elementary, middle, and high schools. The followiegearch questions guided the study of
efficacy in student engagement.

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatstudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsl@mentary schools?

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatstudent engagement is accounted
for or explained by the school health dimensionsiiddle schools?

This study found a significant relationship betwedficacy in student engagement and
the organizational health of elementary schoolfic&ty in student engagement is defined by
teacher beliefs that they can get through to thstmifficult students, help students think
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critically, motivate students who show low intergsschool, and get students to believe they can
do well in school work. Twenty five percent of thariance in efficacy in student engagement
was explained by the organizational health of elgany schools. In elementary schools where
teachers are protected from unreasonable commdemands, the principal’s behavior is
friendly, supportive, and open, where teachergaen adequate classroom supplies, where
there is a sense of friendliness and strong afilieamong teachers, and where there is a strong
press for achievement, beginning Hispanic teadeeisfficacious. Academic emphasis and
resource influence were the most significant orgational health factors in predicting teacher
efficacy in student engagement in elementary scteaahers. However, academic emphasis
was found to account for the greatest amount ohmae in student engagement. Academic
emphasis alone, accounted for 21% of the variamicefficacy in student engagement in
elementary teachers. When students meet expewdtohigh achievement by working hard,
seeking extra work, and respecting other studehtsget good grades, beginning Hispanic
elementary teachers feel efficacious in studenagement.

A significant relationship between sense of etfican student engagement and the
organizational health of middle schools was alamé) although lower than that found in
elementary schools. Fourteen percent of the vegianefficacy in student engagement was
explained by the organizational health of middlecsts. In middle schools where teachers are
protected from unreasonable community and pareletalands, where the principal behavior is
friendly, supportive , and open, where the princtipable to influence the actions of
supervisors, where teaching supplies are readaylable, where teachers are friendly and feel a
strong sense of affiliation with each other andgbieool, and where the school is driven by a
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guest for academic excellence, beginning middieaicHispanic teachers feel efficacious in
student engagement. Academic emphasis was alstrtdmgest predictor of efficacy in student
engagement in middle school teachers, accountmylf% of the variance. Academic emphasis
in middle schools is evident in schools with higtt gichievable academic goals, an orderly and
serious learning environment, teachers believedtuatents can achieve, and students work hard
and respect other students who do well in school.

The present study adds to the body of knowleddeauther efficacy by using the
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale with a diffeygpulation than has previously been done,
specifically with beginning Hispanic teachers thatve students identified as economically
disadvantaged. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk H®091) model of teaching efficacy
contains three factors: efficacy in student engaggenefficacy in instructional strategies, and
efficacy in classroom management. In this stud Wwigh school data, teachers did not
recognize three separate roles of teachers inldlssroom. Data from high school teachers
resulted in two factors that explained 60% of thtaltvariance; efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managemigih school teachers’ responses to the
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale did not produeetr for efficacy in student engagement.
However, many of the questions on student engagelmested on to the factors for efficacy in
instructional strategies and efficacy in classronamagement. For example the questiblow
much can you do to get students to believe theyloamell in school work?tross loaded on
efficacy in instructional strategies and efficanyclassroom management. Similarly the
guestion,'How much can you do to motivate students who sloewinterest in school?loaded
on efficacy in classroom management. The questidow much can you do to help your
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students value learning®ross loaded on efficacy in instructional stragéegand efficacy in
classroom management. From examining the themibesé questions the researcher concluded
that high school teachers did not distinguish betwiastructional and classroom management
strategies and strategies to engage studentsrtiiba value of learning in students. In this
study, high school teachers perceived efficacystructional strategies to include motivating
students and engaging students as a way of mamgaifassroom management.

Veenman (1984), in a review of the internatioitarature on the problems faced by
beginning teachers found that motivating studerats the second most frequently identified
problem. This problem was reported more frequdnylgecondary teachers than elementary
teachers. More recently, Romano (2008) identifisxhs of struggles and successes for
beginning teachers. Techniques to gain parti@pan classroom activities, and to increase
student motivation for learning which were categed under classroom management were the
categories with the most reported successes @giest  This indicates the importance that
beginning teachers place on engaging studentsunitey. This study contributed to the
literature on beginning teachers by identifyingeaorganizational health factors that
contribute to efficacy in student engagement info@gg Hispanic teachers. Results from this
study show that in schools with student populatidestified as economically disadvantaged,
where achievable goals are set, where there isda@nlp environment, and where students
respect other students who achieve academicallynibieg Hispanic teachers feel efficacious in
student engagement.

