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ABSTRACT
The Impact of Principal Leadership Behaviors on the Efficacy of New and Experienced
Schools to Watch-Taking Center Stage Middle School Teachers
by Melanie A. Dopson
Purpose: The purpose of this quantitative study is to identify the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools.
Methodology: This quantitative study investigated leadership behaviors of principals
that enhance the efficacy of teachers. Teachers from Bay Area – Sacramento STW-TCS
middle schools were surveyed using the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and
Principal Rating and Rating Scale (PRRS). Demographic information was obtained to
compare principal behaviors and teacher efficacy in relation to teacher gender, teacher
years of experience, poverty level of school, school size, and location of school
community.
Findings: Examination of data from the 251 participants indicated that teacher efficacy
was significantly affected by principal behaviors. Teachers with the least amount of
experience identified the fewest amount of significant principal behaviors enhancing
efficacy, whereas teachers with the most experience identified the most number of
significant principal behaviors.
Conclusions: Efficacy among the least experienced teachers at STW-TCS middle
schools is affected only by their principal’s influence on their own supervisor. As
teachers gain more experience, the principal behavior of influencing supervisors remains
important but becomes less so compared to giving teachers opportunities to make
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decisions and being involved in the school site (empowering staff), creating teams
working towards a shared goal (inspiring group purpose), protecting instructional time
(discipline), being aware of the campus happenings (situational awareness) and
employing a variety of leadership behaviors dependent upon the situation (flexibility).
For the most experienced teachers, all of the above principal behaviors are statistically
significant in building teacher efficacy, with the exception of flexibility, and in the
addition of communication, monitoring and evaluating instruction, and contingent
rewards.
Recommendations: Further research is recommended to validate the results of this
study, as well as expanding the knowledge of the impact of principal leadership behaviors
on teacher efficacy. This includes replicating the present study with a sample population
of other STW-TCS regions in California, as well as identified Schools to Watch middle
schools throughout the country. Examination of the leadership behaviors of principals of
these model middle schools could assist struggling schools.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
With the continued pressure to close the ever-elusive academic achievement gap,
educators must work together to build successful and engaging schools for students.
Effective principals are one key component in this process. Recent studies have
connected effective principal leadership to positive student achievement (Dufour &
Marzano, 2011; Robinson, 2007), school improvement (National Education Association
(NEA), 2008), teacher satisfaction (NEA, 2008) and even teacher willingness to remain
at their school site (Hirsh, Emerick, Church, Reeves, & Fuller, 2006). Additionally, the
NEA (2008), asserts “there is no one factor more important for attracting and retaining
teachers and improving schools than a skilled and knowledgeable leader who is
responsive to the needs of all teachers and students” (p. 3).
Sincere leaders are often seen as more trustworthy, which may lead to a greater
ability of the leader to inspire others. Dufour and Marzano (2011) suggest “leadership is
ultimately about the ability to influence others” (p.3). This ability to influence can play a
significant role in developing the self-efficacy of the teaching faculty. Self-efficacy can
be defined as “teachers’ belief in their abilities to organize and execute courses of action
necessary to bring about desired results” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy,
1998, p. 22). A skilled and persuasive principal can positively influence teachers’ selfefficacy by providing encouragement and creating a school environment where teachers
are confident they can make a difference in the lives of their students (Goddard &
Salloum, 2011).
Studies show teachers’ sense of efficacy directly affects their effectiveness in the
classroom (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008), their ability to impact student

1

achievement and learning (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Klassen, Tze, Betts & Gordon, 2010),
and their attitudes about their own professional capabilities (Berman, McLaughlin, Bass,
Pauly, & Zellman, 1977).
Understanding the relationship in schools between specific leadership behaviors
of principals and the efficacy of new and experienced teachers may assist educational
leaders in supporting and retaining teachers, as well as building effective and highperforming schools. This current research hopes to inform principals about their
leadership behaviors that will assist their teachers to develop a strong sense of selfefficacy.
Examining the link between teacher efficacy and principal leadership behaviors is
especially important with regard to new teachers. With little to no experience, it is not
uncommon for new teachers to lack confidence. Elliot, Isaccs and Chugani (2010) state
“early career teachers who do not have a sense of self-efficacy for teaching, due to lack
of prior experience, preparation, or other factors, may be more likely to leave the
profession within the first few years” (p. 134). In fact, research shows that approximately
33% of teachers leave teaching within the first three years due to lack of support
(Ingersoll, 2001; Kelley, 2004). By five years, approximately 40% to 50% of new
teachers have left the teaching profession (Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey, 2014). Through
the identification of problems and by providing the necessary support, principals play a
substantial role in not only assisting new teachers in increasing their sense of selfefficacy toward teaching, but also in improving their retention rates (Elliot et al., 2010).
Research on the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers at the pre-service, elementary,
and high school levels is well documented, yet there is significantly less focus on middle
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school teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs (Klassen et al., 2010). This lack of attention to the
middle grades is not uncommon. Often referred to as the stepchild of education, middle
school was “designed to be just what its name suggested – a school in the middle”
(Romano & Georgiady, 1994, p. 4). Middle school has historically been deemed an
afterthought of educators and policymakers; therefore, the structure of middle school has
often been dictated by budgets, transportation issues, and facilities, rather than the actual
needs of students (National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), 2006).
Within the past few decades, the traditional dismissive attitude toward middle grades
education has finally taken a positive turn, as several studies have highlighted the
significance and importance of the middle grades (Williams et al., 2010).
Middle school is a time when “adolescents make choices that have fateful
consequences both in the short term and for the rest of their lives – choices affecting their
health, their education, and the people they become” (Jackson & Davis, 2000). Middle
grade educators must be able to understand the complex levels of development occurring
with young adolescents; a period of time comparable only to infancy (California
Department of Education (CDE), 1987). In addition to considering the social, emotional,
and physical development of early adolescents, middle grade educators must also create
schools that are academically excellent in order to prepare students for high school and
beyond (NASSP, 2006).
To assist educators in creating middle schools that are focused on both the
academic and developmental needs of early adolescents, the National Forum to
Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, often referred to as the National Forum, created the
Schools to Watch (STW) program in 1999 (National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades
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Reform, 2013a). The STW program identifies model middle schools throughout the
United States. These schools have shown exceptional success and consistent progress in
four key criteria areas: (a) Academic Excellence; (b) Developmental Responsiveness; (c)
Social Equity; and (d) Organizational Structures and Processes (National Forum to
Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2013b). STW schools serve as models that other
middle schools can ask questions of and learn from, and ideally, improve their own
practices. In 2008, the California Department of Education (CDE) and the California
League of Middle Schools (CLMS) joined forces with the STW program to create
California’s Schools to Watch – Taking Center Stage (STW-TCS) program (California
STW-TCS, 2015). As of 2015, California has identified 66 middle schools throughout
the state as STW-TCS model middle schools (California STW-TCS, 2015).
The 21st century has brought increasing demands upon today’s educators. From
closing the achievement gap to raising the academic achievement of all students, the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 significantly raised the bar of educational
expectations in the United States (NEA, 2008). In 2015, the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) replaced NCLB but maintained a focus on closing the achievement gap and
helping every child achieve (Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), 2015). By
demonstrating strong instructional leadership qualities, the site principal can create a
school which not only meets the rigorous requirements set by policymakers, but can
meaningfully affect teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in a positive manner (Ashton & Webb,
1986; Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci & Cagatay Kilinc, 2012). Understanding the relationship
that exists between a principal’s leadership skills and teachers’ sense of self-efficacy can
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guide site leaders to effectively work with teachers of all experience levels to help them
establish and maintain a strong sense of efficacy.
Background
Effective School Leaders
With each new federal and state mandate the role of the principal grows in
complexity. Principals today are expected to be “educational visionaries, instructional
and curriculum leaders, assessment experts, disciplinarians, community builders, public
experts, budget analysts, facility managers, special program administrators, and expert
overseers of legal, contractual, and policy mandates and initiatives” (Davis, DarlingHammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005, “Getting the Facts,” para 1). Even with the
ever-growing list of challenges and responsibilities presented to principals, closing the
achievement gap and raising the academic achievement level of all students remain at the
top of the priority list (NEA, 2008). No other time in the history of education rivals the
current challenges for today’s principal; a time with a multitude of requirements for
student progress with so many challenged learners and diminishing resources (DuFour &
Marzano, 2011).
Effective school leaders make a significant difference in positive student
achievement (DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Robinson, 2007; Wallace Foundation, 2006).
DuFour and Marzano (2011) proclaim “the principal’s influence on student achievement
passes through teachers. In other words, the principal affects teachers who in turn have a
direct influence on student achievement” (p. 49). In fact, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty
(2005) showed a significant relationship between leadership behaviors and student
achievement through a meta-analysis of over 70 studies. Their examination led to a
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recommendation of 21 specific behaviors school leaders can engage in that would
substantially increase student achievement on a school campus. Of the 21 characteristics
defined for effective school leaders, Marzano et al., (2005) specifically tied the leadership
characteristics of affirmation and optimizer to building the sense of efficacy among a
teaching staff. Therefore, an important role for the school principal is to be the key
leader in helping the faculty foster a belief that they can make a significance difference in
the academic achievement of their students.
An effective principal at the middle school level must support the middle school
concept by working collaboratively with faculty to implement research-based,
recommended programs and practices at their school site (McEwin & Green, 2010). A
shared decision-making process is utilized bringing teachers, students, administration,
and parents together to gather information, especially in high-stakes decisions (George,
2009). The middle level leader must develop a joint sense of responsibility so every staff
member carries with him an obligation to help every child reach his greatest potential.
Marzano et al. (2005) described this concept as a purposeful community, one where the
entire school community feels a high sense of efficacy to achieve goals and priorities
through a mutual decision-making process.
Efficacy
The concept of efficacy is rooted in Albert Bandura’s cognitive social learning
theory, in which motivational levels are based on a self-evaluation system (Bandura,
1986). Every person has a certain level of control over his own thoughts, feelings, and
actions; how one reacts to his assessment of each will determine his next steps. Elliott et
al. (2010) state “these self-evaluations help determine how much effort individuals will
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expend on any activity, how long they will persevere when confronting obstacles, and
how resilient they will be in adverse situations” (p. 136). Therefore, it is these selfevaluations of capability that will determine the effort one will put into a goal or task.
Bandura (1986) defined self-efficacy as “peoples’ judgments of their capabilities to
organize and execute course of action required to attain designated types of performance”
(p. 391). Bandura’s work provided the foundation for future researchers to study how
self-efficacy specifically affects teachers and, ultimately, students.
Research on teachers’ self-efficacy originated in the 1970s with a study
performed by the Rand organization examining the beliefs of teachers’ on student
achievement (Tshannen-Moran et al., 1998). Gibson and Dembo (1984) extended the
Rand study by measuring both personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy.
Personal teaching efficacy is “essentially teachers’ competence beliefs,” while general
teaching efficacy refers to the “expectancy beliefs that their effectiveness is limited by
environmental obstacles” (Gibson & Dembo, 1984, p.2). The research of Aston and
Webb (1986) specifically examined the self-efficacy of teachers by further investigating
the two dimensions of efficacy, personal teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy.
They concluded that a “sense of efficacy refers to teachers’ situation-specific expectation
that they can help students learn” (Ashton & Webb, 1986, p. 3). Supporting the work of
previous researchers, Hipp (1996) also determined a two-dimensional construct of selfefficacy and concluded “if a strong sense of efficacy motivates teachers to higher level of
competence and success, then an increased focus on this teacher attribute is critical to the
improvement of student performance” (p. 3). Teacher efficacy research is significant
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because it highlights a direct link between teachers’ sense of efficacy and the academic
achievement of students.
Efficacy and Student Achievement
The ultimate measure of an effective teacher is the academic achievement of his
students. Consequently, understanding the impact of teachers’ sense of efficacy on
student learning and educational success becomes even more crucial. Teachers with a
high sense of efficacy often establish and maintain higher levels of expectations for their
students, ultimately leading to greater student academic success (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca & Malone, 2006; Ross & Gray, 2006). Additionally, when
teachers believe they are capable of reaching their desired goals, they are more apt to be
creative, engaged, and persistent in their efforts to reach success (Goddard & Skrla,
2006).
Caprara et al., (2006) examined the relationship between teacher self-efficacy, job
satisfaction, and student achievement of 2,184 teachers in 75 Italian junior high schools.
The study provided “new elements that attest to the influence that their (teachers)
perceived self-efficacy in the ability to effectively handle various tasks, obligations, and
challenges related to their professional role exert on students' academic achievement at
the school level” (p. 484). Even after controlling for previous academic achievement, the
researchers showed teacher efficacy positively affected student achievement and
highlighted teacher efficacy as a “key mechanism through which teachers contribute to
their students’ academic success” (p. 474).
Additional studies have shown a positive relationship between a teachers’ sense
of efficacy and student achievement. The Rand researchers Armor, Conry-Oseguera,
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Cox, King, McDonnell, Pascal, Pauly & Zellman (1976) found a significantly strong
connection between teachers’ sense of efficacy and increases in reading achievement of
students. Ashton & Webb (1986) established that teachers with a higher sense of selfefficacy held higher levels of expectations for their students and worked more with their
students than teachers with a low sense of efficacy. Subsequently, students belonging to
the teachers with a higher sense of efficacy performed better on achievement tests.
Ashton and Webb (1986) concluded “the students’ success then has a positive effect on
their teachers’ sense of efficacy, and the process of reciprocal determination continues in
a mutually reinforcing cycle” (p. 12). Additionally, studies performed by Barton and Oja
(1999), Hipp (1996), and Muijs and Reynolds (2002) all connected a teachers’ sense of
self-efficacy to student achievement. When teachers believe their hard work can make a
true difference in the success of their students, they become more invested in the
sustained effort and dedication to make it happen (Goddard & Skrla, 2006).
The Principal’s Impact on Teacher Efficacy
With so much research illuminating the positive effects of teacher efficacy, it is
vital for site principals to understand the role they play in developing and maintaining a
strong sense of teacher efficacy at a school site. Research conducted by Calik et al.
(2012) confirmed instructional leadership demonstrated by a principal could increase
self-efficacy of teachers. Through leadership behaviors and the power of influence, site
leaders can significantly contribute to the efficacy levels on their school campus (Dufour,
& Marzano, 2011; Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004). With every goal accomplishment,
increase in student progress, and school success, teachers begin to believe further in their
capabilities, ultimately increasing the overall efficacy on campus (Goddard et al., 2004).
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Knowing the site principal can influence teacher efficacy on their campus is a significant
finding, making it crucial for principals to understand how their own leadership abilities
make a difference in teacher self-efficacy at their school. Additionally, studies by
Bulach, Michael and Boothe (1999), Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) and Ross and Gray
(2004) connect teacher efficacy to leadership behaviors of principals.
Bulach, Michael and Boothe (1999) recognized specific behaviors demonstrated
by principals that can either positively or negatively affect teacher efficacy, morale, and
school climate. The five most notable behaviors identified in the success or failure of
principals included trust, instructional leadership, human relations, control, and conflict.
The study indicated:
It is important that schools become places where teachers are engaged in school
reform or renewal efforts for improving the schools and where supervisory
support encourages the entire staff to model behaviors that foster collegiality and
a professional environment. The issue of teachers as part of these professional
communities must be addressed by supervisors who wish to improve their
supervisory skill in building a more supportive climate for helping teachers reach
their full potential. (p. 46)
Through surveying teachers on their level of efficacy and the overall
organizational health of their school, Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) found “two aspects of
organizational life predicted personal teaching efficacy – principal influence and
academic emphasis” (p. 365). In addition, teachers who viewed their principals as having
the ability to work with district level officials to get the necessary supports had a higher
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sense of efficacy. The study also showed a teachers’ sense of efficacy was related to the
responsiveness of the principal and the overall behavior of the students.
Ross and Gray (2004) examined transformational leadership and teacher efficacy
and concluded that principals can affect teacher beliefs by delivering inspirational
messages to the faculty, and by holding individuals with low expectations accountable.
The researchers found principals can also build teacher efficacy by providing vicarious
experiences for teachers, such as the opportunity to observe skilled, experienced teachers
in action. Additionally, principals can assist teachers in reducing their overall stress
levels by protecting teachers from overzealous parents and excessive initiatives. The
seeming connection between leadership behaviors of a site principal and the efficacy
levels of teachers is the focus of this study.
Teaching Experience and Efficacy
The link between the behaviors of principals and teacher efficacy is especially
important in understanding how to nurture and retain new teachers. Teachers with a high
sense of efficacy believe all of their students can learn, make efforts to create meaningful
relationships with students, treat students fairly, appropriately manage student behavior,
and push students to not accept failure (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Principals who assist
novice teachers in building their own teaching efficacy effectively help keep teachers in
the profession. This is especially critical in the current time, as over the past twenty years
the first-year teacher attrition rate has increased by more than 40 percent (Ingersoll, et al.,
2014). Principals in tune with the needs of novice teachers can help build the confidence
and efficacy needed to overcome the challenging first few years of teaching.
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Hoy (2000) concluded the self-efficacy theory “suggests that efficacy may be
most malleable early in learning, thus the first years of teaching could be critical to the
long-term development of teacher efficacy” (p. 2). Efficacy of novice teachers may be
positively affected by an increased opportunity to practice specific teaching techniques
paired with feedback from supervisors (Elliot et al., 2010). These actions are directly
linked to Bandura’s (1986, 1997) proposed four sources of teachers’ sense of efficacy:
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal.
The most influential experience for teacher self-efficacy is mastery experience, which is
accomplished through actually teaching students (Bandura, 1997). Tschannen-Moran
and Hoy (2007) assert:
Efficacy beliefs are raised if a teacher perceives her or her teaching performance
to be a success, which then contributes to the expectations that future
performances will likely be proficient. Efficacy beliefs are lowered if a teacher
perceives the performances a failure, contributing to the expectation that future
performances will also fail. (p. 945)
Therefore, as teachers experience success in the classroom their sense of efficacy
is positively affected and vice-versa. Vicarious experiences, such as observing an
experienced teacher model a lesson, may increase levels of efficacy. In addition, verbal
persuasion, such as receiving praise and support from administration and others, can also
positively affect teacher efficacy.
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The Schools to Watch – Taking Center Stage Program: Showcasing Model Middle
Schools
The STW-TCS program is supported by the California Department of Education.
Each year the State Superintendent of Public Instruction sends an invitation to participate
in the program to middle schools throughout California. In describing STW-TCS middle
schools, current State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tom Torlakson, stated the
high-performing STW-TCS middle schools are schools which meet “the distinctive needs
of their middle grades students by building strong academic and extracurricular programs
to support achievement for each student” (California Department of Education, 2011,
n.pag.).
To identify model middle schools, the California STW-TCS program used the
original STW program criteria developed by the National Forum as a base, but updated
and aligned its criteria with the release of Taking Center Stage Act II (TCSII) in 2008
(California STW-TCS, 2015). STW-TCS uses research-based components to identify
high-performing model schools. The STW-TCS criteria for effective middle schools
consist of four areas: (a) Academic Excellence; (b) Developmental Responsiveness; (c)
Social Equity; and (d) Organizational Structures and Processes.
Statement of the Research Problem
At no other time in the history of American education has the expectations thrust
upon educators been as demanding as in the 21st century (National Governors
Association, 2008). Schools have been mandated to not only significantly raise the
achievement level of all students, but to virtually eliminate the ever-daunting
achievement gap (Dufour & Marzano, 2011; National Education Association, 2008). At
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the same time as educators are faced with raising student achievement to the highest
levels to date, they are also called upon to implement rigorous and cognitively demanding
common core standards, as well as transition to computer-based standardized testing
(National Governors Association, 2008). As these educational demands increase, the
responsibility of the school principal becomes not only more complex, but significantly
more important.
Numerous researchers have studied the positive benefits of effective principals on
school environments. Strong principals create schools in which teachers are eager to
remain teaching (Hirsch, Emerick, Church, Reeves, & Fuller, 2006; National Education
Association, 2008), ensure collaboration among teachers (Dufour & Marzano, 2011; The
Wallace Foundation, 2006), positively affect overall teacher satisfaction (National
Education Association, 2008), and significantly improve the learning and achievement of
students (Dufour & Marzano, 2011). Dufour & Marzano (2011) assert “a justifiable
conclusion one can glean from the research is that the more skilled the building principal,
the more learning can be expected among students” (p.48). These positive impacts can
be tied to the capability of the principal, through his leadership abilities, to influence the
faculty.
A principal’s ability to influence or persuade can significantly impact the success
of students through the concept of teacher self-efficacy. From a principal’s daily
interactions with faculty and students, to the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s
supportive nature, the leadership behaviors of a principal can have a significant impact on
teacher efficacy at a school site. Several studies have examined both teacher efficacy and
how principal leadership behaviors affect teachers’ sense of efficacy (Elliot, Isaccs &
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Chugani, 2010; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hipp, 1997; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993;
Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-Moren & Hoy, 2007). These
researchers have contributed to our understanding of the importance of teacher efficacy.
It is vital for principals to continue to examine how their actions and behaviors as a leader
contribute to the levels of efficacy of the site teachers.
Despite the knowledge of the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and
student achievement (Angelle & Teague, 2014; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997;
Caprara et al., 2006; Hipp, 1996; Klassen & Tze, 2014), less is known about the
characteristics demonstrated by principals that may influence teacher self-efficacy.
Researchers conclude that even though studies on teacher efficacy have increased over
the last thirty years, there are still significant gaps in the research, resulting in substantial
questions about the direction and influence of teacher efficacy studies (Klassen et al.,
2010). Furthermore, Klassen et al. (2010) noted that “increased attention to the
development of teacher efficacy over the career span and in late career stages is largely
absent in the current research” (p. 31). Finally, there is no research on the relationship of
principal leadership behaviors and the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in
California STW-TCS model middle schools. Determining the relationship between
principal leadership behaviors and the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in STWTCS middle schools may ultimately benefit struggling schools and districts by
understanding the connections between these two concepts.
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study is to identify the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools.
Research Questions
This study addresses the following three research questions:
RQ1. What is the relationship between the self-reported efficacy of a teacher and the
principal’s behaviors at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ2. What is the relationship between principals’ behaviors and the self-reported
efficacy of new teachers (0-3 years), more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very
experienced teachers (8-14 years), and extensively experienced teachers (15 or
more years) at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ3. What is the relationship of each of the following demographic characteristics
between the self-reported efficacy of teachers and principals’ behaviors at STWTCS middle schools?
•