Results of this study support a finding by Hoy &dolfolk (1993) that there is a
relationship between organizational health of elaiaagy schools and personal teaching efficacy.
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In the Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) study principal iméince and academic emphasis were found to
have significant effects on personal teaching affjc In the present study, academic emphasis
accounted for the greatest amount of the totabwag in efficacy in student engagement for
elementary and middle school teachers. Results®&tudy also support findings by Newmann
(1989) that organizational factors such as studendgerly behavior, the encouragement of
innovation, responsiveness of administrators, tel@chelping one another, and teachers’
knowledge of one another’s courses had a majarenfie on teachers’ sense of efficacy. The
two strongest predictors of teaching efficacy ia Mewmann (1989) study were students’
orderly behavior and encouragement for innovatidm the present study, academic emphasis,
which accounted for the greatest amount of variamedficacy for student engagement for
elementary and middle school teachers was defigethtorderly and serious learning
environment. Newmann(1989) also found that orgdtional factors produced more powerful
relationships to efficacy than background variabBesckground variables were school size,
urbanicity, percentage of white students, percentdglisadvantaged students, and students’
abilities on entering school. Newmann (1989) fothratt the percentage of disadvantaged
students had no relationship to efficacy when olla@kground variables were controlled. Data
indicated that when schools were similar in otheskground features, teachers in schools with
high minority enroliments may make special effdhigt pay off in a greater sense of efficacy and
higher expectations for students (Newmann, 1989).

Results of this study differ from Tobin et al. (&) that organizational climate was not a
strong predictor of teaching efficacy. Althoughtitically significant, organizational climate
was not as strong a predictor of teaching effiaxpther predictor variables. Tobin et al.
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(2006) however, did find that organizational leaghpredicted teaching efficacy.
Organizational learning was defined as an emplaypeiception of the degree of organizational
support towards learning and developmental aatwifTobin et al., 2006). Tobin et al. (2006)
suggested that moving beyond organizational clir@trganizational learning might be a
solution to improve the organizational climate cficols in order to enhance teaching efficacy.

Descriptive statistics from this study were cotgiswith findings from Matrtin et al.
(2012) that elementary teachers scored higherrthiddle school teachers on student
engagement. Martin et al. (2012) wrote that teeschio doubt their ability to engage students
are likely to increase efforts to control instroctiwhich leads to greater stress from student
behavior and a lessened sense of personal accompiid which in turn drains emotional energy
and decreases job satisfaction. Results fromsthidy showed that the mean score for student
engagement for elementary teachers was higherfthaniddle school teachers.
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies

This section includes discussion of the findingsdfficacy in instructional strategies in
elementary, middle, and high schools. The follayiesearch questions guided the study on
efficacy in instructional strategies.

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatinstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatinstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatinstructional strategies is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?
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Veenman (1984) found that dealing with individddaferences among students was the
third largest problem identified by beginning teash Varying curricular and instructional
practices to meet the needs of individual studenats a difficult task for beginning teachers.
Findings of the present study show that organiratibealth factors in elementary, middle, and
high schools contribute to teachers’ efficacy Wslthat they can adjust their lessons to the
proper level for individual students, use a var@tyassessment strategies, provide an alternate
explanation when students are confused, implenmtarhative strategies in the classroom, and
provide appropriate challenges for very capabldestits. Organizational health factors in
elementary schools accounted for 30% of the taebnce in teachers’ sense of efficacy for
instructional strategies. The organizational lietttors that were the most significant in
predicting efficacy in instructional strategies wa@cademic emphasis and resource influence. In
elementary schools where teachers perceive tharihepal has the ability to affect the actions
of supervisors to the benefit of teachers, teactkrgiven adequate classroom supplies, and
extra instructional materials are easily obtairedementary beginning Hispanic teachers feel
efficacious in instructional strategies. Howeawrademic emphasis was the strongest predictor
of efficacy in instructional strategies. This find indicates that in elementary schools with a
high press for achievement, and students who nxpetcéations for achievement and respect
other students who do well in school, beginningoldisc elementary teachers feel efficacious in
instructional strategies.

Organizational health factors in middle schoald kigh schools accounted for 15% and
18% of the total variance in efficacy in instruct@ strategies, respectively. In middle schools
and high schools, academic emphasis was the ngosticant factor in predicting efficacy in
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instructional strategies. In middle schools arghlgchools that are driven by a quest for
academic excellence, high but achievable goalsetrghe learning environment is orderly and
serious, teachers believe in students’ abilitydoi@ve, and students work hard and respect other
students who do well academically, beginning Hisp&eachers feel efficacious in instructional
strategies.

This study added to the body of knowledge of leghool teachers’ perceptions of the
role of the principal. The theoretical model foe tOrganizational Health Inventory for
Secondary Schools contains two separate factorsléisaribe the role of the principal. One of
these is Consideration which is defined as prindpgaavior that is friendly, supportive and
collegial. The other is Initiating Structure whiishdefined as the principal’s task and
achievement oriented behavior. The principal mdke®r her attitudes and expectations clear
and maintains standards for performance. In thidys beginning Hispanic high school
teachers’ responses for these two items loadedabsiagle factor. High school teachers in this
sample did not distinguish between the two sepaods of the principal. High school teachers
in this study perceived the principal’s tasks dfisg standards for performance and supportive,
friendly and collegial behavior as one role. Hoesm\a separate factor that described the
principals’ role in affecting the actions of supsors was extracted from the responses. Given
that the sample population in this study, beginmtingpanic high school teachers, is different
from previous empirical research on teacher effiGaud school organizational health, this
finding suggests the need for additional reseagghanding the measure of organizational health

in high schools.
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Results from this study support empirical resediradings previously reported. Findings
from this study are consistent with Taylor and TEddtori (1995) that school climate was a
predictor of teachers’ sense of efficacy. The pizition climate factors that were identified by
Taylor and Tashakkori (1995) as the best prediaibtsachers’ sense of efficacy were faculty
communication and lack of obstacles to teachingstérles to teaching as described by Taylor
and Tashakkori (1995) were: students that are adaepof learning material, student attitudes
that reduce academic success, drug and alcohat ahaisinterferes with teaching, student
misbehavior that interferes with teaching, andirmituties that interfere with teaching. The
lack of these obstacles to teaching is similarcexdamic emphasis in this study, specifically, a
school environment that is orderly and seriousjestis who work hard and respect other
students who do well academically, and goals fedesit achievement that are high but
achievable.

Results, from the elementary data in this stughpstt the research findings reported by
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) that thetestual variable of teaching resources
was strongly related to beginning teachers’ sehsd#fioacy which included efficacy for student
engagement, efficacy for instructional strategeel efficacy for classroom management. In the
present study resource influence was a significanable in elementary teachers’ sense of
efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in indinmal strategies, and efficacy in classroom
management. In this study resource influenceeamehtary schools was defined as adequate
classroom supplies and easily obtainable instroaticesources, but also included the principal’s
ability to affect the actions of supervisors foe thenefit of teachers. The similar variable for
middle and high schools, labeled as resource supgmbnot include the principal’s role with
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supervisors; it was defined as having adequaterdam supplies and instructional materials,
and extra materials easily obtainable. This mag beason why this factor was not significant in
predicting teaching efficacy using middle and hsghool data.

Efficacy in Classroom Management

This section includes discussion of the findingsdfficacy in classroom management in
elementary, middle, and high schools. The follayviesearch questions guided the study of
efficacy in classroom management.

How much of the total variance of teaching efficatclassroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in elementary schools?

How much of the total variance of teaching effican classroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in middle schools?

How much of the total variance of teaching effican classroom management is
accounted for or explained by the school healthedisions in high schools?

Findings for this study show that organizationadlth factors in elementary, middle, and
high schools contribute to teachers’ efficacy sltbat they can control disruptive behavior in
the classroom, get children to follow classroonesucalm a student who is disruptive or noisy,
establish a classroom management system with eaap gof students, and keep a few problem
students from ruining an entire lesson.

Organizational health factors in elementary schastounted for 18% of the total
variance in teachers’ sense of efficacy for clamsronanagement. The organizational health
factors that were the most significant in predigtefficacy in classroom management were
academic emphasis and resource influence. In el@myeschools where teachers perceive that
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the principal has the ability to affect the actiahsupervisors to the benefit of teachers, teacher
are given adequate classroom supplies, and esfraictional materials are easily obtained,
beginning Hispanic elementary teachers feel efieacin classroom management. However,
academic emphasis was the strongest predictoficdey in classroom management. This
finding indicates that in elementary schools withigh press for achievement, and students who
meet expectations for achievement and respect sthéents who do well in school, beginning
Hispanic elementary teachers feel efficacious assloom management.

Organizational health factors in middle schowold high schools accounted for 17% and
23% of the total variance in efficacy in classrooranagement, respectively. In middle schools
and high schools academic emphasis was the maosficigt factor in predicting efficacy in
classroom management. In middle schools and lulghats that are driven by a quest for
academic excellence, high but achievable goalsetrghe learning environment is orderly and
serious, teachers believe in students’ abilitydoi@ve, and students work hard and respect other
students who do well academically, beginning Hispéeachers feel efficacious in classroom
management.

Results of this study support findings from Leale(1991) that school organization
substantially impacts teachers’ efficacy. Spealfic Lee et al. (1991) found that schools with
much less orderly environments are less likelyaweehefficacious teachers. This study also
supports findings from Pas et al. (2012) that academphasis was significantly related to
teacher efficacy. Pas et al. (2012) also foundtdecher affiliation and collegial leadership
were significantly related to teacher efficacy.the present study teacher affiliation and
collegial leadership were not significant factorgredicting efficacy in classroom management.
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Only academic emphasis was a significant factotrdmring to the variance in teacher efficacy
in classroom management for middle and high scteaahers. Elementary data showed that
academic emphasis and resource influence weresipittiicant organizational health factors
that predicted efficacy in classroom managemestamentary teachers.