Teacher gender

•

Size of school

•

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

•

Students receiving free and reduced price meals
Significance of the Problem

The study will identify the impact of principal leadership behaviors on the
efficacy of new and experienced teachers in STW-TCS middle schools in California. The
principal leadership behaviors and efficacy of the teaching faculty will be based on
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teacher perceptions through the use of surveys. The teacher efficacy levels will be
determined by the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) survey (Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001). The principal leadership behaviors that may influence efficacy will be
assessed through a rating scale (Walker, 2009), also to be completed by the teachers.
Researchers have connected teacher efficacy to positive student achievement,
positive school climate, as well as an optimistic teaching experience (Angelle & Teague,
2014; Hoy, 2000; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Highquality, effective principals have also been linked to an increase in student achievement
(Dufour & Marzano, 2011; Robinson, 2007). Researchers have also connected principal
leadership behaviors to increased teacher efficacy (Calik et al., 2012; Hipp, 1996; Kinsey,
2006; Robinson, 2007). Yet, Klassen et al. (2010) acknowledge, that “insufficient
attention has been paid to the sources of teachers’ self- and collective efficacy, and
progress in teacher efficacy research has suffered as a result” (p. 31). Furthermore,
research on the relationship between the principal’s leadership behaviors and selfperceived efficacy of new and experienced teachers of STW-TCS model middle schools
is non-existent.
The results of this study can provide valuable information to the educational
community, specifically school districts, school boards, leaders of principal preparation
programs, middle school principals, prospective middle school principals, and middle
schools interested in applying for the STW-TCS program. If a relationship between
principal leadership behaviors and teacher efficacy is determined, examination of the
specific competencies of leadership behaviors that lead to higher teacher efficacy could
provide data to assist school districts in principal placement and on-going training. The
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leadership skills employed by the principals of highly effective middle schools could also
be replicated to assist struggling middle schools. The research can potentially impact the
training received in principal preparation programs and assist in creating a greater
number of schools with high levels of teacher efficacy, ultimately increasing the retention
levels of teachers and most importantly, the academic success of students.
Definitions
Theoretical Definitions
Self-efficacy. Bandura (1995) defined self-efficacy as “the beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective
situations” (p. 2). Additionally, Bandura (1997) stated self-efficacy is the “beliefs about
whether one can produce certain actions” (p. 20).
General teacher efficacy. Ashton and Webb (1986) state general teacher
efficacy refers to the “teachers’ expectations that teaching can influence student learning”
(p.4). Hoy and Woolfolk further define it by stating, “A general belief about the power
of teaching to reach difficult children” (p. 357).
Personal teacher efficacy. “This dimension of teacher efficacy refers to
individuals’ assessment of their own teaching competence” (Ashton & Webb, 1986, p. 4).
Social cognitive theory. The theory suggests that individuals or groups use
regulatory devices, such as self-efficacy, to engage processes (e.g., cognitive,
motivational, affective, and selection), that translate competence (e.g., ability,
knowledge, and skills) into successful performance (Bandura, 1997).
Teacher efficacy. “The construct of teachers’ sense of efficacy refers to
teachers’ situation-specific expectation that they can help students learn” (Ashton &
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Webb, 1986, p.3). Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie, and Beatty (2010) clarify the
definition, stating “teachers with high teacher efficacy believe that they can positively
impact student achievement despite a possible range of perceived challenging
circumstances, such as a low socio-economic status of the students or lack of resources”
(p. 1599). Researchers define the four main sources of teacher efficacy as mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and emotional
states (Bruce et al., 2010).
Operational Definitions
Efficacy. For the purpose of this study, efficacy, self-efficacy, and teachers’
efficacy are used interchangeably and all refer to the belief in one’s ability to make a
positive impact on students, resulting in increased academic achievement.
Principal. The site leader or administrator.
Principal Leadership: The ability of the site leader to manage the school’s
goals, curriculum, teaching, learning, teachers, students, and other outcomes.
Delimitations
The following are delimitations of this study:
1. The study was delimited to California STW-TCS middle schools.
2. Principals’ behaviors used were limited to the teachers’ perspectives, as the
researcher surveyed only teachers.
3. There was no consideration of the length of experience of the STW-TCS
middle school principals.
4. There was no consideration of the STW-TCS middle school principal’s length
of time spent at his current school.
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Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters, references, and appendices. Chapter II
provides an examination of the literature on leadership, the role of the principal, effective
principal leadership behaviors, efficacy, effects of teacher efficacy, middle school reform,
and the STW-TCS program. Chapter III details the research design and methodology of
the study. In addition, the population and sample, instrumentation, process for data
collection and analysis are discussed. Chapter IV reports the results of the data collection
and analysis, as well as a summary of the findings. Chapter V presents a study overview,
research findings, conclusions, and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Chapter II of this study reviews the professional literature and research related to
leadership behaviors of site principals and the development of teacher efficacy. The
review of the literature begins with a discussion of the conceptual framework associated
with the theory of self-efficacy, followed by an exploration of previous studies related to
the definition of efficacy, as well as the concept of teacher efficacy. Second, a review of
methods of measuring teacher efficacy is presented. Third, teacher efficacy in relation to
student achievement, school culture, and teacher experience are explored through a
discussion of findings from previous studies. Next, the role of the site principal is
examined, specifically at the middle grades level, followed by research discussing the
relationship between the leadership behaviors of site principals and teacher efficacy.
Finally, the history of middle school reform is looked at along with an examination of the
Schools to Watch-Taking Center Stage program and criteria.
Review of The Literature
Conceptual Framework
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive learning theory provides the theoretical
framework for teacher efficacy beliefs. The theory suggests that humans have a selfevaluation system that allows some level of control over one’s feeling, thoughts, and
actions. Bandura (1977) explains that “in the social learning theory, self-efficacy is
conceptualized as arising from diverse sources of information conveyed by direct and
mediate experience” (p. 203). Self-efficacy influences our perceptions and beliefs in our
own ability in most everything we do. Efficacy impacts thinking, motivation, feeling,
and behavior (Bandura, 1997). As one develops competence, one tends to believe more
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in his own abilities to master the necessary skills and behaviors required to complete a
task or intended outcome; therefore, his self-efficacy may be positively affected
(Bandura, 1986).
Bandura’s theory can be applied to the construct of teacher efficacy. Teacher
self-efficacy is defined as the “extent to which the teacher believes he or she has the
capacity to affect student performance” (Brouwers & Tomic, 2003, p. 67). In essence,
teachers with a high sense of teacher efficacy believe they can make a positive difference
in a student’s academic life regardless of the challenges faced by the student, whereas
teachers with a low sense of teacher efficacy may not believe in their own abilities to
make a difference in the lives of their students (Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie, & Beatty,
2010).
According to Bandura’s (1995) theory of self-efficacy, a teacher’s sense of
efficacy can be influenced by four primary sources of information. The four sources
include mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and psychological
and emotional states. Understanding how each component affects teacher efficacy can
ultimately influence the level of student success (Bruce et al., 2010).
Mastery experiences. Mastery experiences occur through direct teaching
experiences and are “considered to have the most powerful influence on teacher efficacy”
(Bruce et al., 2010, p. 1599). While successful teaching experiences build the confidence
levels of teachers, unsuccessful experiences have the opposite effect. Multiple failures
can quickly lower the sense of efficacy, especially for inexperienced teachers.
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007) assert efficacy beliefs can be positively influenced if
teachers perceive a teaching opportunity to be a success, ultimately contributing to
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further successful teaching performances. On the other hand, teacher efficacy beliefs can
be lowered if a teacher concludes that a teaching opportunity was a failure. The botched
experience can lead to an expectation that future teaching opportunities will also be
deemed failures (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The most effective way to increase a
teacher’s sense of efficacy, after he has experienced multiple failures, is to provide a
positive personal experience that directly addresses the weak area (Patterson, Grenny,
Maxfield, McMillian, & Switzler, 2008). Bandura (1977) concludes “cognitive events
are induced and altered most readily by experience of mastery arising from effective
performance” (p. 191); therefore, mastering difficult teaching tasks and situations can
ultimately increase teachers’ sense of efficacy.
Vicarious experiences. Bandura (1997) found that vicarious experiences can be
a significant source of efficacy information. Vicarious experiences occur when one
watches another demonstrate a task. For example, observing a colleague teach a
successful lesson, or participating in a discussion where teachers give advice on how they
handle difficult classroom situations, are positive vicarious experiences that can enhance
efficacy. Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007) assert the influence of the “modeled
performance on the observer’s efficacy beliefs depends on the degree to which the
observer identifies with the model. When a model with whom the observer closely
identifies performs well, the self-efficacy of the observer is enhanced” (p. 945).
Although vicarious experiences tend to have less influence on efficacy than direct
mastery experiences, it is important to note teachers gain invaluable insights in school
environments simply by observing the experiences of their colleagues and superiors
through their relationships, collaboration, interactions, and social groups (Moolenaar,
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Sleegers, & Daly, 2012; Lee, Zhang, & Yin, 2011; Ross, McKeiver, & Hogaboam-Gray,
1997; Shachar & Shmuelevitz, 1997).
Verbal persuasion. Verbal persuasion includes the social influences,
encouragement, and verbal performance feedback that convinces an individual they have
the capabilities to successfully accomplish or perform a task (Bandura, 1997). In a
teaching situation, verbal persuasion would include the oral feedback teachers receive
about their performance in the classroom, as well as projections from significant others
about predictions for success. This feedback may come from administrators, colleagues,
parents, or other members of the community (Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2007).
Furthermore, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007) showed that verbal persuasion appeared to
positively impact the efficacy beliefs of novice teachers more than it did for experienced
teachers.
Bandura (1977) affirms the “impact of verbal persuasion on self-efficacy may
vary substantially depending on the perceived credibility of the persuaders, their prestige,
trustworthiness, expertise, and assuredness. The more believable the source of the
information, the more likely are efficacy expectations to change” (p. 202). Hence, verbal
persuasion may be more effective on increasing efficacy if the teacher receiving the
feedback respects the competence, experience, knowledge, and expertise of the person
delivering the message (Labone, 2004). Positive feedback may support increased levels
of efficacy; however, Bandura (1995) concluded that “it is more difficult to instill high
beliefs of personal efficacy by social persuasion alone than to undermine them” (p.4).
Negative feedback can quickly diminish efficacy, but it can be countered by constructive
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and honest conversations, as well as sincere attempts to assist individuals in their
attempts to improve (Bandura, 1995).
Psychological and emotional states. The psychological and emotional states of
teachers can trigger feelings ranging from mastery to ineffectiveness. Bandura (1977)
emphasizes “emotional arousal is another constituent source of information that can
affect perceived self-efficacy in coping with threatening situations. People rely partly on
their state of physiological arousal in judging their anxiety and vulnerability to stress” (p.
198). For example, a feeling of happiness or joy after experiencing a successful
classroom lesson may increase teacher efficacy levels. Conversely, efficacy levels may
diminish with high levels of stress and anxiety associated with negative classroom
experiences (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). It is not uncommon for teachers to
experience high levels of stress (Fry, 2009; Helms-Lorenz, Slof, Vermue, & Canrinus,
2012). It is the inability to handle negative emotional and physical states that has a
destructive influence on the efficacy beliefs of teachers (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).
Fortunately, collaborative collegial relationships amongst teachers may assist in reducing
stress levels by providing emotional support (Lee et al., 2011; Hoy & Spero, 2005).
Additionally, principals who protect their faculty from unnecessary disruptions may
actually be assisting teachers in eluding negative emotional and physical states (Hoy &
Spero, 2005).
Teacher Efficacy
Bandura (1995) defined self-efficacy as “the belief in one’s capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations”
(p.2). Those with a high sense of efficacy confront difficult situations with positivity and
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an expectation for a successful performance (Bandura, 1997). Teacher efficacy refers
specifically to a teacher’s belief that he can help students learn (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Brouwers & Tomic, 2003). Teachers with a high sense of efficacy believe that they have
the capability of teaching all students regardless of the multitude of challenges these
students may face, such as low socioeconomic status, lack of resources, or limited
previous success (Ashton and Webb, 1986; Bruce et al., 2010). Knoblauch and
Woolfolk-Hoy (2008) emphasize the importance of continued research on teacher
efficacy as “compelling evidence indicates that the beliefs that teachers hold regarding
their teaching capabilities have a powerful influence on their teacher effectiveness” (p.
166).
The first known study on teacher efficacy conducted by the Rand researchers in
1976 was based on the work of Rotter (Armor et al., 1976). Rotter’s (1966) theory
classified people on a continuum from internal control to external control. Based on
Rotter (1966), the Rand researchers classified teachers into two different categories.
External control teachers believe their teaching efforts and abilities could not overcome a
student’s environment, as their teaching influence lies out of their control or is external to
them. Conversely, internal control teachers expressed confidence in their abilities to
teach even the most difficult student, as their influence on students is well within their
own control as a teacher (Armor et al., 1976).
As part of an extensive questionnaire, the Rand researchers asked two specific
questions to determine external or internal responses concerning efficacy in teaching a
reading program in Los Angeles schools (Shaalvik & Shaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran
et al., 1998). Teacher efficacy, the extent to which a teacher believed they could control
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student motivation and learning, was determined by summing the scores of the two items
together (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The first
Rand item measured the concept of general teacher efficacy, defined as a teacher’s beliefs
about the control of external factors on their sense of efficacy compared to the influence
of teachers and schools (Ashton, Olejnik, Crocker & McAuliffe, 1982). Rand item #1
states “when it comes right down it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a
student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment”
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 784). Teachers who strongly believe this statement
are apt to believe teachers and schools are overpowered by strong environment factors,
such as socioeconomic status, violence, substance abuse in the home, race, gender, or the
multitude of needs of children (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). The second Rand item measures the concept of personal teacher efficacy, which
relates to teachers’ beliefs about their own competence in making a difference for their
students (Skaalik & Skaalvik, 2007). Rand item #2 states “if I try really hard, I can get
through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001, p. 784). Teachers who agree with this statement believe their capabilities as a
teacher will outweigh the negative environmental factors faced by their students. These
teachers show a positive sense of efficacy by their confidence in their own abilities to
help students to learn and be academically successful (Skaalik & Skaalvik, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
The results of the Rand study by Armor et al. (1976) found that teacher efficacy
was “strongly related to increases in reading [achievement]” (p.24). In a second Rand
study, Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, and Zellman (1977) examined the execution
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and the sustainability of new project strategies, student performances, and teacher
efficacy. The researchers found the “teachers’ sense of efficacy was identified as the
most powerful teacher attribute in the analysis and showed a strong, positive relationship
to all project outcome measures” (Hipp, 1996, p.7). It was concluded that teachers’
confidence levels in regard to their teaching ability had a major impact on project
implementation and effectiveness (Berman et al., 1977). The result of the Rand studies
not only piqued the interest of many other researchers, but they also opened the door to
several more studies involving the concept of efficacy and its relationship to a variety of
variables.
Measuring Teacher Efficacy
How to measure teacher efficacy has proven to be difficult for many researchers
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). After the two items from the Rand studies showed a
significant relationship between teacher efficacy and student achievement, researchers
worked to create more comprehensive instruments to measure teacher efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Two strands have developed over time: (1) internal
control or personal teaching efficacy, which encompasses more of the individual beliefs
that one may have about his own abilities to teach, as compared to (2) external control or
general teaching efficacy, which describes the beliefs teachers hold about the influence of
external factors (e.g., race, economics, gender, and so forth) compared to the power of
teachers and schools (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Early measures of efficacy examined the teachers’ responsibility for student
outcomes, specifically student successes and student failures. Shortly after the
completion of the Rand studies, Guskey (1981) created a 30-item instrument called
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Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA). The scale measured how much a teacher
assumed responsibility for student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Concurrently, Rose and Medway (1981) developed a 28-item measure titled the Teacher
Locus of Control (TLC) which assessed teachers’ feelings of an internal or external locus
of control for student success and failure (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Neither the
RSA nor the TLC was widely accepted. Guskey’s RSA instrument has not been used by
any other significant researcher on teacher efficacy, and Rose and Medway’s TLC
instrument has not been noted in the literature for several years (Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001).
In 1984, using Bandura’s conceptual foundations and the Rand studies, Gibson
and Dembo developed a more reliable tool to measure the two dimensions of teacher
efficacy (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). The Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES), consisting of 30
items with a 6-point Likert scale, became the primary instrument used in teacher efficacy
research (Klassen, Tze, Betts & Gordon, 2011). The two factors the instrument measured
included personal and general teaching efficacy. Personal teaching efficacy was defined
as “the teacher’s sense of personal responsibility for student learning and/or behavior,
and corresponds to Bandura’s self-efficacy dimension” (Gibson & Dembo, 1984, p. 573).
General teacher efficacy was construed as “a teacher’s sense of teaching efficacy, or
belief that any teacher’s ability to bring about change is significantly limited by factors
external to the teacher” (Gibson & Dembo, 1984, p. 574). Gibson and Dembo (1984)
related general teacher efficacy to Bandura’s outcome expectancy dimension. Bandura
(1977) defined an outcome expectancy “as a person’s estimate that a given behavior will
lead to certain outcomes” (p.193). Similarly, Gibson and Dembo (1984) emphasized the
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notion that, for teachers, outcome expectations “would essentially reflect the degree to
which teachers believed the environment could be controlled, that is, the extent to which
students can be taught given such factors as family background, IQ, and school
conditions” (p. 570).
After additional work, Gibson and Dembo changed their instrument from 30items to 16-items. Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) further revised the instrument to 10-items.
The Gibson and Dembo instrument was quite popular and widely used in measuring
teacher efficacy, until Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) questioned if the TES actually measured
an individual teacher’s sense of efficacy. In addition, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001)
note “the lack of clarity about the meaning of the two factors and the instability of the
factor structure make this instrument problematic for researchers” (p. 789).
In response to calls to develop a more effective instrument, Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2001) developed a 24-item measure, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES),
once known as the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES). This measure of teacher
efficacy was based on the model suggested by Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998).
The TSES measures the efficacy of three domains associated with teaching: (a)
engagement, (b) classroom management, and (c) instructional practices. The researchers
conducted three studies in which they reduced the number of items from 52 to a long
form with 24-items and a short form with 12-items. Tschannen-Moren and Hoy (2001)
assert their instrument “is superior to previous measures of teacher efficacy in that it has
a unified and stable factor structure and assesses a broad range of capabilities that
teachers consider important to good teaching…” (p. 801). Furthermore, the TSES has
been used in several studies and has been subject to refinement. Both the short and long
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forms of the TSES are considered reasonably reliable and valid. Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2001) note “positive correlations with other measures of personal teaching efficacy
provide evidence of construct validity” (p. 801). The exhaustive research behind the
TSES and the fact that Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) validated both the long 24-item
and the short 12-item forms of the TSES with preservice and experienced teachers, make
it an appropriate instrument to measure teacher efficacy in the present study.
Efficacy and Student Achievement
Bandura (1997) proposed that efficacy beliefs affect almost everything we do,
from thinking and feeling, to motivating ourselves and acting on our thoughts. Bandura
(1997) connected the concept of self-efficacy beliefs specifically to teaching stating:
Teachers with a high sense of instructional efficacy operate on the belief that
difficult students are teachable through extra effort and appropriate techniques
and that they can enlist family supports and overcome negating community
influences through effective teaching. In contrast, teachers who have a low sense
of instructional efficacy believe there is little they can do if students are
unmotivated and that the influence teachers can exert on students' intellectual
development is severely limited by unsupportive or oppositional influences from
the home and neighborhood environment (p. 240).
Through multiple studies, researchers have linked teacher efficacy to student
achievement (Angelle & Teague, 2014; Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Barton & Oja, 1999; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Gibson & Dembo,
1984; Kelley & Finnigan, 2003; Klassen et al., 2011; Muijs & Reynolds, 2002; Ross &
Gray, 2006; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Gibson and Dembo (1984) found significant
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differences in how teachers with a high sense of efficacy act compared to teachers with a
low sense of efficacy. The researchers found high efficacy teachers spent considerably
more time working with students in small group instruction, monitoring student work,
completing paperwork, and preparing for class. Conversely, low efficacy teachers spent
less time with struggling students and were more critical in their feedback to students.
Gibson & Dembo (1984) also noted that the relationship between successful student
learning and teacher efficacy was reciprocal.
According to Ashton and Webb (1986), a teacher’s sense of efficacy is directly
related to student achievement. Through research studies they discovered that teachers
with a high level of efficacy not only believed that their teaching abilities would have a
positive effect on their students’ academic performance, but more importantly, they
believed all of their students had the capability to learn. The teachers with an enhanced
level of efficacy were also found to hold higher expectations for student achievement,
resulting in both the teacher working harder for the student and the student performing
better on achievement tests. When a student did not perform well, teachers with a greater
sense of efficacy felt responsible and guilty, which motivated the teachers to increase
their efforts to be more effective in their future teaching. Furthermore, teachers with a
high sense of efficacy appeared to manage their classrooms more successfully, as
displayed through fewer occurrences of misbehavior and conflicts in the classroom. In
essence, teachers with a high sense of efficacy were able to build friendly and warm
relationships with their students, consequently strengthening their sense of control and