Results from this study are consistent with tiseaech findings of Ware and Kitsantas
(2011) that teachers’ sense of efficacy for clazsronanagement was not impacted by any
principal — level variables. In the present sttltgorganizational health factors for principal
behavior were not significant in predicting teashsense of efficacy, including efficacy in
classroom management. The principal variableBen¥are and Kitsantas (2011) study included
curriculum and influence standards, policy and dpeninfluence, source of professional
development, and the principal’s engagement iroffexations of the school. In the present
study the principal’s role was defined by collededdership that is friendly supportive, and
open, setting the tone for performance by lettiaggde know what is expected of them,
maintaining definite standards of performance, laandng the ability to affect the actions of
supervisors.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine how nafiche total variance of teaching
efficacy beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers wesounted for or explained by the
organizational health of schools as perceived aglters in a South Texas School District. The
construct of teaching efficacy was measured usirggtsubscales in the Teacher’'s Sense of
Efficacy Scale. The three subscales are: effitasyudent engagement, efficacy in instructional
strategies, and efficacy in classroom managemBeaching efficacy beliefs of beginning
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Hispanic teachers in elementary, middle, and haffosl were studied. The conclusions of this
study, based on the data analyses and discussfordioigs are summarized below.

First, there is a significant relationship betwsense of efficacy in student engagement
of beginning Hispanic teachers and the organizatibeaalth of elementary, middle, and high
schools. Academic emphasis was found to accounhéogreatest amount of variance in
efficacy in student engagement for elementary, teidghd high school beginning Hispanic
teachers. When students meet expectations fordulgievement by working hard, seeking extra
work, and respecting other students who get goadeayg, beginning Hispanic teachers feel
efficacious in student engagement. In elementelnpals resource influence was also
significant in predicting teacher efficacy in stattengagement.

Secondly, organizational health factors in elemgntmiddle, and high schools are
related to teacher’s sense of efficacy in instarl strategies. The organizational health of
elementary, middle, and high schools contributeeézher beliefs that they can adjust their
lessons to the proper level for individual studense a variety of assessment strategies, provide
an alternate explanation when students are confus@tement alternative strategies in the
classroom, and provide appropriate challengesdoy gapable students. Academic emphasis
was the most significant factor in predicting ety in instructional strategies. In schools that
are driven by a quest for academic excellence, biglachievable goals are set, the learning
environment is orderly and serious, teachers beliestudents’ ability to achieve, and students
work hard and respect other students who do wall@mically, beginning Hispanic teachers feel

efficacious in instructional strategies.
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Thirdly, organizational health factors in elemeptaniddle, and high schools contribute
to teachers’ beliefs that they can control dismgbehavior in the classroom, get children to
follow classroom rules, calm a student who is ¢ghise or noisy, establish a classroom
management system with each group of studentskesya few problem students from ruining
an entire lesson. Academic emphasis was the ngratisant factor in predicting efficacy in
classroom management. In schools that are driyenduest for academic excellence, high but
achievable goals are set, the learning environmsesrderly and serious, teachers believe in
students’ ability to achieve, and students worldhaard respect other students who do well
academically, beginning Hispanic teachers feetatiious in classroom management.

Implications and Recommendations

High rates of teacher turnover have financial iwgdions that drain schools resources in
recruitment, selection, induction, and trainingegBining teachers who leave the teaching
profession sacrifice the time, effort and financedources they invested in obtaining their
teaching credentials. Furthermore, the time tkpegenced teachers spend mentoring new
teachers who will ultimately leave puts a strairtlogir own time, energy, and most importantly
takes their time away from their students. Itrifaal that beginning Hispanic teachers be
supported in the first years of teaching so thay tihevelop a strong sense of efficacy.

This study will advance educational leaders’ ustierding of the importance of teachers’
sense of efficacy to school outcomes. A stromgs®f teaching efficacy is related to school
outcomes such as student achievement (Ashton, \&dédda, 1983; Wheatly, 2005; Gibson &
Dembo, 1984; Ashton & Webb, 1986), successful sctimsange efforts (Guskey, 1988), and
teacher commitment to the profession (Coladar@2i®osenholtz, 1989; Ebmeier, 2003; Ware
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& Kitsantas, 2011; Evans & Tribble, 1986). Undansling the relationship between teachers’
sense of efficacy to school organizational facteismportant in school improvement efforts.
Findings of this study underscore the positivectfteat organizational health of schools can
have on teachers’ sense of efficacy. The findofghis study further point to the significance
that a school’s academic press can have on théagewent of efficacy beliefs of beginning
Hispanic teachers. This study has implicationsrfgoroving academic emphasis in schools to
improve teachers’ sense of efficacy. These effgntauld include improving students’ work
ethic, persistence, and effort in completing schvamlk. Academic emphasis as defined in the
present study includes having students who worll,lerd who respect other students who do
well academically. Programs that promote high anad achievement among students are
necessary to change student attitudes about gteopkperformance. Also, programs that help
build positive relationships between students aadhers are also necessary to increase
academic emphasis.