classroom management by showing that they cared about their students. Ultimately, they
found greater joy in teaching. Ashton and Webb (1986) concluded,
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High efficacy attitudes were related to a belief that all students can learn and want
to do so; efforts to establish warm and encouraging relationships with students;
the conviction that students will behave well if treated fairly, firmly, and with
consistency; a reliance on personal authority; the use of direct, nonemotional
management techniques; a reluctance to embarrass students; an effort to treat all
students as capable and trustworthy; an emphasis on instruction and the
importance of learning; an effort to keep students on task, interested, and aware of
their individual accomplishments; a willingness to teach all students in the class,
to push them, and to monitor their work; and the determination not to accept
student failure (p. 86).
On the contrary, Ashton and Webb (1986) found teachers with a low sense of
efficacy did not take responsibility for student learning. These teachers did not expect
low-achieving students to perform well, and when students failed, low efficacy teachers
showed little surprise as they had predicted failure for the student. Ashton and Webb
(1986) found teachers with a low sense of efficacy blamed their own students for low
academic performances, had conflict filled classroom environments, and showed a lack
of teacher management. The relationships between teacher and students could be
classified as poor, as many low efficacy teachers used embarrassing or sarcastic
techniques to try to maintain control over their students. In addition, teachers with a low
sense of efficacy attributed poor academic achievement of their students on low ability
levels, lack of motivation, personality defects, or unsuitable home environments. Ashton
and Webb (1986) concluded:
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Low efficacy attitudes were related to a distrust of low achieving students;
discomfort in low-achieving classrooms; a control orientation in discipline
matters; a reliance on positional authority; the use of embarrassment and
excommunication as behavior management devices; the sorting and classifying of
students by ability; a willingness to ignore the lowest achievers in the room and to
send them from the class; a de-emphasis on instruction and the importance of
learning; an inability to ignite student interest in academic work; and an
unwillingness to push students and to closely monitor their academic performance
(p 86).
Consequently, these teachers often doubted their own effectiveness in the classroom,
leading to an enormous amount of stress and unhappiness.
Subsequent studies continued to support the positive link between teacher efficacy
and student achievement. Guskey (1982, 1988) noted a significant positive correlation
between teachers’ sense of efficacy and the responsibility they feel for student success, as
well as student failure. Teachers with a higher sense of efficacy were found to be more
open and more willing to explore new methods in order to assist their students.
Additionally, Ross (1992) linked teacher efficacy and the effects of coaching on student
achievement by studying 18 seventh and eighth grade history teachers in 36 classes. The
results showed teachers with high efficacy beliefs had higher achieving students.
Furthermore, Ross (1994, 1998) connected teacher efficacy to student achievement by
analyzing 88 studies on teacher efficacy in an attempt to link teachers’ level of efficacy
and their behavior. Ross found teachers with a greater sense of efficacy tend to (a)
engage in the learning and implementation of new teaching strategies, (b) employ
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management practices that increase student independence and decrease student control,
(c) give increased support to students not achieving, (d) assist students in developing their
academic skill self-perceptions, (e) create reachable goals, and (f) persevere during times
of student failure.
In examining the teacher efficacy beliefs of 1,500 elementary school teachers in
relation to student achievement and workplace context, Moore and Esselman (1994)
found efficacy and achievement to be strongly related. The researchers assert “teaching
efficacy was found to be strongly influenced by the historical achievement performance
of students. Both reading and mathematics historical performance was indirectly
influential in a teacher’s sense of teaching efficacy” (p. 13). In studying the relationship
between the efficacy beliefs of special education teachers and math achievement of
students, Allinder (1995) found higher sense of efficacy teachers increased student
achievement on year-end goals for students more than those teachers with a low sense of
efficacy. Additionally, teachers with a higher sense of efficacy set loftier academic goals
for their students and revised these goals throughout the school year as mastery was
reached. Likewise, Barton and Oja (1999) surveyed 1,394 graduates from 11 American
teacher education programs in the United States and found teachers with a higher sense of
efficacy had better views of student attitudes, an enhanced affection for their subject
matter, and an increased feeling of making a personal contribution as compared to low
efficacy teachers.
In a unique study consisting of both survey and observational data, Muijs and
Reynolds (2002) explored teacher self-efficacy along with teacher behaviors, teacher
subject knowledge, and teacher beliefs with student achievement in mathematics. The
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researchers collected data from 2,148 students and 103 primary school teachers in the
United Kingdom and found a reciprocal positive relationship between teacher selfefficacy and teacher behaviors. In turn, this impacted student achievement.
Caprara et al. (2006) studied teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs as a factor in both job
satisfaction and student academic achievement. The over two-year investigation included
more than 2,000 teachers from 75 Italian junior high schools. Researchers used
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (1998) instrument to assess efficacy beliefs, while student
academic achievement was analyzed by averaging student grades at the end of their third
year of junior high school. The researchers found higher teacher efficacy scores were
significantly linked to increased average grades, as well as job satisfaction. In addition,
the study concluded there was “a reciprocal influence between teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs and students’ academic achievement” (p. 486), supporting Bandura’s theory that
mastery experiences enhance increased levels of efficacy.
In a study on preschool teachers’ self-efficacy and children’s student achievement
as measured by vocabulary knowledge and print awareness, Guo, Piasta, Justice and
Kaderavek (2010) found positive connections between efficacy and achievement. The
sample consisted of 67 teachers and 328 students from preschool programs serving
disadvantaged students. Aligned with previous findings on efficacy and student
achievement, (Armor et al., 1976; Bandura, 1993; Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000;
Ross, 1992) the researchers found the self-efficacy of the teacher was a positive and
significant predictor of the print awareness gains of children over the academic year, but
not vocabulary knowledge. However, teachers’ self-efficacy was found to be a positive
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and significant predictor of vocabulary knowledge in children in effective and
emotionally supportive classrooms.
Conversely, in a review of 218 articles published between 1998 and 2009,
Klassen et al. (2010) compared key components to studies published between 1986 and
1997, in order to analyze the current state of teacher efficacy research. Their
observations on articles specifically related to a teacher’s sense of efficacy and student
achievement “found only modest empirical support for the theorized connections between
teacher efficacy and student outcomes” (p. 38). The researchers noted more recent
attention had been paid to the significant relationship between collective teacher efficacy
and student outcomes.
Collective Efficacy and Student Achievement. Although conceptually
different, several studies on collective teacher efficacy have also shown a positive
connection to student achievement. Schools with a high sense of collective efficacy
employ teachers who set high expectations for students, engage students in effective
instruction, and believe their students can reach high academic achievement (Bandura,
1997). Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) define collective teacher efficacy (CTE) as
“the collective perception that teachers in a given school make an educational difference
to their students over and above the educational impact of their homes and communities”
(p. 189). Studies have found that CTE is a strong predictor of school achievement
(Bandura, 1993, 1997; Goddard, 2001; Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004; Hoy,
Sweetland, & Smith, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Angelle and Teague
(2014) emphasize “teachers who believe in their capability to positively influence student
learning are more likely to behave in ways that increase student achievement” (p. 740).
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Goddard et al. (2000) examined student achievement with relation to CTE through their
work in a Midwestern elementary school district. They concluded CTE was positively
associated with student achievement in both reading and mathematics. The outcomes of
this study are consistent with Bandura’s (1993) work which also suggested CTE was
positively and significantly associated with student achievement. Goddard (2001)
sampled 91 elementary schools in one Midwestern school district and found the
collective efficacy of teachers in a school was a critical predictor of academic success of
students, even after controlling for prior achievement and demographic characteristics.
Hoy et al. (2002) found CTE had a positive effect on school achievement in mathematics
in their study involving 97 high schools in Ohio. The researchers discovered the
relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement to be reciprocal.
Clarifying, the researchers stated, “collective efficacy promotes higher school
achievement, but higher school achievement produces greater collective efficacy” (Hoy
et al., 2002, p 90).
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) studied the relationship between CTE and the
achievement of middle school students. With a sample consisting of 66 middle schools
from Virginia, the researchers found significant positive relationships between CTE and
student achievement in grade 8 math, writing, and English. The results were similar to
other studies on CTE and student achievement (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000).
Cybulski, Hoy, and Sweetland (2005), found the reading and mathematics
achievement of elementary school students was connected to the CTE in the elementary
schools, even when socioeconomic status and prior achievement are controlled.
Similarly, Moolenaar et al. (2012) concluded collective efficacy beliefs supported student
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achievement. In their study involving 53 Dutch elementary schools, the researchers
positively linked collective efficacy to an increase in students’ language achievement.
Moolenaar et al. (2012) assert, “teacher teams that felt that they were able to motivate
and challenge their students, were teaching in schools that achieved higher student
performance for language” (p. 259). It was noted, however, that CTE did not affect math
achievement, proposing that CTE could be subject specific.
Efficacy and School Culture
The efficacy of teachers working in a school environment is significantly affected
by the overall culture of the school. Bandura (1997) acknowledged that teacher efficacy
beliefs consisted of various context areas outside of the traditional classroom. He
identified school organizational processes, such as collegiality, decision-making, and
parental and community support as factors that affect a teacher’s sense of efficacy.
Efficacy affects how willing teachers are to assist their colleagues with instruction,
(Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2000) and the teacher’s influence on school decisions
regarding instruction (Goddard, 2001). Efficacy has been connected to promoting group
commitment (Jex & Bliese, 1999), teacher job satisfaction (Caprara et al., 2003; Klassen
& Chiu, 2011), sense of community (Lee, Dedrick & Smith, 1991), teacher level of stress
(Klassen & Chui, 2011), and effective group processes (Kozub & McDonnell, 2000).
Goddard et al. (2004) concluded from previous studies that teachers with a strong sense
of efficacy create a school culture “in which teachers (a) collaborate to improve
classroom instruction, (b) work together to make school decisions, (c) choose challenging
tasks, and (d) remain committed to teaching and persist even when faced with
difficulties” (p.409).
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In a comprehensive study of 8,488 teachers in 348 Catholic and public schools,
Lee et al. (1991) analyzed the relationship of efficacy and job satisfaction of secondary
teachers to school organization. The researchers concluded that community is the
greatest predictor of teacher efficacy, emphasizing schools with supportive environments
had teachers with a greater sense of efficacy. Specifically, principal leadership,
environment, school organization, and levels of control given to teachers were found to
influence teacher efficacy. The results of Lee et al. (1991) research is mirrored by
several other studies. It has been found a supportive school atmosphere promotes
feelings of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; daCosta & Riordan, 1996; Manning &
Saddlemire, 1996), encourages concern and respect (Manning & Saddlemire, 1996),
endorses cooperation among professional learning communities (Lundenburg, 2010), and
promotes a common belief, responsibility, and values (Ciani, Summers, & Easter, 2008;
Hord & Sommers, 2008).
Moore and Esselman (1992) found teachers who have a positive perception about
the atmosphere of the school and a strong academic press in the school staff, had a
greater sense of both personal and general teaching efficacy. Moore and Esselman
(1994) concluded that “a positive school atmosphere (focused on instruction), the
reduction of barriers to effective teaching, and a classroom-based decision-making
influence each contributed to a teacher’s sense of teaching efficacy” (p. 13).
Furthermore, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007) identified strong academic press, school
leaders who were responsive to teachers’ needs, encouraging leaders, and teachers who
offered encouragement to their colleagues all as factors included in an orderly culture,
and which were all found to be related to efficacy beliefs of teachers.
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Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) examined teachers’ sense of efficacy in relation to the
organizational health of schools. The factors used to determine a healthy school climate
consisted of items such as institutional integrity, consideration, morale, and academic
emphasis. The researchers found that teacher efficacy was most strongly affected by “(a)
the orderly behavior of students in the school, (b) the sense that innovation and
experimentation are encouraged, and (c) a belief that administrators are helpful and
understanding” (p. 365). Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) further identified practices of schools
that promoted personal teaching efficacy. The personal teaching efficacy of teachers was
enhanced when teachers experienced colleagues who “(a) set high but achievable goals,
(b) create an orderly and serious environment, and (c) respect academic excellence” (p.
365). Moreover, teachers tended to have a higher sense of efficacy if they believed their
principals had influence with their superiors. The results were similar to the findings of
Newmann, Rutter and Smith (1989) who showed the organizational features of a school
had a greater impact on teacher efficacy than background features such as school size,
ability, or location.
In a study comparing student achievement in high-performing, suburban middle
schools to low-performing, urban middle schools, Brown, Anfara, and Roney (2004)
noted significant differences in the organizational health of the two types of schools. The
researchers included factors such as teacher efficacy, expectations for students,
collegiality, leadership, integrity, and teacher articulation in their definition of
organizational health. The sample consisted of 12 public middle schools in
Pennsylvania: six high-performing, suburban schools and six low- performing, urban
schools. An initial investigation conducted by the researchers found a similar level of
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implementation of middle school reform concepts between the high-performing,
suburban schools and the low-performing, rural schools. The second investigation
examined achievement data for both types of schools in an effort to explain the
significant discrepancies in student achievement even after both types of schools
implemented middle school reform concepts. In conducting semi-structured interviews
with 24 teacher participants (two from each site), the researchers found major differences
in the three components of organizational health: (a) technical, (b) managerial, and (c)
institutional. Major differences were noted in teachers’ enthusiasm about their jobs and a
sense of collegiality among the faculty. High-performing, suburban school teachers
specifically noted positive school climates, job satisfaction, friendly colleagues,
supportive administration, and secure feelings, whereas teachers from low- performing,
urban schools had negative viewpoints. Brown, Anfara, and Roney (2004) concluded,
Connecting reform efforts to organizational health, and then organizational health
to student outcomes, should be our focus. School culture and climate, teacher
efficacy, and student support and stressors, and the nature of the curriculum (i.e.,
teaching and learning), is what we need to investigate (p. 451).
Ciani et al. (2008) examined teacher community as a predictor of individual
teacher efficacy and collective efficacy. The study consisted of 156 teachers from four
public high schools located in the Midwest. The results indicated positive and significant
correlations between teacher community and the perceived collective efficacy on campus,
as well as collective efficacy and teacher self-efficacy specific to engagement of students,
instructional strategies, and classroom management. The results suggested “that teacher
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community may serve as a supportive context in which teachers’ belief about their group
capabilities to promote student learning are developed and fostered” (p. 553).
In a more recent study, Kennedy and Smith (2013) observed the relationship
between teacher efficacy and school organizational behaviors and practices. The
researchers surveyed 661 teachers from 42 schools in the United States and found
collaborative organizational culture and teacher efficacy was positively related.
Specifically, it was determined that using data in a reflective way in a professional
learning community enhances teacher efficacy. Likewise, Meristo and Eisenschmidt’s
(2014) study on the perception of novice teachers on school climate and efficacy also
confirm the previous research findings cited above, stating a supportive school climate
positively affects the self-efficacy beliefs of novice teachers, noting the significance of
examining teacher experience on teacher efficacy levels.
Efficacy and Teacher Experience
The self-efficacy beliefs of teachers have been shown to significantly affect
teacher behavior, attitude, and effort (Putman, 2012). Since research indicates that
teachers’ sense of efficacy may vary throughout their career, it is important to understand
the relationship between teacher experience and efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2007; Hoy & Spero, 2005). Bandura (1997) postulated that a teacher’s sense of
efficacy is most influenced in the first few years of his career, alluding to the critical
importance of understanding the factors that contribute to long-term efficacy beliefs of
teachers. Bandura (1997) highlighted the four sources of efficacy beliefs as mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal. Since
mastery experiences come from actual teaching experiences with students, Bandura
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(1997) concluded it to be the most powerful of the four sources. Teachers who
experience a successful teaching opportunity perceive an enhanced level of efficacy,
whereas negative teaching experiences lower efficacy beliefs.
In a longitudinal study examining the changes of teacher efficacy during the early
years of teaching, Hoy and Spero (2005) assessed the efficacy of 53 prospective and
novice teachers at three different periods throughout their teacher preparation and first
year of teaching. The three points of data collection occurred (a) during the first quarter
of the teacher preparation program; (b) at the end of the teacher preparation program
following the student teaching experience; and (c) at the end of the first year of teaching.
The results showed the perceptions of self-efficacy of preservice teachers increased
throughout the teacher preparation program and the student teaching experience. Yet, the
self-efficacy of these same teachers dropped after one full year of teaching. Hoy and
Spero (2005) offer multiple explanations for the decrease in efficacy in novice teaching,
from an unrealistic view of the complexities of teaching in preservice teachers to
disappointments and lack of support in novice teachers.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) studied the differences in self-efficacy beliefs
between novice and experienced teachers in relationship to contextual factors. The
participants consisted of 225 teachers enrolled in graduate-level programs throughout
three states. The level of teaching experience ranged from one year to 29 years of
teaching. The sample of teachers was then divided into two groups: novice teachers,
with three or fewer years of experience, and career teachers, represented by four or more
years of experience. Overall, the career teachers were found to have a higher sense of
efficacy than the novice teachers. Specifically, the career teachers had a greater sense of
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efficacy in classroom management and instructional strategies, but there was no
difference in the efficacy of novice and career teachers with respect to student
engagement. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) concluded that “…it would behoove
teacher educators and school leaders to provide preservice and novice teachers the kinds
of supports that would lead to the development of strong, resilient self-efficacy beliefs”
(p. 955).
Klassen and Chiu (2010, 2011) found teacher self-efficacy increases throughout
early and mid-career, only to decline in the later career stages. In examining the three
domains of self-efficacy (instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement) in 1,430 practicing teachers, Klassen and Chiu (2010) found “self-efficacy
increased from 0 to about 23 years of experience and then declined as years of experience
increased” (p. 748). These results challenged previous findings of self-efficacy
increasing with teacher experience (Wolters and Daugherty, 2007). Klassen and Chiu
(2011) confirmed their previous findings in a study on the relationships between
commitment and intention of quitting to self-efficacy, job stress, and teaching context. In
a sample consisting of 434 practicing teachers and 379 preservice teachers, the
researchers concluded practicing teachers had a higher sense of efficacy in classroom
management but found no difference in efficacy between practicing and preservice
teachers in instructional strategies and student engagement. Once again, Klassen and
Chiu (2011) concluded “self-efficacy is lower at early career stages and rises until midcareer, after which it falls into late career” (p. 128).
Putman (2012) investigated the differences of efficacy among teachers with a
varying level of teaching experience. The 484 participants were divided into four groups,
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(a) preservice prior to student teaching; (b) preservice following student teaching; (c)
novice teacher with fewer than three years of experience; and (d) experienced teachers
with more than three years of teaching experience. The results of Putman’s (2012)
investigation showed “teachers involved in this study with less experience, including both
groups of preservice teachers and the novice teachers, scored significantly lower in
teacher efficacy than the experienced teachers” (p. 33). Putman (2012) theorized that the
lower sense of efficacy in the less experienced teachers could be explained by a lack of
mastery experiences, support, and feedback.
The research conducted on efficacy in the context of teacher experience indicates
the importance of school administrators in the early formation of teacher efficacy beliefs.
Elliott, Isaacs, and Chugani (2010) assert “the principal is in a unique position to provide
a strong link between self-efficacy beliefs and the skills they are based upon because they
have had diverse experiences within the teacher profession” (p. 136). Thus, the role of
the principal in the development of teachers is significant and is directly connected to
teacher efficacy.
The Principal’s Influence on Teacher Efficacy
The principal is pivotal is creating an effective school environment. The
leadership of the principal has been linked to positive school culture, teacher morale and
satisfaction, attracting and retaining teachers, and student achievement (Dufour &
Marzano, 2011; Hirsch et al., 2006; Kinsey, 2006; Labby et al., 2012; National Education
Association, 2008; Robinson, 2007). Bandura (1997) noted "in highly efficacious
schools...principals are educational leaders who seek ways to improve instruction" (p.
244). A principals’ job is complex and ever growing, especially in an era when it is
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expected the principal will be instrumental in closing achievement gaps and raising the
achievement levels of all students (National Education Association, 2008).
Researchers have shown teacher efficacy is influenced by teachers’ perceptions of
principal influence and support. Hoy and Woofolk (1993) conducted a study to examine
the relationship between general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy and the
characteristics of a healthy school environment. The study consisted of 179 teachers
from 37 elementary schools in New Jersey. The researchers found “that a healthy school
climate – one with a strong academic emphasis and a principal who has influence with
superiors and is willing to use it on behalf of teachers – was conducive to the
development of teachers’ beliefs that they can influence student learning” (p. 355). The
researchers concluded teachers who thought their principal exerted influence on their
behalf had a greater sense of efficacy, believing they could motivate and reach even the
most difficult students on campus.
Several researchers have examined the relationship between the leadership
behaviors of school leaders and teacher efficacy. Studies performed by both Hipp and
Bredeson (1995) and Elliott (2000) conducted mixed method research using the Nature of
Leadership Scale (Leithwood, 1993) and the TES (Gibson & Dembo). Through surveys
and interviews of ten principals and 280 teachers in middle schools in Wisconsin, Hipp
and Bredeson (1995) found significant relationships between the leadership behaviors of
principals and teacher efficacy. Specifically, significant relationships were found
between general teacher efficacy and three transformational leadership practices
identified by Leithwood, Jantzi, and Fernandez (1993) including models behavior,
provides contingent rewards, and inspires group purpose. Additionally, two
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transformational leadership practices were found to be significantly related to personal
teacher efficacy: models behavior and provides contingent rewards. Hipp and Bredeson
(1995) noted “in high efficacy schools, the teachers expressed feelings of confidence and
appreciation for certain and consistent behavior on the part of their principals and their
focus on creating a positive climate” (p. 20). Teachers in high efficacy schools displayed
trust, expressing that their principal believed in their decision-making skills and practices.
Similarly, Elliott (2000) found principal leadership behaviors in the form of
individualized support of teachers significantly affected teacher efficacy in elementary
schools. Elliott (2000) categorized individualized support into two areas: a) professional
support (reflective practices, problem solving, and listening skills), and (b) personal
support (building relationships through respect and trust).
Two notable international studies with similar results to Hipp and Bredeson
(1995) and Elliott (2000) included Nir and Kranot (2006) and Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci,
and Cagatay-Kilinc (2012). Nir and Kranot’s (2006) study included 79 schools and 755
teachers in the Israeli education system. Using the TES (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) and
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio, Bass & Dung, 1996) Nir and Krantot’s
(2006) results concur with Hipp and Bredeson’s (1995) findings which link principal
leadership style with personal teacher efficacy when transformational leadership is
involved. Likewise, Calik et al., (2012) examined the role of principal instructional
leadership practices on both teacher self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy by
studying 328 teachers in Turkey. Using an adapted version of the TSES (TschannenMoren & Hoy, 2001) and an instructional leadership scale developed by Sisman (2002),
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the researchers found a positive and significant relationship between the school
principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ sense of efficacy.
Although a substantial role of the principal is to ensure student achievement, most
studies find that principals have an indirect effect on achievement. Using a new
instrument that combined items from six previous studies, Ross and Gray (2006)
examined how principals indirectly influence student achievement. In a study involving
205 elementary schools and 3,042 teachers in Canada, the researchers surveyed
participants to determine if the indirect leadership of principals had an effect on student
achievement, as determined by teacher commitment and efficacy. Ross and Gray (2006)
concluded “the results support the view that principal effects on achievement occur
through leadership contributions to teachers’ perceptions of their capabilities: collective
teacher efficacy and teacher commitment to professional value” (p. 809). Through an
examination of student achievement results and participant surveys, the results indicated
a significant relationship between the leadership behaviors of principals and the
collective beliefs held by teachers about their own ability to influence student
achievement.
Ryan (2007) completed a similar study to Elliott (2000) using the TSES
(Tschannen-Moren & Hoy, 2001) and the Principal Leadership Questionnaire (Jantzi &
Leithwood, 1996). Ryan (2007) found a positive relationship between teacher efficacy
and principal leadership behaviors in various contexts. Griffin (2009) used the TSES
(Tschannen-Moren & Hoy, 2001) and the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass &
Avolio, 1992) to measure the relationship between the self-efficacy of teachers and their
perception of the school principal’s leadership style. In examining the three efficacy
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scales, two of the three (student engagement and instructional strategy) did not measure
differently based on the teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership style. Nonetheless,
the results did show that the teachers who perceived their principals as transformational
leaders did have a higher sense of efficacy in classroom management.
In examining the influences on principal leadership behaviors on teacher efficacy,
Hipp (1996) revealed eleven “direct principal behaviors, as well as indirect symbolic
forms of instructional leadership, that influence teachers’ work and its outcomes” (p. 33).
The eleven principal behaviors Hipp (1996) found to influence teacher efficacy include:
1. Models behavior.
2. Inspires group purpose.
3. Recognizes teacher efforts and accomplishments.
4. Provides personal and professional support.
5. Promotes teacher empowerment and decision-making.
6. Manages student behavior.
7. Creates a positive climate for success.
8. Fosters teamwork and collaboration.
9. Encourages innovation and continual growth.
10. Believes in staff and students.
11. Inspires caring and respectful relationships.
Hipp (1996) found three of the principal behaviors––modeling behavior, inspiring
group purpose, and providing contingent rewards––were significantly tied to general
teaching efficacy. In addition, the remaining eight principal behaviors were found to
both maintain and support teacher efficacy. Hipp (1996) concluded “principals who set
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the tone for teaching and learning are more apt to gain the trust of staff” (p. 29).
Similarly, Handford and Leithwood (2013) examined why teachers trust school leaders
through the identification of specific leadership trust-building practices of principals.
The researchers identified the following five characteristics of trustworthy leaders:
competence, consistency and reliability, openness, respect, and integrity. Since trust
between colleagues and leaders has been identified as a factor in building teacher
efficacy, Handford and Leithwood’s work is significant in identifying the key leadership
behaviors of principals that lead to increased teacher efficacy.
In a meta-analysis of over 35 years of research, Marzano, Water, and McNulty
(2005) identified 21 principal leadership responsibilities that have a positive influence on
student academic achievement and, ultimately, teachers. The researchers identified nine
of the 21 principal leadership behaviors in the list that assist in building a purposeful
community that encompasses a strong collective sense of efficacy amongst the teachers.
The nine behaviors include the following:
1. Optimizer – inspires and leads new and challenging innovations.
2. Affirmation – recognizes and celebrates accomplishments and acknowledges
failures.
3. Ideals/Beliefs – communicates and operates from strong ideals and beliefs
about schooling.
4. Visibility – has quality contact and interactions with teachers and students.
5. Situational Awareness – is aware of the details and undercurrents in the
running of the school and uses this information to address current and
potential problems.
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6. Relationships – demonstrates an awareness of the personal aspects of teachers
and staff.
7. Communication – establishes strong lines of communication with and among
teachers and students.
8. Culture – fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation.
9. Input – involves teachers in the design and implementation of important
decisions and policies (pp. 42-43).
Walker (2009) investigated the effect of principal leadership behaviors on the
efficacy of new and experienced middle school teachers. Efficacy was measured through
the use of the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), while the researcher created the
instrument used to measure eleven principal leadership behaviors. Responses from 366
middle school teachers from a mid-Atlantic state indicated principal leadership behaviors
significantly affect teacher efficacy based on years of teaching experience. Walker
(2009) found “three principal behaviors that statistically significantly impacted teacher
efficacy: (1) Modeling Instructional Expectations, (2) Communication, and (3) Providing
Contingent Rewards.” It was found that Modeling Instructional Expectations and
Communication were both positively related to teacher efficacy, while Providing
Contingent Rewards was negatively related to teacher efficacy. This last principal
behavior was more important to teachers with a lower sense of efficacy and less
important to teachers with higher sense of efficacy. Given that Walker (2009) created his
own instrument to measure principal leadership behaviors, he recommended a replication
of his study to assess “the quality of the data and of the instruments used” (p. 132). In his
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analysis of previous research, Walker (2009) identified eleven important principal
behaviors:
1. Communication – The principal establishes strong lines of communication
with and among students and teachers.
2. Consideration – The principal expresses genuine concern for the welfare of
teachers and makes efforts to get to know each individual.
3. Discipline – The principal protects teachers from intrusion into their
instructional time. This includes limiting announcements and preventing
disruptions to class time.
4. Empowering Staff – The principal provides opportunities for teachers to make
decisions about their work and to be involved in school-wide decisions.
5. Flexibility – The principal utilizes varied leadership behaviors as necessary
based on specific situations and circumstances in the school.
6. Influence with Supervisors – The principal effectively garners support from
supervisors and district level administrative offices to assist in meeting the
needs of the school.
7. Inspiring Group Purpose – The principal creates an environment where all
teachers are part of a team and work together toward shared goals that result
in student and teacher success.
8. Modeling Instructional Expectations – The principal models his/her belief in
the instructional process and emphasizes the importance of the instruction that
takes place in each classroom.
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9. Monitoring and Evaluating Instruction – The principal “keeps an eye” on what
is happening in the school and provides feedback to teachers regarding the
instructional impact of classroom strategies.
10. Providing Contingent Rewards – The principal formally and informally
recognizes outstanding work inside and outside of the classroom and shares
this recognition in tangible and visible ways.
11. Situational Awareness – The principal is aware of the details and concerns
regarding the functioning of the school and uses this information to address
current and potential problems (Walker, 2009, pp. 45-46).
Middle School Reform
Many believe the middle school movement began in 1963 with a speech made by
Dr. William Alexander at Cornell University (National Association of Secondary School
Principals, 2013). Dr. Williams emphasized the urgency to replace junior high schools
with a better model, one that would meet the needs of young adolescent learners. The
first to coin the term “middle school,” Dr. Williams was a significant contributor to
middle school curriculum and is known today as the “father of middle school”
(Lounsbury, 2009; Pate & Muth, 2003).
By the late 1960s, the middle school movement led to a substantial increase in
grade 6-8 schools (Lounsbury, 2009; Pate & Muth, 2003). These schools realized the
need to focus on more than just academics, which were previously stressed by junior high
schools. Alexander “defined the middle school as a broadly based general education,
standing on three points: education for social competence, mastery of basic learning
skills, and personal development. The curriculum was to be wide, not narrow, and to be
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focused on exploration, not mastery” (Wiles & Bondi, 2001, p.11). The goal for middle
schools was to serve the whole child, including the physical, social, emotional, cognitive,
and moral development of adolescents (Pate & Muth, 2003). The vision of combining
the student-centered focus from an elementary school model with the rigorous academic
environment of a high school model proved difficult for educators. School leaders
struggled with successfully creating true middle schools mainly because “the
purposefully nebulous curriculum and the absence of clear learning theory kept many
principals uncertain about how to operationalize the concept” (Wiles & Bondi, 2001, p.
12). Middle school leaders began to reach out for support by forming organizations. In
1973, states including Florida, New York, Ohio, and Michigan created and linked their
state-level middle school associations together to form the National Middle School
Association (NMSA) (Wiles & Bondi, 2001).
By the late 1980s, several groups began to question the success of middle school
programs, initiating another cry for middle school reform (California Department of
Education, 2001; Wiles & Bondi, 2001). Many schools were ill-prepared to take on both
the developmental needs of middle school age students and the demanding academics
required to prepare students for high school. In essence, these adolescents were caught in
the middle (California Department of Education, 2001). In 1982 (revised in 1995, 2003,
and 2010), the NMSA published a position paper titled This We Believe, which proposed
a definition and rationale for middle schooling (Brown & Anfara Jr., 2002). In its latest
version, the NMSA defines sixteen essential characteristics of middle schools, divided
into three categories:
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Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
1. Educators value young adolescents and are prepared to teach them.
2. Students and teachers are engaged in active and purposeful learning.
3. Curriculum is challenging, explorative, integrative, and relevant.
4. Educators use multiple learning and teaching approaches.
5. Varied and ongoing assessments advance learning, as well as measure it.
Leadership and Organization
6. A shared vision developed by all stakeholders guides every decision.
7. Leaders are committed to and knowledgeable about this age group,
educational research, and best practices.
8. Leaders demonstrate courage and collaboration.
9. Ongoing professional development reflects best educational practices.
10. Organizational structures foster purposeful learning and meaningful
relationships.
Culture and Community
11. The school environment is inviting, safe, inclusive, and supportive of all.
12. Every student’s academic and personal development is guided by an adult
advocate.
13. Comprehensive guidance and support services meet the needs of young
adolescents.
14. Health and wellness are supported in curricula, school-wide programs, and
related policies.
15. The school actively involves families in the education of their children.
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16. The school includes community and business partners (National Middle
School Association, 2010, p. 14).
As a leader in middle school reform, the California Department of Education
published Caught in the Middle: Educational Reform for Young Adolescents in
California Public Schools in 1987. The publication called for middle schools with a
blend of rigorous academics taught by qualified teachers who believed in the middle
school model, as well as an intense school focus on being developmentally responsive to
the physical, social, and emotional needs of young adolescents (California Department of
Education, 2001). Caught in the Middle helped to change the public’s attitude and
perception of the middle school years–to a period of time to be celebrated, rather than just
tolerated.
In 1989, the Carnegie Corporation of New York sponsored the research-based
report Turning Point: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century. The report gained
national attention, bringing the need to support the education of young adolescents to the
view of policymakers. Turning Point addressed the challenges of the middle grades and
emphasized the need of institutional and community cooperation and partnerships
(Jackson & Davis, 2000). In 2000, a follow up Carnegie publication, Turning Points
2000: Educating Adolescents in the 21st Century, documented the progress of middle
schools during the 1990s, making several more recommendations based on their research
of effective middle school practices. The recommendations called for middle grades that:
1. Teach a curriculum grounded in rigorous, public academic standards for what
students should know and be able to do, relevant to the concerns of
adolescents and based on how students learn best.
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2. Use instructional methods designed to prepare all students to achieve higher
standards and become lifelong learners.
3. Staff middle grades schools with teachers who are expert at teaching young
adolescents, and engage teachers in ongoing, targeted professional
development opportunities.
4. Organize relationships for learning to create a climate of intellectual
development and a caring community of shared educational purpose.
5. Govern democratically, through direct or representative participation by all
school staff members, the adults who know the students best.
6. Provide a safe and healthy school environment as part of improving academic
performance and developing caring and ethical concerns.
7. Involve parents and communities in supporting student learning and healthy
development (Jackson & Davis, 2000, pp. 23–24).
Turning Points 2000 ignited the creation of organizations specifically devoted to
the education of the middle school student. One such organization is the National Forum
to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, consisting of over 60 educators, researchers,
national associations, and officers of professional organizations. The mission of the
National Forum is to unite these “key stakeholders to speak with a common voice to
leverage research, policy, leadership, and replicate model practices to drive middle grades
reform” (National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2013a, n.pag.).
The recommendations from Turning Points 2000 and the requirements of a
standards-based education demanded by the federal program No Child Left Behind, led
to the 2001 publication of Taking Center Stage: A Commitment to Standards-Based
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Education for California’s Middle Grade Students by the California Department of
Education. In 2008, Taking Center Stage was followed up with the web-based
publication Talking Center Stage Act II (TCSII): Ensuring Success and Closing the
Achievement Gap for All of California’s Middle Grades Students. In addition to
providing educators with the latest in research and school practices, TCSII includes
videos of best practices in identified effective middle schools and a professional learning
series called Getting Into the Act! It currently serves as California’s latest model for
middle school education (California Department of Education, 2008).
The Schools to Watch Program
The Schools to Watch (STW) program began in 1999 when the members of the
National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform nominated 64 middle schools to
submit an application to demonstrate their commitment to and their effectiveness of
middle- grades education (National Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2013a).
The National Forum received 28 applications and nine were selected for a site visitation.
By December 1999 the National Forum had selected four schools from Kentucky,
Illinois, and Texas to be named as the first Schools to Watch middle schools. In 2002,
the National Forum joined four other organizations (the Association for Middle Level
Education (AMLE), the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP),
the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), and Learning
Forward), to launch the official STW program. Three states–California, Georgia, and
North Carolina–were the first selected to be trained in the STW criteria. As of 2015, 326
schools from 20 states have been identified as STW model middle schools (National
Forum to Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2013a).
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In 2008, the California STW program aligned its criteria with the newly released
and updated TCSII from the California Department of Education (California STW-TCS,
2015). This web-based publication provided California middle grade educators with the
latest research and information on effective middle grades practice. The partnership
between the STW program, the California Department of Education, and the California
League of Middle Schools (CLMS) led to the creation of California’s Schools to Watch –
Taking Center Stage (STW-TCS) program (California STW-TCS, 2015). The goals of
the STW-TCS program are to:
1. Create a research-based definition of the characteristics shared by highperforming middle schools.
2. Identify high-performing, high needs middle schools throughout California.
3. Share the real-world strategies in place at these sites with educators from middle
schools throughout the state via web-based school tours, school site visits, and
phone or e-mail consultations.
4. Provide a nationally proven School Self-Study and Rating Rubric via the Internet
that all middle schools can use to evaluate and improve their school's instructional
program.
5. Establish a statewide network of high-performing middle schools, with every
high- performing school actively involved in assisting struggling middle schools
that share either a geographic region or student population characteristics
(California STW-TCS, 2015, n.pag.).
As of 2015, 66 schools throughout California have been selected as STW-TCS model
middle schools (California STW-TCS, 2015).
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Every year, California middle schools are given the opportunity to become a
member of the STW-TCS program through a rigorous application process. The STWTCS program evaluates schools using four areas: (a) Academic Excellence, (b)
Developmentally Responsive, (c) Socially Equitable, and (d) Organizational Structures
and Processes (California STW-TCS, 2015).
Schools to Watch Criteria
#1: Academic Excellence. Academic excellence, the first criterion of the
Schools to Watch Program, states high-performing middle schools “challenge all students
to use their minds well, providing them with the curriculum, instruction, assessment,
support, and time they need to meet rigorous academic standards” (National Forum to
Accelerate Middle-Grades Reform, 2013a, n.pag.). In the academically excellent
criterion, there are eight research-based components:
1. All students are expected to meet high academic standards.
2. Curriculum, instruction, assessment, and appropriate academic interventions
are aligned with high standards.
3. The curriculum emphasizes deep understanding of important concepts and the
development of essential skills.
4. Instructional strategies include a variety of challenging and engaging activities
that are clearly related to the grade-level standards, concepts, and skills being
taught.
5. Teachers use a variety of methods to assess and monitor the progress of
student learning (e.g., tests, quizzes, assignments, exhibitions, projects,
performance tasks, portfolios).
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6. The faculty and master schedule provide students time to meet rigorous
academic standards.
7. Students are provided the support they need to meet rigorous academic
standards.
8. The adults in the school are provided time and frequent opportunities to
enhance student achievement by working with colleagues to deepen their
knowledge and to improve their standards-based practice (California STWTCS, 2015, n.pag.).
In higher performing middle schools, there is a direct correlation between the
alignment of curricula and instruction with state standards and higher academic
performance. In addition, research shows the major difference between high-performing
schools and low-performing schools includes a primary focus on academic improvement
for all and a rigorous academic program that prepares all students for high school
(Williams et al., 2010). Successful middle schools provide challenging curriculum,
engage students in active learning with a purpose, use a variety of teaching and learning
approaches, and offer ongoing assessments to measure growth and accountability
(National Middle School Association, 2010).
In addition to providing rigorous curriculum and instruction, and a variety of
instructional strategies and assessment opportunities, STW-TCS model middle schools
deliver flexible scheduling to address the unique needs of middle school students and the
necessary time for teachers to collaborate in order to expand their knowledge and
expertise. Flexible scheduling is a key component in allowing strategic schedule
modifications and common planning time (McEwin & Greene, 2010).
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#2: Developmentally Responsive. The second criterion of the STW-TCS
program is developmental responsiveness. Effective middle schools understand and
serve the unique challenges faced by young adolescents. This criterion includes ten
components:
1. The staff creates a personalized environment that supports each student's
intellectual, ethical, social, and physical development.
2. The school provides access to comprehensive services to foster healthy
physical, social, emotional, and intellectual development.
3. Teachers foster curiosity, creativity, and the development of social skills in a
structured and supportive environment.
4. The curriculum is both socially significant and relevant to the personal and
career interests of young adolescents.
5. Teachers use an interdisciplinary approach to reinforce important concepts,
skills, and address real-world problems.
6. Students are provided multiple opportunities to explore a rich variety of topics
and interests in order to develop their identity, learn about their strengths,
discover and demonstrate their own competence, and plan for their future.
7. All students have opportunities for voice-posing questions, reflecting on
experiences, and participating in decisions and leadership activities.
8. The school staff members develop alliances with families to enhance and
support the well-being of the children.
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9. Staff members provide all students with opportunities to develop citizenship
skills, to use the community as a classroom, and to engage the community in
providing resources and support.
10. The school provides age-appropriate, co-curricular activities to foster social
skills and character, and to develop interests beyond the classroom
environment (California STW-TCS, 2015, n.pag.).
Successful middle schools are dedicated to providing an equal opportunity for
every student. A prevalent strategy used to reach this commitment is the use of
interdisciplinary teaming. McEwin and Greene (2009) found ninety percent of identified
highly successful middle schools were organized with interdisciplinary teams. Teams
afford a process for large schools to become small and personal. Within these smaller
communities, mentoring relationships between staff and students form, leading to more
engaged and successful students (George, 2011). Teaming creates a community of
learners by providing teachers the chance to understand the strengths and needs of every
child, which leads to the creation of developmentally appropriate curriculum, instruction,
and assessment.
#3: Socially Equitable. The third criterion of STW-TCS is social equity. Highperforming middle schools are unbiased and provide all students with highly qualified
teachers, resources, and a structure of support. The social equity criterion includes the
following ten research-based components:
1. To the fullest extent possible, all students, including English learners, students
with disabilities, and gifted and honors students participate in heterogeneous
classes with high academic and behavioral expectations.
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2. Students are provided the opportunity to use many and varied approaches to
achieve and demonstrate competence and mastery of standards.
3. Teachers continually adapt curriculum, instruction, assessment, and
scheduling to meet their students' diverse and changing needs.
4. All students have equal access to valued knowledge in all school classes and
activities.
5. Students have ongoing opportunities to learn about and appreciate their own
and others' cultures.
6. The school community knows every student well.
7. The faculty welcomes and encourages the active participation of all its
families and makes sure that all its families are an integral part of the school.
8. The school's reward system is designed to value diversity, civility, service,
and democratic citizenship.
9. Staff members understand and support the family backgrounds and values of
its students. The school rules are clear, fair, and consistently applied
(California STW-TCS, 2015, n.pag.).
High performing middle schools focus on the needs of all students. These schools
consider middle school as the last chance to reach struggling students. Therefore,
specific and deliberate attention is paid to English learners, student with disabilities, and
unsuccessful students. Effective middle schools offer mandatory and voluntary
interventions to meet their students’ challenging needs (Williams, et al., 2010). Students
are given multiple opportunities to demonstrate their proficiency of standards and
encouraged to revise and redo work.