Results of this study have implications for teagtreparation programs. Teacher
education programs need to prepare teachers tcaseletreate support for themselves in the
early years of teaching. The goal of teachergmagpn programs should be to help pre-service
teachers develop skills that will help them accastpthe day to day tasks of teaching, including
theory for student motivation, and practice andegigmce with classroom management.
Preparation programs also need to provide actvitiereflection on theory and practice of
instructional strategies and student engagememitlest teaching experiences should be planned

in school environments with a strong academic emighhat includes principal and teacher
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press for academic achievement, and students whiolaod and respect other students who
perform well academically.

This study also has implications for educatioealers on the importance of supporting
the development of strong efficacy beliefs of begig teachers early in their careers. Novice
teachers with a high sense of efficacy were méwedylito stay in the teaching profession
(Knobloch & Whittington, 2002). Research has shalat efficacy is most malleable early in
teaching, and that it is resistant to change onisgformed. Educational leaders’ understanding
of how efficacy beliefs are formed and sustainedubhout a teaching career can be valuable to
the development of teachers with a strong senseaching efficacy. Beginning teachers often
underestimate the complexity of teaching, and #maahds that will be placed on them by
administrators, parents, and students. Opporasihould be provided so that beginning
teachers learn about their personal capabilitiegefaching in the student teaching and induction
year. Induction practices can include group mestimith other beginning teachers for
emotional support, consultations with experien@agthers in their classrooms, opportunities to
observe other teachers, and team teaching oppesini

Additionally, this study presents implications 8zhools that serve low socio
economic students. Educational leaders need donfays to support beginning teachers that
work with students in schools with low socio ecomostudents. Woolfolk Hoy and Spero
(2005) found that the socio economic status ofesitglin class was related to teacher
perceptions of the support they received. Teachbostaught students with higher socio
economic status felt more supported and found teathing assignment less difficult than
teachers in low socio economic status classrodmsolfolk and Spero (2005) also found that
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the levels of support teachers received durinditeeyear of teaching correlated to teacher
efficacy levels.

The results of this study are limited by the skngize for middle and high school
teachers, and the study was conducted in one sdisiott; thus, generalization of results is
limited. Future research should consider collectiata from different locations with larger
samples of beginning Hispanic teachers in middtetagh schools that serve economic
disadvantaged students.

Findings from this study indicate that teacheesise of efficacy and organizational
health of schools are important factors to considéne school improvement process. This
study points to the need for longitudinal studlest allow researchers to examine efficacy
beliefs of beginning Hispanic teachers throughaoffieieent stages of their careers. Studies have
shown different levels of efficacy during preseeyitirst year, and subsequent years of teaching.
Studies that track levels of teaching efficacydqreriod of years related to perceptions of the
health of schools would provide valuable informatfor teacher preparation programs and for
educational leaders.

Mixed research methods such as interviews andsfgoaup interviews should be
conducted with beginning Hispanic teachers to wstdad variables that influence teacher
efficacy. Knowing which school factors contribitepositive growth in performance would
help instructional leaders plan for beginning temakevelopment. A mixed methods study
would provide a more in-depth understanding oftteeg efficacy beliefs in relation to school

organizational health factors.
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T oo - RS S SR
Bl U CATTION A
SRUS TUMAN LCOLOGY

ANITA WOOLFOLK HOY. PH.D. PROFESSOR
PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES IN EDUCATION

Dear

You have my permission to use the Zeachers ™ Sense of Efficacy Scale in your research. A copy of both
the long and short forms of the instrument as well as scoring instructions can be found at:

http://www . coe.ohio-state.edusahov/researchinstriumnents. him

Best wishes in your work,

/2’»%/«, ZCC/)M%%{ /4/¢?

Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.

Professor
COLLEGE OF EDucATION PHONE 61a-zo2-3774
29 WEST WOODRUFF AVENUE WA COE . OH oS TATE . EDU/AHOY FAX 614-292-7900
CoLuMBUS, OHIO 43210-1177 Hov.17@osu.EDU

From: Wayne Hoy [whoy@mac.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 26, 2012 4:19 PM
To: Gisela Saenz

Subject: Re: Use of the OHI

HI Gisela--

You have my permission to use the OHI in your research. The instrument and instructions can be found
on my web page [www.waynekhoy.com].
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Monday, August 13, 2012 8:45 PMWayne Hoy [whoy@mac.com]

Actions
To:
Gisela Saenz [gssaenz@broncs.utpa.edu]

HI Gisela--

You have my permission to use any of my scales posted on my web site [www.waynekhoy.com] for

your research, including the OHI for secondary schools.

Good luck.