65

Middle schools demonstrating social equity strongly advocate parental and
community involvement in the school site. Research shows a direct positive correlation
between parent involvement and increased student achievement, greater self-esteem, and
improved student behavior and attendance (Jackson & Davis, 2000). Community
partnerships also show benefit to young adolescents. From opportunities to enhance or
extend learning, to delivering needed services, community connections build good will
between schools and local organizations, benefiting the student, their family, and the
school.
#4: Organizational Structures and Processes. The fourth criterion of STWTCS, organizational structures and processes, outlines a school with organizational norms
and processes to support teaching and learning. The criterion includes the following nine
research- based components:
1. A shared vision of what a high-performing school is and does drives every
facet of school change.
2. The principal has the responsibility and authority to hold the schoolimprovement enterprise together, including day-to-day know-how,
coordination, strategic planning, and communication.
3. The school is a community of practice in which learning, experimentation,
and time and opportunity for reflection are the norm.
4. The school and district devote resources to content-rich professional
development, which is connected to reaching and sustaining the school vision
and increasing student achievement.
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5. The school is not an island unto itself; it is a part of a larger educational
system, i.e., districts, networks, and community partnerships.
6. The school staff holds itself accountable for the students' success.
7. District and school staff possess and cultivate the collective will to persevere,
believing it is their business to produce increased achievement and enhanced
development of all students.
8. The school and district staffs work with colleges and universities to recruit,
prepare, and mentor novice and experienced teachers.
9. The school includes families and community members in setting and
supporting the school's trajectory toward high performance (California STWTCS, 2015, n.pag.).
Strong and effective leadership is a key factor in high-performing middle schools.
The principal supports middle school concepts and works collaboratively with staff
members to implement research-based, recommended programs and practices in their
school site (McEwin & Green, 2010). A shared decision-making process is utilized,
bringing teachers, students, administration, and parents together to gather information
from all, especially in high-stakes decisions (George, 2009). The leadership team works
together to continue to move the school to a higher level, as teachers are not satisfied
until every child is proficient. More importantly, the school does not blame the child.
There is a sense of responsibility that every staff member carries with them, as it is the
adult’s obligation to help every child reach their greatest potential.
Effective middle schools are organized on a foundation of communication and
trust. Faculty members avoid working in silos by being open to learn from one another.
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The school offers regular professional development opportunities for teachers, such as
book studies and research groups. The administration does not wait for district level
officials to dictate trainings; the school determines what is needed and works to fulfill the
need through site-based offerings. The structures and organization established in the
school site sustains the school’s trajectory towards excellence.
Conclusions
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive learning theory provides the framework to
understand the concept of self-efficacy. Teachers with a greater sense of efficacy believe
they can make a positive difference in a student’s academic life regardless of the
challenges faced by the student (Bruce et al., 2010). Teacher self-efficacy plays a crucial
role in education, as teachers with a higher sense of self-efficacy believe all students are
capable of learning. The teachers are more willing to show students that they care about
them, are more persistent with challenging students, and ultimately have higher
performing students (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Klassen et al.,
2010).
Several studies presented in the literature review demonstrate the positive link
between a teacher’s sense of efficacy and student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1984;
Armor et al., 1976; Angelle & Teague, 2014; Caprara et al., 2006; Gibson & Dembo,
1984; Guskey, 1988; Moore & Esselman, 1994; Muijs & Reynolds, 2002; Ross, 1992,
1998). Teachers with a greater sense of efficacy positively affect student achievement by
spending more time monitoring student work, assisting those in need, preparing for class,
and providing instruction (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Ross, 1994). In addition to enhanced
student achievement, a greater sense of teacher efficacy leads to higher student
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expectations, more effective classroom management, and greater overall joy in the
teaching profession (Allinder, 1995; Ashton & Webb, 1984; Barton & Oja, 1999; Ross
1994, 1998).
The review of the literature demonstrates a positive relationship between teacher
efficacy and school culture. One of the greatest predictors of teacher efficacy is a
supportive school community (Lee et al., 1991). A higher sense of teacher efficacy has
been connected to promoting group commitment and feelings of trust, teacher job
satisfaction and enthusiasm, sense of community, willingness to assist colleagues,
reduced teachers’ level of stress, and effective group processes (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Caprara et al., 2003; Jex & Bliese, 1999; Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Kozub & McDonnell,
2000; Lee et al., 1991; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2000).
The research on teacher efficacy, in regards to teacher experience, reinforces the
concept that teachers’ sense of efficacy may vary throughout their career (TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2007; Hoy & Spero, 2005). Studies indicate the self-efficacy of novice
teachers is most influenced in the first few years of their career, and that efficacy could
be influenced by mastery experience opportunities as well as support and feedback.
Research shows teachers’ sense of efficacy often increases throughout their career, but it
declines in the later career stages (Bandura, 1997; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Klassen & Chiu,
2010, 2011; Putman, 2012;
It can be concluded from the literature review that the principal plays a crucial
role in providing the necessary supports to teachers to ensure an effective and productive
learning environment for the students (Hipp, 1996; Marzano et al., 2005). Studies have
shown that specific principal leadership behaviors, such as modeling behavior, providing
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contingent rewards, relationship building, and inspiring group purpose, can positively
affect a teacher’s sense of efficacy (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995; Elliott, 2000). In addition,
principals who exhibit instructional leadership behaviors can positively influence teacher
efficacy (Calik et al., 2012; Hipp, 1996; Marzano et al., 2005; Nir & Kranot, 2006; Ross
& Gray, 2006).
This review of the literature provided a basis to understand teacher efficacy in the
context of student achievement, school culture, teacher experience, and principal
leadership behaviors. Additionally, the literature review provided an understanding of
the history of middle school reform and the Schools to Watch program, as schools from
this program will be included in the population of the current study. Chapter III details
the methodology that will be used for the present study, including a description of the
design of the study, the data collection procedures, and the data analysis. Chapter IV will
discuss the findings of the current study and Chapter V will examine conclusions and
recommendations for future studies.
Synthesis Matrix
A detailed synthesis matrix was developed by the researcher to assist in the
organization of the literature presented in this chapter, emphasizing the areas of
significant existing research, and highlighting the research gaps (see Appendix A). The
information was used in developing the research questions for this study. The sections
identified in the synthesis matrix include the following: (a) Teacher Efficacy; (b) Efficacy
and Student Achievement; (c) Measuring Efficacy; (d) Efficacy and School Culture; (e)
Efficacy and Teacher Experience; (f) Principal Influence on Teacher Efficacy; (g) Middle
School Reform; and (h) Schools To Watch.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
A principal’s ability to influence or persuade can significantly impact the success
of students through the concept of teacher self-efficacy. From a principal’s daily
interactions with faculty and students, to the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s
supportive nature, the leadership behaviors of a principal can have a significant impact on
teacher efficacy at a school site, which can ultimately influence the academic
achievement levels of students.
Chapter III includes a description of the methodology and procedures that were
used to investigate the impact of principal leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new
and experienced middle school teachers in California Schools to Watch-Taking Center
Stage (STW-TCS) middle schools. The chapter begins with the purpose and research
questions used to guide this quantitative study. The research design is explained in this
chapter, including the methodology, population and sample, as well as information on
instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and limitations of the study.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools.
Research Questions
This study examined principal leadership behaviors and their relationship to
teacher efficacy in new and experienced middle school teachers at California STW-TCS
middle schools. With the exception of a different sample, research questions used to
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guide the study were derived from a previous study conducted by Jeffery Walker in 2009
and are presented as follows.
This study addressed the following three research questions (RQ):
RQ1. What is the relationship between the self-reported efficacy of a teacher and the
principal’s behaviors at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ2. What is the relationship between principals’ behaviors and the self-reported
efficacy of new teachers (0-3 years), more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very
experienced teachers (8-14 years), and extensively experienced teachers (15 or
more years) at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ3. What is the relationship of each of the following demographic characteristics to
the self-reported efficacy of teachers and principals’ behaviors at STW-TCS
middle schools?
•

Teacher gender

•

Size of school

•

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

•

Students receiving free and reduced price meals
Research Design

In order to connect the purpose to the process in investigating the impact of
principal leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in
California STW-TCS middle schools, quantitative methods were employed. Quantitative
research uses statistics to analyze the obtained data in order to draw conclusions (Patten,
2012). In this particular study, surveys were utilized as the instrument to collect data.
The value in using surveys is that one can quickly and easily “learn about people’s
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attitudes, beliefs, values, demographics, behaviors…ideas, and other types of
information” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 235). Survey research is often used in
doctoral dissertations due to the low cost, efficiency, versatility, and ease of collecting
information from a large amount of participants (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).
Survey design was appropriate for this quantitative study, as it allowed for a “numeric
description of trends, attitudes or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that
population” (Creswell, 2009, p.145).
To address the research questions in this study, a three-part survey was
administered. Part 1 includes the long form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
(TSES) (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). The TSES includes 24 questions with
responses on a nine-point Likert scale. An overall mean score for each participant was
recorded for this study. Part 2 includes the Principal Rating and Ranking Scale (PRRS)
(Walker, 2009). Included in this section were eleven principal behaviors to be rated on a
nine-point Likert scale by respondents. Additionally, the respondents were asked to rank
the eleven principal behaviors in order of importance. Part 3 of the survey consisted of
the demographic data sought by the researcher. This included teacher gender, years of
teaching experience, school enrollment number, percentage of students receiving free or
reduced lunch, type of school (urban, suburban, rural), and school name.
To determine the relationship between efficacy scores gathered from the TSES
and the ratings and rankings of principal behaviors determined from the PRRS, a
stepwise multiple regression analysis was conducted. The TSES total score was used as
the dependent variable and the PRRS score was used as the independent (or predictor)
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variable. Furthermore, each of the demographic variables was also analyzed using the
separate regression analyses.
Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) define a population as “a group of elements or
cases, whether individuals, objects, or events, that conform to specific criteria and to
which we intend to generalize the results of the research” (p. 129). The research
population in this study included all 1,301 public middle schools in California
(Enrollment/Number of Schools by Grade Span & Type – CalEdFacts, n.d.). At the time
of this study, there were almost one million students enrolled in California middle
schools, with Hispanic or Latino students accounting for the largest ethnic population at
53.7 percent of enrollment (DataQuest, CA Dept of Education, n.d.). The enrollment
numbers and percentages of all ethnic groups in California public middle schools are
presented in Table 1.
Table 1
California Public Middle School Enrollment by Ethnicity
Ethnicity

Number of Students

Total Enrollment Percentages

Hispanic or Latino

534,101

53.7

American Indian or Alaska
Native

5,001

.5

Asian

90,615

9.1

Pacific Islander

5,161

.5

Filipino

28,085

2.8

African American

59,708

6

White

242,208

24.4

Two or More Races

24,505

2.5

None Reported

5,122

.5

Total

994,506

100
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Due to the large number of middle schools found in the population, the researcher
reduced the field to a target population consisting of the current 66 STW-TCS middle
schools. The STW-TCS program places these high performing middle schools into six
regions by geographical location. The grouping assists other educators who may be
interested in visiting STW-TCS schools in determining the closest schools to their own
school or district. The regions include the following, (a) Northern California (two
schools); (b) Bay Area – Sacramento (10 schools); (c) Central Valley (11 schools); (d)
Central Coast (two schools); (e) Los Angeles – Inland Empire (28 schools); and (f)
Orange County – San Diego (13 schools) (California Schools to Watch Taking Center
Stage, 2015). The schools in each region are listed in Table 2.
Table 2
STW-TCS Middle Schools by Geographical Region
Geographical Region

STW-TCS Middle Schools

Northern California

McKinleyville Middle School
Mistletoe School

Bay Area - Sacramento

Elizabeth Pinkerton Middle School
Silverado Middle School
Toby Johnson Middle School
Katherine Albiani Middle School
Edna Hill Middle School
Canyon Middle School
Rancho Milpitas Middle School
Dartmouth Middle School
Andrew Carnegie Middle Schools
Union Middle School

Central Valley

Kings Canyon Middle School
(continued)
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Geographical Region

STW-TCS Middle Schools
Turlock Middle School
Alta Sierra Intermediate School
Kastner Intermediate School
Clark Intermediate School
Reyburn Intermediate School
Granite Ridge Intermediate School
Washington Academic Middle School
Fairmont School
Quail Lake Environmental Charter School
Sanger Academy Charter School

Central Coast

San Lorenzo Valley Middle School
Scotts Valley Middle School

Los Angeles – Inland Empire

DeAnza Middle School
Fedde International Studies
Hawthorne School
Lakeside Middle School
Luther Burbank
Alondra Middle School
Carmenita Middle School
La Canada Middle School
Landmark Middle School
Leona Jackson Middle School
Serrano Middle School
Tetzlaff Accelerated Learning Academy
Colton Middle School
Castaic Middle School
High Desert Academy
(continued)
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Geographical Region

STW-TCS Middle Schools
Medea Creek Middle School
Holmes International Middle School
Millikan Middle School
Culver City Middle School
Torch Middle School
R.H. Dana Middle School
Alvarado Intermediate School
Tincher Preparatory School
Vista Verde Middle School
Sinaloa Middle School
Summit Intermediate School
Vanguard Preparatory School
Zamboni Middle School

Orange County – San Diego

Wilson Junior High School
Heber Middle School
Bernice Ayer Middle School
John Glenn School of International Studies
Olive Peirce Middle School
Gaspar de Portola Middle School
Frank Wright Middle School
John F. Kennedy Middle School
Granger Jr. High School
La Paz Intermediate School
Calavera Hills Middle School
Pioneer Middle School
Thurston Middle School

All 66 of these schools completed an extensive application process in order to
become a STW-TCS middle school. Included in the application is a school wide self77

study process in which all stakeholders at the school are required to participate.
Furthermore, the written application includes a detailed narrative where the school must
show they provide exemplary practices in the four STW-TCS criteria: (a) Academic
Excellence; (b) Developmental Responsiveness; (c) Social Equity; and (d) Organizational
Structures and Processes. Once the school submits the application, the STW-TCS
organization determines if the school warrants a site visitation. Many schools do not
make it to the site visitation portion of the application process, as their written application
may not sufficiently convince the STW-TCS organization that their school qualifies for
the honor. If the application earns a site visit, a team of representatives from the STWTCS organization schedules a full-day visit to the school. On the visitation day the
representatives observe every classroom, interview students and faculty members,
conduct an after school faculty meeting in which teachers, administrators, and district
representatives are asked specific questions about their school, and then the
representatives host a community meeting with parents and other community liaisons to
ensure the parents feel the school is worthy of the STW-TCS recognition. Every year the
California State Superintendent of Instruction announces the newly identified STW-TCS
schools through a California Department of Education News Release.
The 66 STW-TCS schools represent a diverse group of middle schools located
throughout California. Their student enrollment numbers, types of communities, grade
configuration, and percentage of socioeconomically disadvantaged students differ
significantly (see Table 3) (California Schools to Watch Taking Center Stage, 2015; Find
a SARC, n.d.). The student enrollment number for the 66 STW-TCS schools ranges from
380 students to 2,195 students. The schools are located in a wide-range of communities,
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from rural to a large city. The grade level configuration at the schools include grades K8, 4-8, 6-8, 6-9, 7-8, 7-9, and 7-12. The percent of socioeconomically disadvantaged
students for all 66 STW-TCS schools ranges from 1.3 percent to 100 percent.
Table 3
School Characteristics of the 66 STW-TCS Middle School by Geographical Group
Region

Range of
School
Enrollment

Types of Community

Grade Levels
of School

Percent Range of
Socioeconomic
Disadvantaged
Students

Northern
California

380 - 636

Small town, Mid-size city

K-8 and 6-8

66.4 - 70

Bay Area –
Sacramento

893 - 1,380

Suburban, Mid-size city,
Suburb of large city,
Urban fringe of a large
city, Large city

6-8 and 7-8

10 - 60

Central
Valley

452 – 1,661

Suburban/Urban fringe,
Suburban, Urban fringe of
large city, Suburb or large
city

K-8, 6-8, and
7-8

21.5 – 92.8

Central Coast

503 - 609

Rural fringe, Suburb of
mid-size city

6-8

13.3 - 25.8

Los Angeles
– Inland
Empire

434 – 2,195

Rural, Small city,
Suburban, Suburb – midsize territory, Suburb of a
large city, Large city,
Industrial, Urban, Urban
fringe, Urban ridge of
large city

K-8, 4-8, 6-8,
6-9, 7-8, 7-9,
7-12

1.3 - 94.6

Orange
County – San
Diego

510 – 1,825

Rural, Small town,
Suburban, Suburb-large
city, Small city, Mid-size
city, Urban fringe, Urban
fridge of large city, Large
city

K-8, 6-8, 6-9,
7-8, 7-9

10.9 - 100

Sample
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) assert “in quantitative studies, the group of
subjects or participants from whom the data are collected is referred to as the sample” (p.
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129). In purposeful sampling (also referred to as purposive sampling), McMillan and
Schumacher (2010) explain “on the basis of the researcher’s knowledge of the
population, a judgment is made about which subjects should be selected to provide the
best information to address the purpose of the research” (p. 138). Furthermore, Patten
(2012) clarifies purposive sampling as a way to find “individuals that the researchers
believe are key informants in terms of social dynamics, leadership positions, job
responsibilities, and so on” (p. 19).
The sample, the group in which the researcher hopes to generalize the study
findings, was derived from the target population of 66 STW-TCS middle schools. The
sample for this study included the ten STW-TCS middle schools from the Bay Area –
Sacramento region and the approximately 472 teachers in the ten schools (see Table 4)
(California Schools to Watch Taking Center Stage, 2015; Find a SARC, n.d.). The ten
schools in the sample encompassed seven different school districts.
Table 4
Bay Area – Sacramento STW-TCS Schools, District and Location
STW-TCS Middle
School

School District

Location in
California

Approximate
Number of
Teachers

Elizabeth Pinkerton

Elk Grove Unified School District

Elk Grove

49

Silverado

Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District Roseville

47

Toby Johnson

Elk Grove Unified School District

Elk Grove

54

Katherine Albiani

Elk Grove Unified School District

Elk Grove

59

Edna Hill

Brentwood Union School District

Brentwood

44

Canyon

Castro Valley Unified School District

Castro Valley 59

Rancho Milpitas

Milpitas Unified School District

Milpitas

34

Dartmouth

Union Elementary School District

San Jose

40

Andrew Carnegie

San Juan Unified School District

Orangevale

44

Union

Union Elementary School District

San Jose

42
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The ten STW-TCS middle schools represented in the Bay Area – Sacramento
region characterize a diverse collection of school organizational structure, enrollment
numbers, demographics and type of community (see Table 5) (Find a SARC, n.d.).
Student enrollment ranged from 826 students to 1,380 students. In terms of grade level
configuration, four of the ten schools have seventh and eighth grade students, while six of
the schools serve sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students. The percent of
socioeconomically disadvantaged students attending the school represents the level of
poverty. The percentage of socioeconomically disadvantaged students in the sample
group ranges from 10 percent to 60 percent. The locations of the schools vary from
suburban, suburb of a large city, mid-size city, urban fringe of a large city, to large city.
Table 5
Bay Area – Sacramento STW-TCS Middle School Characteristics
STW-TCS Middle
School

Student
Enrollment

Grade
Levels

Community

7-8

Percent
Socioeconomically
Disadvantaged
31.7

Elizabeth Pinkerton

1,034

Silverado

1,073

6-8

24

Mid-size city

Toby Johnson

1.297

7-8

37.2

Urban fringe of large
city

Katherine Albiani

1,380

7-8

29.6

Urban fringe of large
city

Edna Hill

893

6-8

38

Suburban

Canyon

1,357

6-8

26.2

Suburban

Rancho Milpitas

738

7-8

44

Mid-size city

Dartmouth

826

6-8

60

Large city

Andrew Carnegie

1,030

6-8

30.2

Urban fringe of large
city

Union

921

6-8

10

Suburb, Large city
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The student enrollment by ethnicity in the sample group varied among the schools
(see Table 6) (Find a SARC, n.d.). The African American population ranged from 1.2
percent to 16.8 percent. The American Indian or Alaskan Native population for all ten
schools was below 1.3 percent. The Asian population ranged from 4.5 percent to 41
percent. The Filipino population ranged from .7 percent to 19 percent. The Hispanic or
Latino population ranged from 14.6 percent to 36.1 percent. The Pacific Islander
population for all ten schools was below 1.5 percent. The White population ranged from
8 percent to 75.9 percent. The Two or More population ranged from 1.3 percent to ten
percent.
Table 6
Bay Area – Sacramento STW-TCS Middle School Ethnicity Percentages
STW-TCS
Middle
School

African
American

Filipino Hispanic
or Latino

Pacific White Two or
Islander
More

16.8

American Asian
Indian or
Alaskan
Native
.4
15.1

Elizabeth
Pinkerton
Silverado
Toby
Johnson
Katherine
Albiani
Edna Hill
Canyon
Rancho
Milpitas
Dartmouth
Andrew
Carnegie
Union
Overall
Average

7.6

22

.5

28.2

9.2

2.1
15.9

.5
.2

4.5
24.7

2.9
9.7

15.6
20.7

.2
1.5

69.4
19

3.9
8.3

7.4

.4

19.7

4.5

19.1

.5

40.9

7.5

7.6
10.2
3

.8
.4
<1

2.6
25.4
41

2.5
3.8
19

36.1
23.4
25

.4
.4
<1

47.8
26.5
8

1.5
10
3

2.1
2.4

0
1.3

16
2.6

1.8
1.2

22.4
14.6

1
.8

52.1
75.9

3
1.3

1.2
6.9

.1
.5

14
16.6

.7
5.4

16
21.5

.4
.6

61.7
43

4.6
5.2
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The sample of ten STW-TCS schools represents seven California school districts
and employs approximately 472 teachers. The Bay Area – Sacramento STW-TCS region
was chosen as the sample for this study for several reasons including (a) similar school
characteristics to the other STW-TCS middle schools; (b) a mid-range in the total number
of schools participating among the six regions; (c) a mix of schools from suburban,
urban, to rural; and (d) geographically accessible to the researcher. Based on the overall
demographic characteristics of the entire cohort of STW-TCS middle schools, the sample
provides an appropriate representation. Consequently, the outcomes of this study may be
generalized to all STW-TCS middle schools.
In determining an appropriate sample size, both the sampling error and the
confidence level must be considered when generalizing about characteristics of a
population. The sampling error, also called the level of precision, “is the range in which
the true value of the population is estimated to be” (Israel, 2009, p. 1). This range is
usually expressed as a percentage value (e.g., ±5 percent). For example, if a researcher
found 60% of the teachers in the sample stated that a strong decision-making ability was
an important leadership behavior for a principal to possess with a precision rate of ±5%,
the researcher could conclude that between 55% and 65% of teachers in the population
felt this leadership behavior was important. The confidence interval “is a range of
numerical values in which the actual value of the population probably lies. The upper
and lower boundaries of the confidence interval are called the confidence limits”
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 296). It is typical for researchers to report a 95 or 99
percent confidence interval. McMillan and Schumacher (2010) interpret this to mean
“that the probability of the population value being between the confidence limits is 95 or
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99 percent, respectfully” (p. 296). For example, if it is reported that the 99 percent
confidence interval from a survey of teachers is .432 to .495, this means that from that
sample the researcher can infer that there is a 99 percent chance that between 43.2 and
49.5 percent of the population is in favor of a particular principal leadership behavior.
One way to determine sample size is to use published tables. These tables
provide the researcher with an appropriate sample size given a set of criteria. Table 7
provides an appropriate sample size with a confidence level of 95% and precision levels
at ±5%, ±7%, and ±10% (Israel, 2009).
Table 7
Sample Size for ±5%, ±7%, and ±10% Precision Levels where Confidence Level Is 95%
Sample Size (n) for Precision (e) of:
Size of Population

±5%

±7%

±10%

400
450
500

201
212
222

135
140
145

81
82
83

Given that the sample population contains approximately 472 teachers, the
researcher chose a confidence level of 95% and a precision level of ±5%, indicating that
the sample population should be approximately 217 teachers. By utilizing published
sample size tables, a significant sample size related to the population being studied
provides rigor to the study (Creswell, 2007). In addition, an appropriate sample size
reduced the sampling error and allowed the researcher to make inferences about the
population.
Instrumentation
A three-part survey instrument created by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) and
Walker (2009) was used to gather information related to a participant’s efficacy levels
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and to the principal characteristics and behaviors perceived to have a positive impact on
teacher efficacy. In addition, the researcher collected demographic information about the
participant and his school of employment. Prior to conducting research, permission was
solicited and obtained from Walker to replicate his study and utilize the Principal Rating
and Ranking Scale (PRRS) survey instrument (see Appendix B). Additionally,
permission to utilize the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was solicited and
received from both Tschannen-Moran and Hoy prior to conducting research (see
Appendix C).
The overall survey instrument consists of three elements: a Likert-type survey for
assessing teacher beliefs through measuring teacher efficacy, a Likert-type survey to
examine teacher opinion about the importance of a variety of principals’ characteristics,
and a demographic questionnaire. Part 1 of the survey is the TSES (see Appendix D). In
order to assess the participant’s efficacy level, this instrument collected data on the
participant’s beliefs in regards to the types of obstacles that create challenges for
teachers. Part 2 of the survey is the PRRS (see Appendix E). The PRRS determined
which principal characteristics the participants found most important. Part 3 was a
demographic survey (see Appendix F). The demographic data collected allowed the
researcher to make comparisons of middle school teachers’ efficacy and principal
behaviors across a variety of demographic factors.
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
Using instruments to measure a teachers’ sense of efficacy dates back to the mid1970s to the Rand studies two-item questionnaire. Since then, Gibson and Dembo
(1984), Guskey (1981), and Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) have all designed scales to
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measure teacher efficacy. In response to calls to develop a more effective instrument,
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed a 24-item measure, Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy Scale (TSES), previously known as the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale
(OSTES). This measure of teacher efficacy was based on the model suggested by
Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998). The TSES measures the efficacy of three
domains associated with teaching: (a) engagement, (b) classroom management, and (c)
instructional practices.
The researchers conducted three validation studies on the TSES in which they
reduced the number of items from 52 to a long form with 24 items and a short form with
12 items. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) assert their instrument “is superior to
previous measures of teacher efficacy in that it has a unified and stable factor structure
and assesses a broad range of capabilities that teachers consider important to good
teaching…” (p. 801). Additionally, the TSES has been implemented in several studies
and has been subject to refinement. Both the short and long forms of the TSES are
considered reasonably reliable and valid. The researchers state the “reliabilities for the
teacher efficacy subscales were 0.91 for instruction, 0.90 for management, and 0.87 for
engagement” (p. 799). For the mean score of teacher efficacy, Cronbach’s alpha was
0.94. In the present study the results of the TSES were calculated as the overall mean
score of all 24 items according to TSES scoring directions provided by Tschannen-Moran
and Hoy (2001) (see Appendix G).
By comparing the TSES to other existing measures of teacher efficacy,
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) noted “positive correlations with other measures of
personal teaching efficacy provide evidence of construct validity” (p. 801). The
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exhaustive research behind the TSES and the fact that Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001)
validated both the long 24-item and the short 12-item forms of the TSES with preservice
and experienced teachers make it an appropriate instrument to measure teacher efficacy.
For this study, the 24-item long form of the TSES was utilized. The responses
were on a nine-point Likert scale. The response selections included the following:
nothing, very little, some influence, quite a bit, and a great deal. A response of “nothing”
would be marked as a one, while a response of “a great deal” would be marked as a nine,
with all other responses falling in between one and nine. Example items from the survey
included the following:
•

How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students?

•

To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior?

•

How well can you use a variety of assessment strategies?

•

How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students?

The overall mean score of the TSES was calculated and utilized in this study.
Principal Rating and Ranking Scale (PRRS)
The second component of the survey includes the Principal Rating and Ranking
Scale (PRRS) developed by Walker (2009). Through an analysis of current research on
important principal behaviors in supporting teacher efficacy, Walker (2009) selected
eleven characteristics that were deemed significant. The instrument included the eleven
principal characteristics and behaviors that had previously been “identified in the
literature as having a positive impact on teacher efficacy” (p. 60). The characteristics are
listed either as one word or a phrase, then defined for the survey participant in a written
explanation. The participants rated each of the characteristics on a nine-point Likert
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scale. The response selections included the following: very little importance, low
importance, some importance, quite a bit importance, and very high importance. A
response of “very little importance” was marked as a one, while a response of “very high
importance” was marked as a nine, with all other responses falling in between one and
nine. Example items from the survey included the following:
•

Communication – The principal established strong lines of communication
with and among students and teachers.

•

Empowering Staff – The principal provides opportunities for teachers to make
decisions about their work and to be involved in school-wide decisions.

•

Modeling Instructional Expectations – The principal models his/her belief in
the instructional process and emphasizes the importance of the instruction that
takes place in each classroom.

In addition to rating the importance of each principal characteristic on the Likert scale,
the participants were then asked to rank the characteristics in order of importance to
them. The most important characteristic was ranked as number one, while the least
important characteristic was ranked as number eleven.
In order to address the issues of instrument validity and reliability, the PRRS was
field tested by Walker (2009) among a group of ten teachers at a middle school in a midAtlantic school district. Walker (2009) asserts “The field test showed the face validity
was present and demonstrated that the survey was clear, understandable, and logical in its
flow of information” (p. 61). McMillan and Schumacher (2010) explain that face validity
“is a judgment that the items appear to be relevant” (p. 175).
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The participants of the field tests were also interviewed to obtain additional
opinions about the survey. Walker (2009) asked the following questions of the ten
participants:
•

Were you able to follow the instructions and complete the survey form as
requested?

•

If not, what areas were confusing or caused questions for you?

•

How long did it take to complete the survey?

•

Describe your understanding of the intent of the survey?

•

In your opinion, did the survey questions attempt to meet that intent?