Wayne

Wayne K. Hoy

Fawcett Professor of

Education Administration

hoy.16@osu.edu

www.waynekhoy.com
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD FOR HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS - PAN AMERICAN

uTpA 1201 West University Drive oo Edinburg, Texas 78539-2999 ¢ (956) 381-3002 Office * (956)
381-2940 Fax

NOTICE OF APPROVAL
Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects (IRB)
FWA#00000805

TO: Gisela Saenz

FROM: Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects in Research

DATE: October 30, 2012

RE: IRB# 2012-089-09; "Efficacy Beliefs of Beginning Hispanic Teachers and the

Organizational Health of Schools in a South Texas School District"

The IRB protocol referenced above has been reviewed and APPROVED. Basis for approval: Expedited,
Category #7

Approval expiration date: October 18, 2013

Recruitment and Informed Consent: You must follow the recruitment and consent procedures that were
approved. If your study uses an informed consent form or study information handout, you will receive
an IRB-approval stamped PDF of the document(s) for distribution to subjects.

Modifications to the approved protocol: Modifications to the approved protocol (including recruitment
methods, study procedures, survey/interview questions, personnel, consent form, or subject
population), must be submitted in writing to the IRB at irb@utpa.edu for review. Changes must not be
implemented until approved by the 1RB.

Approval expiration and renewal: Your study approval expires on the date noted above. You will receive
a continuing review (renewal) form from the IRB approximately 2-4 weeks before approval expiration,
which should be completed and returned immediately. If you will be interacting with subjects or working
with individually identifiable private information, you need to have active IRB approval. Failure to return
the form will result in your study file being closed on the approval expiration date.

Data retention: All research data and signed informed consent documents should be retained for a
minimum of 3 years after completion of the study.
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Approved by: Date: 10/30/2012 Dr. Patricia Gon
Chair, Institutional Review Board

cc: Dr. Sayed Sadiq Shah, Vice Provost for Research and Sponsored Projects
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September 21, 2012

Dear Superintendent of Schools,

| am conducting a study on, “Efficacy Beliefs ofggening Hispanic Teachers and the
Organizational Health of Schools in a South Texawo8I District.” The purpose of this study is
to examine the teaching efficacy beliefs of bequgridispanic teachers in relation to the
organizational health of schools as perceived agtters. Teaching efficacy beliefs of
beginning Hispanic teachers in elementary, midahel high schools will be studied using three
subscales: efficacy in student engagement, effisagystructional strategies, and efficacy in
classroom management. School organizational hedlltbe studied using individual teacher
perceptions of the health of their school usingtipld subscales of school health.

This study is being conducted as partial fulfillhér my doctorate in educational leadership at
the University of Texas-Pan American in Edinburgxds. | am requesting permission to collect
data from beginning Hispanic teachers in your @istrBeginning teachers are those with one to
five years of completed teaching experience. Raltdbe collected using an anonymous self-
report survey. The survey should take approxingateénty minutes to complete. | have
developed a protocol for administering the sury&t tncludes informing principals about the
study, and all the steps in the data collectiorc@ss. Any information that is obtained from the
surveys for this study will remain confidential. & results that are published will not reference
any individuals, schools, or district. Particijpatifor this study is voluntary, and participants
may discontinue their participation at any timeidgithe survey.

| anticipate that this research study will provateopportunity for school districts to gain
knowledge of the efficacy beliefs of beginning Hisf teachers in relation to their perception of
the health of their school that will contributeincreased student performance. Upon concluding
my study, | will be glad to share the results W#hders in the district.

Sincerely,

Gisela S. Saenz
Doctoral Student
The University of Texas-Pan American in Edinburgxds
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ANONYMOUS SELF-REPORT SURVEY
CONSENT FORM

Study title: EFFICACY BELIEFS OF BEGINNING HISPANITEACHERS AND THE
ORGANIZATIONAL HEALTH OF SCHOOLS IN ASOUTH TEXAS SBOOL DISTRICT

This research survey is being conducted by Gisea8nz from the University of Texas — Pan
American/UTPA. | am conducting a research studyuabwe efficacy beliefs of beginning
Hispanic teachers. The following survey should takeut twenty minutes to complete.

If you would prefer not to participate, simply retuithe blank survey. Your responses are
anonymous; you should not include any identifyinigpimation on this survey. | ask that you try
to answer all questions. However, if there are gumgstions that you would prefer to skip, simply
leave the answer blank. You must be at least 168 \ad to participatdf you are not 18 or

older, please inform the researcher and do not detaghe survey.

Researcher contact information: Name: Gisela Sa5agle: Doctoral Student
Dept: Educational Leadership

The University of Texas-Pan American

Phone: 956-225-3809

Email: gssaenz@broncs.upta.edu

This research has been reviewed and approved hgstiitional Review Board for Human
Subjects Protection (IRB). If you have any questiahout your rights as a participant, or if you
feel that your rights as a participant were nota@éely met by the researcher, please contact the
IRB at 956.665.2888r irb@utpa.eduYou are also invited to provide anonymous feedlack

the IRB by visitingwww.utpa.edu/IRBfeedback.