Based on the field tests and interviews, the participants offered only minor revisions as
suggestions. These included format changes, addition of a border to cells on the paper
survey, and clarification of a definition in one of the principal characteristics. Walker’s
(2009) field-testing and follow-up interviews on the PRRS confirmed that the instrument
collected the intended information to support the conclusions that would be drawn from
the data analysis.
Demographic Data Survey
The third and final portion of the survey included demographic questions intended
to gather information about the participant and the school in which the participant was
employed. A total of six demographic questions were asked of the participant. Each
question included a variety of response boxes for the participant to choose the answer that
best described them or their school. The questions asked participant gender, total years
as a professional educator, total number of students in the participant’s school, percentage
of students receiving free or reduced lunch in the participant’s school, and the type of
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community in which the participant’s school is located (i.e., rural, urban, or suburban).
The last question asked the participants to click on the box with their school name to
ensure the sample consisted of an appropriate representation from all ten schools. The
demographic questions were designed to collect information in order to show
comparisons of middle school teacher efficacy and principal behaviors across each of the
demographic factors presented.
Data Collection
Prior to the collection of data from study participants, the researcher gained
approval to conduct the research from the Brandman University Institutional Review
Board (BUIRB) (see Appendix N). In order to protect confidentiality and the rights of
the participants, as well as assure minimal risk, data collection did not begin until the
researcher received final approval from BUIRB.
The researcher followed proper procedure to gain permission and approval of
each school site via a principal recruitment letter in an initial email communication (see
Appendix H). The purpose of the letter was to seek principals’ support and permission to
survey the teachers on their campus. Included in the email communication was a letter of
endorsement from Dr. Irvin Howard, Co-Director of the California Schools to Watch Taking Center Stage Program and Past President of The National Forum to Accelerate
Middle Grade Reform. The endorsement letter was included in the researcher’s email
request for site participation in order to highlight the STW-TCS Program’s support of the
researcher’s study (see Appendix I). All ten principals returned a letter of permission on
their school letterhead to the researcher. The permission letters from the principals stated
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that the researcher received the principals’ permission to survey teachers at their site (see
Appendix J).
Upon approval from BUIRB, the researcher sent a follow-up email to the ten
STW-TCS middle school principals in the sample population. The researcher asked the
principals to forward the email to their teachers. Included in the email was a letter to
participants (see Appendix K) and the link to the online survey created via Survey
Monkey. When the participant clicked the online survey link, they were presented with
the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix L) and the Research Participant’s Bill of
Rights (see Appendix M). The participant was asked to read the information in both
forms and was then presented with an electronic consent form. The participant chose to
click on either an “agree” or “disagree” button. The “agree” button acknowledged receipt
of the complete Informed Consent Form and Research Participant’s Bill of Rights.
Additionally, it stated that the participant had read the materials and consented to
participate in the study. If the participant clicked on the “agree” button, then the survey
opened. The “disagree” button option stated that the participant did not wish to
participate in the electronic survey. If the participant clicked on the “disagree” option,
then the participant was thanked for their time, and did not gain access to the survey.
Participants could decline to answer any questions that they did not feel comfortable
answering, or could stop their participation in the study at any time.
Following receipt of the online survey link, participants were asked to complete
the three parts of the survey. Part 1 consisted of the TSES, Part 2 was the PRRS, and Part
3 was the demographic data. All three parts of the survey were expected to take no more
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than 10 to 15 minutes to complete. The survey could be completed at any convenient
time for the participant and from any location.
The researcher safeguarded the STW-TCS teacher participant’s confidentiality
and anonymity by avoiding the use of any identifying information, such as the
participant’s name. Through the Informed Consent Form, participants were advised that
participation in this study was strictly voluntary and there were no known or anticipated
risks to participating in this study. The data collected was kept in a secure location and
was destroyed once the research was completed and the final dissertation was approved.
To encourage maximum participation, participants were expected to complete the
survey within a two-week period. Two follow-up notifications in the form of reminder
emails were sent to principals, one week from the initial email contact and two weeks
from the initial email contact. If the response rate was below 30% after 10 days of the
study’s start date, the researcher would have followed up with personal phone calls to
each principal to encourage participation from the teachers at that site to increase the
survey response return.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data analysis occurred at the conclusion of the survey process. A
total of 251 STW-TCS middle school teachers responded to the online survey. The
survey results were transferred from Survey Monkey to an Excel spreadsheet. The data
were then loaded into Statistical Analysis Software (SAS) for further analysis and
advanced statistical procedures.
A statistician analyzed the data using a stepwise multiple linear regression
analysis to determine the relationship between principal behaviors and teacher efficacy
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and to analyze the impact of the principal behaviors on the efficacy of new and
experienced teachers as well as other demographic variables. Using this regression
analysis approach, the researcher was able to determine if there were significant
relationships between the dependent and independent variables; more specifically, which
principal behaviors affected the teacher efficacy of new and experienced teachers.
Furthermore, the researcher performed separate regression analyses using a variety of
demographic variables to allow the researcher to make comparisons between groups.
Wienclaw (2015) defines regression analysis as a tool used to predict the value of
one variable from another. The goal of multiple regression is to enable a researcher to
assess the relationship between a dependent (predicted) variable and several independent
(predictor) variables. This type of statistical analysis allowed the researcher to analyze
multiple independent variables in order to determine each of their effects on the
dependent variable, in turn, identifying the most significant predicator variable. The
analysis provided an understanding of the type of principal behaviors that had the greatest
effect on the efficacy of teachers at different points in their career, as well as each of the
various demographic variables explored. The analysis of the data determined the
combination of principal behaviors that most substantially affected teacher efficacy, and
calculated the importance of each behavior relative to teacher efficacy, teacher
experience, and demographic variables. The results produced by the statistical analysis
of the data provided the researcher with substantial information as to how principal
behaviors affected teacher efficacy across a wide variety of demographics variables. This
information may have significant implications for practice and future research.
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Limitations
Limitations are features in a study that the researcher usually cannot control but
may negatively affect the results of the study or the ability to generalize the results to the
population of the study (Roberts, 2010). Conducting this research in the Bay Area –
Sacramento region of the STW-TCS program had anticipated limitations. Due to time
and access constraints, the researcher had to limit the sample to only one of six
geographical regions in California, which presented limitations when generalizing the
results across all 66 STW-TCS middle schools. This affected the significance of the data
and the conclusions drawn in the study.
The researcher could not guarantee full engagement or honesty on the survey on
the part of the participants. As a STW-TCS middle school, some teachers may have felt
obligated to participate in the survey, even if they preferred not to participate. Due to that
factor, they may have rushed through the questions by not fully reading or just clicking
on responses. Although the survey questions did not ask about the participants’ own
principal, the researcher realized the data was skewed based on participants’ feelings and
perceptions about their own principal. This may have led to a lack of objectivity by the
participants in their survey ratings, especially if there were extreme positive or negative
feelings associated with their current principal.
Additionally, at the time of the study the researcher served as the principal at one
of the ten STW-TCS middle schools within the sample population. The researcher did
not participate in the survey but since the researcher was the principal at a site
participating in the study, the data obtained from the teachers may have been affected
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either positively or negatively depending on a teacher’s feelings about the
researcher/principal.
Finally, by choosing only a quantitative study focused on data collection through
a survey instrument, the researcher presented a limited teacher viewpoint. Exploring the
concepts of teacher efficacy and principal leadership behaviors is a complex area of
study. By employing a mixed methods study, the researcher could have included
interviews of teachers with various levels of teaching experience in order to gain
additional insight on the impact of principal leadership behaviors on teacher efficacy.
Summary
Chapter III described the methodology and research design for this quantitative
study. The chapter began by revisiting the purpose of the study as well as the research
questions that drove the study. Presented in this chapter was a discussion on the
population, sample, and instrumentations utilized to collect data, including an explanation
as to why the selected instruments were considered both reliable and valid. Furthermore,
this chapter addressed the detailed data collection process, the statistical measures used to
analyze the collected data, and the limitations to the study. Chapter IV reports the
findings of the study through data analysis of the survey responses. Chapter V discusses
conclusions, implications, and recommendations for further studies.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Overview
Chapter I provided the overall background and rationale for the current study.
Chapter II presented a detailed review of the professional literature and research related
to the development of teacher efficacy and the leadership behaviors of site principals.
Chapter III included the research design and methodology that was used in the study.
This chapter begins with a restatement of the purpose of the study and research
questions, as well as a summation of the research method, data collection procedures,
population, sample, and associated demographics. Following this, the chapter focuses on
the presentation and analysis of the data, in both table and narrative form, through the
analysis of each research question. This chapter concludes with a summary of the
findings.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study is to identify the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools.
Research Questions
This study addresses the following three research questions:
RQ1. What is the relationship between the self-reported efficacy of a teacher and the
principal’s behaviors at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ2. What is the relationship between principals’ behaviors and the self-reported
efficacy of new teachers (0-3 years), more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very
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experienced teachers (8-14 years), and extensively experienced teachers (15 or
more years) at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ3. What is the relationship of each of the following demographic characteristics
between the self-reported efficacy of teachers and principals’ behaviors at STWTCS middle schools?
•

Teacher gender

•

Size of school

•

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

•

Students receiving free and reduced price meals
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures

To connect the purpose to the process in investigating the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools, quantitative methods were employed. A three-part survey was
administered in order to address the research questions in this study. Part 1 included the
long form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). The TSES contains 24 questions on a nine-point Likert scale. Part 2 included the
Principal Rating and Ranking Scale (PRRS) (Walker, 2009). Included in this section
were eleven principal behaviors to be rated on a nine-point Likert scale by respondents.
Additionally, the respondents were asked to rank the eleven principal behaviors in order
of importance. Part 3 of the survey consisted of the demographic data sought by the
researcher. This included teacher gender, years of teaching experience, school
enrollment number, percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, type of school
(urban, suburban, rural), and school name.
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STW-TCS teacher participants were given access to the online survey via an
email. The researcher safeguarded the participant’s confidentiality and anonymity.
Through the Informed Consent Form, participants were advised that participation in this
study was strictly voluntary and there were no known or anticipated risks to participating
in this study. The data collected was kept in a secure location and was destroyed once the
research was completed and the final dissertation was approved.
Population
The research population in this study included all 1,301 public middle schools in
California (Enrollment/Number of Schools by Grade Span & Type – CalEdFacts, n.d.).
Due to the large number of middle schools found in the population, the researcher
reduced the field to a target population consisting of the current 66 STW-TCS middle
schools. The STW-TCS program places these high performing middle schools into six
regions by geographical location. The regions include the following: (a) Northern
California (two schools); (b) Bay Area – Sacramento (10 schools); (c) Central Valley (11
schools); (d) Central Coast (two schools); (e) Los Angeles – Inland Empire (28 schools);
and (f) Orange County – San Diego (13 schools) (California Schools to Watch Taking
Center Stage, 2015). The 66 STW-TCS schools represent a diverse group of middle
schools located throughout California. Their student enrollment numbers, types of
communities, grade configuration, and percentage of socioeconomically disadvantaged
students differ significantly (see Table 3) (California Schools to Watch Taking Center
Stage, 2015; Find a SARC, n.d.).

98

Sample
The sample, the group in which the researcher hopes to generalize the study
findings, was derived from the target population of 66 STW-TCS middle schools. The
sample for this study included the ten STW-TCS middle schools from the Bay Area –
Sacramento region and the approximately 472 teachers in the ten schools (see Table 4)
(California Schools to Watch Taking Center Stage, 2015; Find a SARC, n.d.). The ten
schools in the sample encompassed seven different school districts.
Demographic Data
Of the 472 potential study participants from the ten STW-TCS middle schools,
251 completed the online survey within the two-week period, equating to a response rate
of 53%. After entering the survey responses into the Statistical Analysis Software (SAS),
the program determined 42 surveys were observed to be missing values that would affect
the overall analysis of the survey responses. Therefore, out of the 251 total survey
participants, only 209 responses were used in the data analysis.
Teachers from all ten STW-TCS middle schools participated in the survey, as
noted by the demographic question asking each participant to indicate their school (see
Table 8). This ensured participation from all ten sites, which was important to the
researcher. After one week, the researcher noticed no survey responses from three
schools; therefore, the three principals were contacted to inquire if the survey link had
been forwarded to the teachers. The researcher learned that all three principals had failed
to send out the survey the week prior, as two forgot and one was out ill. Each of three
principals apologized for the oversight and immediately sent the survey to their teachers.
Survey responses from those three schools were noted by the following day. Rancho
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Milpitas Middle School had the lowest participation rate, making up only 2.01% of the
total responses and 2.11% of the analysis only responses. Katherine Albiani Middle
School had the highest participation rate, making up 18.09% of the total responses and
17.89% of the analysis only responses. The participation rates of the other middle
schools ranged from 4.52% to 15.08% of the total responses and 4.74% to 15.26% of the
analysis only responses. Fifty-two out of the total 251 survey participants failed to
identify their school, while 19 responses to this demographic question were missing from
the analysis only response group.
Table 8
Participant Middle School Name of All Responses and Analysis Only Responses
Middle School Name

All Responses (251)
n
%

Analysis Only Responses (209)
n
%

Andrew Carnegie

9

4.52

9

4.74

Canyon

26

13.07

24

12.63

Dartmouth

16

8.04

16

8.42

Edna Hill

12

6.03

11

5.79

Elizabeth Pinkerton

30

15.08

29

15.26

Katherine Albiani

36

18.09

34

17.89

Rancho Milpitas

4

2.01

4

2.11

Silverado

30

15.08

27

14.21

Toby Johnson

29

14.57

29

15.26

Union

7

3.52

7

3.68

Missing

52

19

The survey contained five further demographic questions in addition to the name
of the school site. These included participant gender, years as a professional educator, the
student enrollment of their school, the percentage of students receiving free and reduced
lunch, and the location type of their school site (rural, suburban or urban). Of the total
100

251 responses, 74.51% were female (n = 152), 25.49% were male (n = 52), while 47 of
the participants did not answer the gender question (see Table 9). The percent of female
to male participants remained very similar to the overall responses when using the 209
analysis only responses, as 74.23% were female (n = 144), 25.77% were male (n = 50),
and 15 participants did not respond.
Table 9
Participant Gender of All Responses and Analysis Only Responses
Gender
n

All Responses (251)
%

Analysis Only Responses (209)
n
%

Female

152

74.51

144

74.23

Male

52

25.49

50

25.77

Missing

47

15

The respondents’ years as professional educators were unevenly distributed (see
Table 10). The teachers with zero to three years of professional educator experience
were the smallest group represented in both the total responses and the analysis only
responses. There were only eight teachers at zero to three years in the all response group,
representing 3.92% of the participants, and 4.1% of participants in the analysis only
response group. The next largest group was the teachers with four to seven years as a
professional educator. In the all response group the teachers with four to seven years of
experience represented 10.29% (n = 21), and in the analysis only response group they
represented 9.74% (n = 19). There were considerably more teachers represented in the
eight to 14 years of professional experience compared to both the zero to three years and
four to seven years of experience. In the all response group the teachers with eight to 14
years of experience represented 24.51% (n = 50), and in the analysis only response group
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they represented 24.1% (n = 47). The group with the most significant representation was
the 15 or more years as a professional educator. The all response group represented
61.27% (n = 125) of the total surveys collected. In the analysis only response group, the
teachers with 15 or more years of experience represented 62.05% (n = 121) of the surveys
analyzed. Additionally, 47 out of the total 251 participants failed to answer the years of
experience question, while 14 responses to this question were missing from the analysis
only response group.
Table 10
Participant Years as a Professional Educator of All Responses and Analysis Only
Responses
Years as a Professional
Educator

All Responses (251)

Analysis Only Responses (209)

n

%

n

%

0-3

8

3.92

8

4.1

4-7

21

10.29

19

9.74

8 - 14

50

24.51

47

24.1

15 or more

125

61.27

121

62.05

Missing

47

14

There was diversity in the percentages of respondents from schools with different
levels of enrollment (see Table 11). The smallest group of participants worked in schools
with the smallest enrollment, that is between 700 and 900 students. In the all response
group 5.85% (n = 12) of the respondents indicated they worked in a school that had
between 700 and 900 students, while this group represented 6.15% (n = 12) of the
analysis only response group. Participants from schools with an enrollment between 901
and 1,100 students made up 27.32% (n = 56) of the respondents in the all response group
and 27.18% (n = 53) of the respondents of the analysis only response group. Participants
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from schools with an enrollment between 1,100 and 1,300 students made up 23.41% (n =
48) of the respondents in the all response group and 23.08% (n = 45) of the respondents
in the analysis only response group. The largest group of participants worked in schools
with the largest enrollment, more than 1,301 students. In the all response group 41.46%
(n = 85) of the respondents indicated they worked in a school of more than 1,301
students, while this group represented 41.54% (n = 81) of the analysis only response
group. Furthermore, 46 out of the total 251 participants failed to answer the school
enrollment question, while 14 responses to this question were missing from the analysis
only response group.
Table 11
Participant School Enrollment of All Responses and Analysis Only Responses
School Enrollment

All Responses (251)
n
%

Analysis Only Responses (209)
n
%

700 – 900

12

5.85

12

6.15

901 – 1,100

56

27.32

53

27.18

1,101 – 1,300

48

23.41

45

23.08

More than 1,301

85

41.46

81

41.54

Unknown

4

1.95

4

2.05

Missing

46

14

One variable in determining the poverty level of a school site is the percentage of
students receiving free and reduced price meals. The number of participants from each of
the poverty level schools varied (see Table 12). Participants from schools with less than
10% free and reduced price meals made up 9.8% (n = 20) of the respondents in the all
response group and 9.23% (n = 18) of the respondents of the analysis only response
group. Participants from schools between 10% and 20% free and reduced price meals
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made up 15.2% (n = 31) of the respondents in the all response group and 15.38% (n = 30)
of the respondents of the analysis only response group. Participants from schools
between 21% and 40% free and reduced price meals made up 30.88% (n = 63) of the
respondents in the all response group and 31.79% (n = 62) of the respondents of the
analysis only response group. Participants from schools with greater than 40% free and
reduced price meals made up 5.39% (n = 11) of the respondents in the all response group
and 5.64% (n = 11) of the respondents of the analysis only response group. The group
with the largest number of respondents was the unknown option. In the all response
group 38.73% (n = 79) of the respondents indicated they did not know the percent of
students receiving free or reduced price meals at their school site, while this group
represented 37.95% (n = 74) of the analysis only response group. Additionally, 47 out of
the total 251 participants failed to answer the students receiving the free and reduced
price meals question, while 14 responses to this question were missing from the analysis
only response group.
Table 12
Participant Free and Reduced Percent of All Responses and Analysis Only Responses
Free and Reduced
Percent

All Responses (251)

Analysis Only Responses (209)

n

%

n

%

Less than 10%

20

9.8

18

9.23

10% - 20%

31

15.2

30

15.38

21% - 40%

63

30.88

62

31.79

Greater than 40%

11

5.39

11

5.64

Unknown

79

38.73

74

37.95

Missing

47

14
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In terms of school location, the vast majority of the respondents indicated their
school was located in a suburban setting (see Table 13). Participants from schools in a
suburban location made up 88.73% (n = 181) of the respondents in the all response group
and 88.14% (n = 171) of the respondents of the analysis only response group.
Participants from schools in an urban location made up 8.82% (n = 18) of the respondents
in the all response group and 9.28% (n = 18) of the respondents of the analysis only
response group. Only 2.45% (n = 5) of the participants in the all response group
indicated their school was located in a rural location, while this group represented 2.58%
(n = 5) of the analysis only response group. Finally, 47 out of the total 251 participants
failed to answer the school location question, while 15 responses to this question were
missing from the analysis only response group.
Table 13
Participant School Location of All Responses and Analysis Only Responses
School Location

All Responses (251)

Analysis Only Responses (209)

n

%

n

%

5

2.45

5

2.58

Suburban

181

88.73

171

88.14

Urban

18

8.82

18

9.28

Missing

47

Rural

15

Presentation and Analysis of Data
Research Question 1
RQ1. What is the relationship between the self-reported efficacy of a teacher and
the principal’s behaviors at STW-TCS middle schools?
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The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale’s (TSES) mean score was determined for the
participants. The TSES total score was calculated by taking the mean of the instrument’s
24 items, as instructed in the TSES scoring directions (see Appendix G). Using the
scoring documentation provided for the long-form of the TSES, the mean for the
instrument is 7.1 and the standard deviation is 0.94. For this study, the sample mean was
7.25 and the standard deviation was 0.823 (see Figure 1). Participants in this study have
a slightly higher sense of efficacy as compared to other studies using the TSES.