Please keep this sheet for your reference.
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ClassroomManagement (Elementary) Stem-and-Leaf Plot
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Student Engagement (Elementary) Stem-and-Leaf Plot
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Teacher Affiliation (Elementary) Stem-and-Leaf Plot

Frequency Stem & Leaf
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Resource Influence (Elementary) Stem-and-Leaf Plot
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Institutional Integrity (Elementary) Stem-and-Lédbt
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Academic Emphasis (Elementary) Stem-and-Leaf Plot
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Instructional Strategies (Middle School) Stem-aredlLPlot
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Classroom Management (Middle School) Stem-and-Péatf
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14. 00 4 . 66666677777777
14. 00 4 . 88888889999999
13. 00 5 . 0000001111111
7.00 5. 2222333
6. 00 5 . 444444
Stem wi dt h: 10. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

607

505

309

204

48

T
classroommanagement
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Student Engagement (Middle School) Stem-and-Leaf Pl

Fr equency

1

00

.00

1
7.
16.
15.
20.
11.
22.
20.
8.
5.

Stem wi dt h:
Each | eaf:

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

Stem & Leaf

5

8

0111111
2222222223333333
444444444455555
66666667777777T7TT777
88888889999
0000000000000001111111
22222222222222223333
44444445

66666

WWWWNNNNNRER R

10. 00
1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

407

357

30

257

209

159

T
studentengagement
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Fr equency

o
©COONO® AN

N =
=~

Stem wi dt h:
Each | eaf:

. 00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
11.

9.

00
00

Collegial Leadership (Middle School) Stem-and-Le&dt

Stem & Leaf

89

1111

22233333

445555

6666777777
888888999999
000001111
22223333
444444555
66666667777777777
888888888899999999999
00000001111
222222222

WWNNNNNRPRPRPRPRPRPRLPOO

10. 00
1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

357

304

207

157

109

T
collegialleadership
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Resource Support (Middle School) Stem-and-Leaf Plot

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1.00 5. 0
2.00 6 . 00
2.00 7. 00
3.00 8 . 000
4.00 9 . 0000
5. 00 10 . 00000
5. 00 11 . 00000
6. 00 12 . 000000
8. 00 13 . 00000000
10. 00 14 . 0000000000
4.00 15 . 0000
5.00 16 . 00000
9.00 17 . 000000000
12. 00 18 . 000000000000
11. 00 19 . 00000000000
2.00 20 . 00
4.00 21 . 0000
9.00 22 . 000000000
14. 00 23 . 00000000000000
10. 00 24 . 0000000000

Stem wi dt h: 1.00

Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

257

209

5 —

T
resourcesupport
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Teacher Affiliation (Middle School) Stem-and-LedbfP
Frequency Stem & Leaf

3.00 Extrenmes (=<7.0)

2.00 8 . 00
.00 9 .
3.00 10 . 000
5. 00 11 . 00000
4.00 12 . 0000
9.00 13 . 000000000
15. 00 14 . 000000000000000
22.00 15 . 0000000000000000000000
15. 00 16 . 000000000000000
9.00 17 . 000000000
13. 00 18 . 0000000000000
11. 00 19 . 00000000000
15. 00 20 . 000000000000000
St em wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

20 e E—
18-
16
14—
124
107
- _
109
o
94
& o
96
o

T
teacheraffiliation
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Principal Influence (Middle School) Stem-and-Le&itP

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<3.0)
4.00 6 . 0000
1.00 7. 0
5. 00 8 . 00000
4.00 9 . 0000
5. 00 10 . 00000
10. 00 11 . 0000000000
8. 00 12 . 00000000
11. 00 13 . 00000000000
18. 00 14 . 000000000000000000
15. 00 15 . 000000000000000
17. 00 16 . 00000000000000000
9.00 17 . 000000000
9.00 18 . 000000000
5. 00 19 . 00000
4.00 20 . 0000
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

117

T
principalinfluence

193



Institutional Integrity (Middle School) Stem-anddfePlot

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1.00 4 . 0
3.00 5. 000
5.00 6 . 00000
5.00 7 . 00000
7.00 8 . 0000000
11. 00 9 . 00000000000
19. 00 10 . 0000000000000000000
14.00 11 . 00000000000000
13.00 12 . 0000000000000
11. 00 13 . 00000000000
15. 00 14 . 000000000000000
8.00 15 . 00000000
3.00 16 . 000
3.00 17 . 000
4.00 18 . 0000
2.00 19 . 00
2.00 20 . 00
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

o

T
institutionalintegrity

194



Academic Emphasis (Middle School) Stem-and-Leat Plo

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<6.0)
3.00 9 . 000
3.00 10 . 000
4.00 11 . 0000
9.00 12 . 000000000
16. 00 13 . 0000000000000000
12.00 14 . 000000000000
22.00 15 . 0000000000000000000000
20. 00 16 . 00000000000000000000
18. 00 17 . 000000000000000000
7.00 18 . 0000000
3.00 19 . 000
1.00 20. O
4.00 21 . 0000
2.00 22 . 00
1. 00 Extrenes (>=24.0)
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

257
91

20

109

T
academicemphasis

195



Instructional Strategies (High School) Stem-andflFdat

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<29)
2.00 4 . 03
4.00 4 . 5788
7.00 5. 0112223
16. 00 5. 5666777888888899
19. 00 6 . 0111111233333333444
24. 00 6 . 555666666778888888999999
20. 00 7 . 00000111122222233334
16. 00 7 . 5555666667778889
7.00 8 . 0011111
Stem wi dt h: 10. 00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
B0
B0~

401 —

78

207

T
instructionalstrategies
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Fr equency

1

6.

9.
18.
17.
26.
22.
17.

Stem wi dt h:
Each | eaf:

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

Classroom Management (High School) Stem-and-Leaf Pl
Stem & Leaf

9

112344

556677889
012222222233444444
55566677788899999
00000011222222333344444444
5555666777777888999999
00000111222333333

OO DWWN

10. 00
1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

607

40

30

T
classroommanagement
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Academic Emphasis (High School) Stem-and-Leaf Plot

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1.00 10. O
4.00 11 . 0000
2.00 12 . 00
3.00 13 . 000
7.00 14 . 0000000
8. 00 15 . 00000000
13. 00 16 . 0000000000000
7.00 17 . 0000000
16. 00 18 . 0000000000000000
15. 00 19 . 000000000000000
12. 00 20 . 000000000000
12. 00 21 . 000000000000
6. 00 22 . 000000
5.00 23 . 00000
5. 00 24 . 00000
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
22.57
20.07
17.57

15.04

12.57

10.04 _—

T
academicemphasis
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Consideration and Initiating Structure (High Schdtiem-and-Leaf Plot

Frequency Stem & Leaf

2.00 Extrenmes (=<17.0)
1.00 8. O
1.00 19. O
.00 20 .
2.00 21 . 00
2.00 22 . 00
2.00 23 . 00
.00 24 .
5. 00 25 . 00000
7.00 26 . 0000000
5. 00 27 . 00000
4.00 28 . 0000
11. 00 29 . 00000000000
6. 00 30 . 000000
8. 00 31 . 00000000
7.00 32 . 0000000
7.00 33 . 0000000
15. 00 34 . 000000000000000
10. 00 35 . 0000000000
21.00 36 . 000000000000000000000
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
40
35 I
307
251
20
1
o]
157
74
107 Q

T
considerationandinitiatingstructure
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Resource Support (High School) Stem-and-Leaf Plot

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<5.0)
2.00 6 . 00
1.00 7. 0
4.00 8 . 0000
.00 9 .
10. 00 10 . 0000000000
5. 00 11 . 00000
3.00 12 . 000
9.00 13 . 000000000
6. 00 14 . 000000
24. 00 15 . 000000000000000000000000
7.00 16 . 0000000
9.00 17 . 000000000
11. 00 18 . 00000000000
8. 00 19 . 00000000
16. 00 20 . 0000000000000000
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
207 e E—
187
16
144
127
10
.
. —
OS

T
resourcesupport
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Institutional Integrity (High School) Stem-and-LeRibt

Frequency Stem & Leaf

1. 00 Extrenes (=<1.0)
3.00 6 . 000
9.00 7 . 000000000
4.00 8 . 0000
15. 00 9 . 000000000000000
15. 00 10 . 000000000000000
14. 00 11 . 00000000000000
15. 00 12 . 000000000000000
11. 00 13 . 00000000000
10. 00 14 . 0000000000
6. 00 15 . 000000
6. 00 16 . 000000
1.00 17 . O
4.00 18 . 0000
1.00 19. O
1.00 20. O
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
207  E—
15
10

69

T
institutionalintegrity
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Principal Influence (High School) Stem-and-LeaftPlo
Frequency Stem & Leaf

8. 00 Extrenes (=<4.0)

2.00 5. 00
.00 5.
6. 00 6 . 000000
.00 6 .
10. 00 7 . 0000000000
.00 7.
18. 00 8 . 000000000000000000
.00 8 .
23.00 9 . 00000000000000000000000
.00 9 .
20. 00 10 . 00000000000000000000
.00 10 .
15. 00 11 000000000000000
.00 11 .
14. 00 12 .  00000000000000
Stem wi dt h: 1.00
Each | eaf: 1 case(s)
Box and Whisker Display
127 D —
10
-
-
33 73
4 °
67 70102
Le]
.
*69
] 100

T
principalinfluence
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Fr equency

1.00
.00
8. 00
. 00
10. 00
.00
13.00
. 00
21.00
.00
25.00
. 00
13. 00
. 00
25.00

Stem wi dt h:
Each | eaf:

Morale (High School) Stem-and-Leaf Plot

Stem & Leaf
5. 0
5 .
6 . 00000000
S 0000000000
& 0000000000000
5 " 000000000000000000000
10 0000000000000000000000000
11 0000000000000
15 0000000000000000000000000

1 case(s)

Box and Whisker Display

124

1071

T
marale
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