Figure 1. Histogram of the TSES Scores
The first research question was investigated by conducting a stepwise multiple
linear regression analysis using the TSES total score as the dependent variable and the 11
principal behavior (PB) scores as the independent or predictor value. A single regression
model was generated; 251 surveys were read, 209 observations surveys were used, and
42 observation surveys contained missing data.
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Ten of the eleven PBs were significant in predicting the TSES scores for all of the
participants. These PBs include communication, consideration, discipline, empowering
staff, influence with supervisors, inspiring group purpose, modeling instructional
expectations, monitoring and evaluating instruction, providing contingent rewards, and
situational awareness (see Table 14).
The model was determined to be significant. The effects seen in the model being
due to chance were incredibly small (see Table 15). The usual burden of proof that one
must meet in the social sciences is p < .05 (Salkind, 2014). The p value in this model
was <.0001; therefore, it is highly unlikely the results were due to chance. The PBs
significantly affected the TSES scores (F = 127.06, p < .0001). The regression model
had a correlation coefficient of .93, which was considered respectable. The R2 was .87,
indicating the principal behaviors explained 87% of the variance in the Teacher Sense of
Efficacy Scale (TSES); essentially, 87% of the variance was captured within the model.
In general, the higher the R-squared value, the better the model fits the data. Each PB
added to the positive slope. The residuals met the assumptions of independence (the
Durbin Watson statistic, 1.71, was neither less than one nor greater than three).
The model did not have a problem with multicollinearity, as evidenced by
acceptable tolerance (T) values (all greater than the standard of .2) and variation inflation
factor (VIF) scores (all below the standard of 10) (see Table 14). Multicollinearity
occurs when the principal behavior variables are too closely related among themselves
and are thought to measure the same construct (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995).
Every PB was determined to be significant with the exception of flexibility.
During the stepwise analysis, the model dismissed flexibility because the p value was
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higher than .05, indicating the contributions from the PB of flexibility were not
substantial; therefore, it was removed by the model. Of the ten remaining significant PBs
in the model, nine had p values significantly below the .05 standard. The exception was
consideration, with a p value at .03. Although this value indicates the principal behavior
of consideration is still significant, it also points out that consideration is the least
significant of the remaining ten principal behaviors in the model.
Table 14 presents betas (B) for each parameter estimate or predictor variable. The
B indicates how much each predictor variable contributes towards the TSES. The larger
the value of B, the more it contributes to the TSES. In order of significance, the most
important PBs were:
1. Discipline (B = 0.127; p < .0001).
2.

Providing contingent rewards (B = 0.123; p < .0001).

3.

Situational awareness (B = 0.099; p = 0.0004).

4.

Empowering staff (B = 0.093; p < .0001).

5.

Modeling instructional expectations (B = 0.092; p = 0.0003).

6.

Influence with supervisors (B = 0.087; p = 0.0004).

7.

Inspiring group purpose (B = 0.076; p = 0.0018).

8.

Communication (B = 0.074; p < .0001).

9.

Monitoring and evaluating instruction (B = 0.057; p = 0.0066).

10. Consideration (B = 0.044; p = 0.0333).
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Table 14
Coefficients Table of the PBs and TSES Model
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

0.901

0.206 4.37

<.0001

Communication

0.074

0.018 4.18

<.0001

0.157

0.482

2.074

Consideration

0.044

0.021 2.14

0.0333

0.073

0.590

1.697

Discipline

0.127

0.020 6.47

<.0001

0.212

0.633

1.580

Empowering Staff

0.093

0.022 4.23

<.0001

0.177

0.387

2.581

Influence with
Supervisors

0.087

0.024 3.62

0.0004

0.136

0.481

2.078

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.076

0.024 3.17

0.0018

0.110

0.561

1.783

Modeling
Instructional
Expectations

0.092

0.025 3.70

0.0003

0.122

0.630

1.587

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction

0.057

0.021 2.74

0.0066

0.098

0.534

1.860

Providing
Contingent
Rewards

0.123

0.028 4.41

<.0001

0.159

0.526

1.901

Situational
Awareness

0.099

0.027 3.62

0.0004

0.142

0.444

2.253

0

Table 15
Model Summary Table of the PB and TSES Model
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.930

0.865

0.858

0.097

127.060

<.0001

1.602

Research Question 2
RQ2: What is the relationship between principals’ behaviors and the self-reported
efficacy of new teachers (0-3 years), more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very
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experienced teachers (8-14 years), and extensively experienced teachers (15 or more
years) at STW-TCS middle schools?
Using the same technique as in the first research question, stepwise multiple
linear regression analyses were conducted using the TSES total score as the dependent
variable and the 11 PBs as the independent or predicator variables. A regression model
was generated for each category of teacher experience, including new teacher (0-3 years),
more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very experienced (8-14 years), and extensively
experienced teachers (15 or more years).
Zero to three years of teaching experience. For STW-TCS middle school
teachers with zero to three years of experience, the only PB that successfully predicted
TSES was influence with supervisors (see Table 16). The model showed adequate fit
statistics with a correlation coefficient of .906. The R2 was .82, indicating the PB of
influence with supervisors explained 82% of the TSES variance. In terms of model fit,
the F-value was statistically significant (see Table 17; 27.4, p = 0.002), and the B was
statistically significant and indicated a positive slope (see Table 16). The residuals met
the assumptions of independence (the Durbin-Watson statistic, 2.354, was neither less
than one nor greater than three). Multicollinearity was not a factor because there was
only one PB in this model. Therefore, influence with supervisors was the only
statistically significant PB for STW-TCS middle school teachers with zero to three years
of teaching experience.
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Table 16
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Zero to Three
Years of Teaching Experience
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Intercept

2.343

0.904 2.590 0.041

Influence with
Supervisors

0.639

0.122 5.23

0.002

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF
0

0.901

1

1

Table 17
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Zero to
Three Years of Teaching Experience
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.906

0.820

0.790

0.261

27.350

0.002

2.354

Four to seven years of teaching experience. The regression model for STWTCS middle school teachers with four to seven years of experience showed influence
with supervisors was important, as it was with those teachers with less experience. In
addition, three other PBs were determined to be significant for teachers with four to
seven years of experience, including discipline, empowering staff, and inspiring group
purpose (see Table 18). The correlation coefficient was .971 and the R2 explained 94% of
the TSES variance (see Table 19). Both the F-value (56.99; p < .0001) and the B-values
(all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of
independence (the Durbin-Watson statistic, 1.945, was neither less than one nor greater
than three). Multicollinearity was not a problem (see Table 18). Therefore, the following
PBs were determined statistically significant to teachers with four to seven years of
experience, and in order of importance were:
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1. Empowering staff.
2. Inspiring group purpose.
3. Discipline.
4. Influence with supervisors.
Table 18
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Four to Seven
years of Teaching Experience
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

1.194

0.572 2.090 0.056

Discipline

0.190

0.037 5.090 0.000

0.416

0.619

1.615

Empowering Staff

0.263

0.041 6.370 <.0001

0.541

0.573

1.747

Influence with
Supervisors

0.152

0.065 2.340 0.035

0.251

0.361

2.772

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.251

0.048 5.240 0.000

0.417

0.652

1.533

0

Table 19
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Four to
Seven Years of Teaching Experience
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.971

0.942

0.926

0.036

56.990

<.0001

1.945

Eight to fourteen years of teaching experience. STW-TCS middle school
teachers with eight to 14 years of experience also reported influence with supervisors and
empowering staff were related to higher levels of efficacy on the TSES. In addition, PBs
of flexibility and situational awareness were also found statistically significant in this
group (see Table 20). The correlation coefficient was .930 and the R2 explained 87% of
the TSES variance (see Table 21). Both the F-value (67.8; p < .0001) and the B-values
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(all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of
independence (the Durbin-Watson statistic, 1.735, was neither less than one nor greater
than three). Multicollinearity was not a limitation (tolerances were greater than .2 and the
VIF values were less than 10). For STW-TCS middle school teachers with eight to 14
years of teaching experience the statistically significant PBs, in order of importance,
were:
1. Empowering staff.
2. Situational awareness.
3. Flexibility.
4. Influence with supervisors.
Table 20
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Eight to
Fourteen Years of Teaching Experience
Variable

B

Intercept
Empowering Staff
Flexibility
Influence with
Supervisors
Situational
Awareness

1.779
0.225
0.177
0.169

Std.
Error
0.401
0.035
0.053
0.048

t

Sig.

4.440
6.430
3.320
3.530

<.0001
<.0001
0.002
0.001

0.191

0.046 4.130 0.000

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

0.436
0.233
0.244

0.695
0.650
0.672

0
1.439
1.538
1.487

0.298

0.615

1.626

Table 21
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with Eight to
Fourteen Years of Teaching Experience
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.930

0.866

0.853

0.099

67.760

<.0001

1.735
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Fifteen or more years of teaching experience. STW-TCS middle school
teachers with 15 or more years of teaching experience had the most number of significant
PBs. This group identified eight of the 11 PBs as significant (see Table 22). These
include communication, discipline, empowering staff, influence with supervisors,
inspiring group purpose, monitoring and evaluating instruction, providing contingent
rewards, and situational awareness. The three PBs determined not significant in the 15 or
more years of teaching group were consideration, flexibility, and modeling instructional
expectations. The regression model had a correlation coefficient of .933 and R2 was .87,
indicating that 87% of the variance was captured in the model (see Table 23). The Fvalue (93.5; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The
residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.909.
Multicollinearity was not an issue. For STW-TCS middle school teachers with 15 or
more years of teaching experience the statistically significant PBs, in order of
importance, were:
1. Providing contingent rewards.
2. Discipline.
3. Situational awareness.
4. Empowering staff.
5. Inspiring group purpose.
6. Monitoring and evaluating instruction.
7. Influence with supervisors.
8. Communication.
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Table 22
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with 15 or More
Years of Teaching Experience
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

1.015

0.255 3.970 0.000

Communication

0.052

0.021 2.530 0.013

0.121

0.507

1.971

Discipline

0.158

0.023 6.750 <.0001

0.276

0.695

1.439

Empowering Staff

0.104

0.028 3.780 0.000

0.207

0.387

2.584

Influence with
Supervisors

0.064

0.030 2.120 0.036

0.110

0.433

2.311

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.095

0.031 3.060 0.003

0.134

0.610

1.641

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction

0.083

0.024 3.520 0.001

0.164

0.538

1.860

Providing
Contingent Rewards

0.196

0.034 5.700 <.0001

0.267

0.528

1.894

Situational
Awareness

0.115

0.033 3.490 0.001

0.171

0.484

2.067

0

Table 23
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers with 15 or More
Years of Teaching Experience
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.933

0.870

0.861

0.082

93.540

<.0001

1.909

Research Question 3
RQ3: What is the relationship of each of the following demographic
characteristics between the self-reported efficacy of teachers and principals’ behaviors at
STW-TCS middle schools?
•

Teacher gender
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•

Size of school

•

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

•

Students receiving free and reduced price meals

This research question was investigated using the same technique as the first two
research questions. Stepwise multiple linear regression analyses were conducted using
the TSES total score as the dependent variable and the 11 PBs as the independent or
predicator variables. A regression model was generated for each category of the
demographic questions, which included gender, school enrollment, percentage of students
receiving free or reduced price meals, and geographic location of the school (rural,
suburban, or urban).
Teacher gender.
Male. For the male teachers at STW-TCS middle schools, five of the PBs
predicted TSES (see Table 24). These included discipline, empowering staff, influence
with supervisors, inspiring group purpose, and providing contingent rewards. The model
was determined to have good fit statistics with a correlation coefficient of .913 and the R2
accounting for 83% of the TSES variance (see Table 25). The F-value (44.1; p < .0001)
and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the
assumptions of independence; Durbin-Watson statistic was at 2.421. Multicollinearity
was not an issue (tolerances were greater than .2 and the VIF values with less than 10).
For STW-TCS male middle school teachers the statistically significant PBs, in order of
importance, were:
1. Providing contingent rewards.
2. Empowering staff.
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3. Discipline.
4. Inspiring group purpose.
5. Influence with supervisors.
Table 24
Coefficients Table of the PBs and TSES Model for Male Participants
Variable

B

Intercept
Discipline
Empowering Staff
Influence with
Supervisors
Inspiring Group
Purpose
Providing
Contingent Rewards

2.008
0.130
0.153
0.105

Std.
Error
0.384
0.033
0.042
0.042

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

5.230
3.950
3.620
2.500

<.001
0.000
0.001
0.016

0.292
0.322
0.209

0.692
0.480
0.540

0
1.446
2.083
1.850

0.109

0.038 2.890 0.006

0.209

0.719

1.391

0.220

0.051 4.340 <.0001

0.320

0.694

1.440

Table 25
Model Summary Table of the PBs and TSES for Male Participants
R

R2

Adjusted R2 Std. Error

F

Sig F

0.913

0.834

0.815

44.050

<.0001

0.096

DurbinWatson
2.421

Female. The model for female teachers at STW-TCS middle schools was quite
different than that of their male colleagues. Ten of the 11 PBs were determined
significant in predicting TSES. The only PB not included was flexibility (see Table 26).
Once again, the model was determined to have good fit statistics with a correlation
coefficient of .941 and the R2 explaining nearly 87% of the TSES (see Table 27). The Fvalue (102.9; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The
residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin- Watson statistic at
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2.126. Multicollinearity was not a problem. For STW-TCS female middle school
teachers the statistically significant PBs, in order of importance, were:
1. Situational awareness.
2. Discipline.
3. Influence with supervisors.
4. Modeling instructional expectations.
5. Inspiring group purpose.
6. Providing contingent rewards.
7. Empowering staff.
8. Monitoring and evaluating instruction.
9. Communication.
10. Consideration.
Table 26
Coefficients Table of the PBs and TSES Model for Female Participants
Variable

B

Intercept
Communication
Consideration
Discipline
Empowering Staff
Influence with
Supervisors
Inspiring Group
Purpose
Modeling
Instructional
Expectations

0.213
0.072
0.065
0.124
0.083
0.112

Std.
Error
0.262
0.019
0.023
0.023
0.023
0.027

0.095
0.109

t

Sig.

0.810
3.830
2.810
5.340
3.620
4.110

0.419
0.000
0.006
<.0001
0.000
<.0001

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

0.153
0.105
0.196
0.166
0.165

0.538
0.622
0.640
0.409
0.534

0
1.857
1.607
1.563
2.444
1.874

0.027 3.580 0.001

0.127

0.679

1.473

0.026 4.120 <.0001

0.140

0.752

1.330

(continued)
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Variable

B

Standardized T
Estimate
0.126
0.649

VIF

0.078

t
Sig.
Std.
Error
0.023 3.450 0.001

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction
Providing
Contingent
Rewards
Situational
Awareness

0.089

0.030 2.920 0.004

.0113

0.577

1.732

0.135

0.029 4.660 <.0001

0.184

0.552

1.812

1.541

Table 27
Model Summary Table of the PBs and TSES for Female Participants
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.941

0.886

0.877

0.078

102.860

<.0001

2.126

Size of school.
Enrollment of 700 to 900 students. The regression model for STW-TCS teachers
working in middle schools with enrollments of 700 to 900 students showed two PBs,
consideration and influence was supervisors, as significantly related to TSES (see Table
28). The correlation coefficient was .934 and the R2 was .872, indicating the 87% of the
variance was captured in the model (see Table 29). The F-value (30.6; p < .0001) and the
B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of
independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.873. Multicollinearity was not a
limitation (tolerances were greater than .2 and the VIF values with less than 10).
Therefore, the following PBs were determined statistically significant in schools with
enrollment sizes of 700 to 900 students, in order of importance:
1. Influence with supervisors.
2. Consideration.
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Table 28
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in Schools
with 700 to 900 Students
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

3.393

0.645 5.260 0.001

Consideration

0.287

0.101 2.850 0.019

0.394

0.748

1.337

Influence with
Supervisors

0.292

0.060 4.870 0.001

0.672

0.748

1.337

0

Table 29
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 700 to 900 Students
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.934

0.872

0.843

0.096

30.600

<.0001

1.873

Enrollment of 901 to 1,100 students. Teachers working in STW-TCS middle
schools with enrollments of 901 to 1,100 students identified six of the 11 PBs as
significantly related to TSES (see Table 30). These include communication, empowering
staff, flexibility, influence with supervisors, modeling instructional expectations, and
providing contingent rewards. The regression model had a correlation coefficient of .956
and R2 explained 91% of the TSES variance (see Table 31). The F-value (81.6; p <
.0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the
assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.795.
Multicollinearity was not a problem. The six statistically significant PBs for schools with
enrollments of 901 to 1,101 students, in order of importance, were:
1. Modeling instructional expectations.
2. Providing contingent rewards.
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3. Influence with supervisors.
4. Empowering staff.
5. Flexibility.
6. Communication.
Table 30
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in Schools
with 901 to 1,100 Students
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

0.280

0.431 0.650 0.519

Communication

0.106

0.031 3.450 0.001

0.202

0.545

1.835

Empowering Staff

0.136

0.039 3.510 0.001

0.255

0.353

2.834

Flexibility

0.113

0.045 2.530 0.015

0.125

0.769

1.300

Influence with
Supervisors

0.153

0.047 3.270 0.002

0.211

0.447

2.238

Modeling
Instructional
Expectations

0.220

0.052 4.200 0.000

0.270

0.450

2.224

Providing
Contingent
Rewards

0.205

0.040 5.170 <.0001

0.249

0.803

1.246

0

Table 31
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 901 to 1,100 Students
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.956

0.914

0.903

0.064

81.610

<.0001

1.795

Enrollment of 1,101 to 1,300 students. The regression model for teachers
working in STW-TCS middle schools with enrollments of 1,101 to 1,300 students also
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showed six statistically significant PBs. These included consideration, discipline,
empowering staff, inspiring group purpose, monitoring and evaluating instruction, and
situational awareness (see Table 32). The correlation coefficient was .911 and the R2 was
.831, indicating that 83% of the variance was captured in the model (see Table 33). The
F-value (31.1; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant.
The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at
2.534. Multicollinearity was not a problem. Therefore, the following PBs were
determined statistically significant in schools with enrollment sizes of 1,101 to 1,300
students, in order of importance:
1. Discipline.
2. Situational awareness.
3. Inspiring group purpose.
4. Empowering staff.
5. Monitoring and evaluating instruction.
6. Consideration.
Table 32
Coefficients Table of the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in Schools
with 1,101 to 1,300 Students
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Intercept
Consideration
Discipline
Empowering Staff

1.595
0.078
0.200
0.107

0.456
0.046
0.044
0.037

3.500
1.700
4.580
2.920

0.001
0.098
<.0001
0.006
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Standardized T
Estimate
0.152
0.362
0.247

VIF

0
0.556 1.799
0.714 1.400
0.623 1.605
(continued)

Variable

B

Std.
Error

Inspiring Group
Purpose
Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction
Situational
Awareness

0.130

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

0.052 2.490 0.017

0.194

0.735

1.360

0.099

0.043 2.290 0.028

0.190

0.646

1.549

0.166

0.047 3.500 0.001

0.286

0.670

1.493

Table 33
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 1,101 to 1,300 Students
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.911

0.831

0.804

0.106

31.050

<.0001

2.534

Enrollment of more than 1,301 students. The teachers working in STW-TCS
middle schools with enrollments of more than 1,301 students had the most number of
significant PBs associated with TSES scores. This group identified nine of the 11 PBs as
significant (see Table 34). These included communication, discipline, empowering staff,
influence with supervisors, inspiring group purpose, modeling instructional expectations,
monitoring and evaluating instruction, providing contingent rewards, and situational
awareness. The two PBs determined to not be significant in the schools with enrollment
over 1,301 were consideration and flexibility. The regression model had a correlation
coefficient of .930 and R2 explained about 86% of the TSES variance (see Table 35). The
F-value (50.3; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant.
The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at
1.575 and multicollinearity was not a problem. For the teachers in STW-TCS middle
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schools with enrollment greater than 1,301 students, the statistically significant PBs, in
order of importance, were:
1. Providing contingent rewards.
2. Influence with supervisors.
3. Situational awareness.
4. Modeling instructional expectations.
5. Discipline.
6. Empowering staff.
7. Monitoring and evaluating instruction.
8. Inspiring group purpose.
9. Communication.
Table 34
Coefficients Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in Schools
with More Than 1,300 Students
Variable

B

Intercept
Communication
Discipline

1.025
0.062
0.090

Std.
Error
0.352
0.028
0.033

t

Sig.

Empowering Staff

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

2.910
2.180
2.730

0.005
0.032
0.008

0.150
0.153

0.406
0.604

0
2.462
1.656

0.084

0.036 2.350

0.021

0.164

0.393

2.546

Influence with
Supervisors

0.110

0.038 2.910

0.005

.0168

0.572

1.749

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.080

0.040 2.020

0.047

0.129

0.470

2.127

Modeling
Instructional
Expectations

0.095

0.043 2.200

0.031

0.122

0.624

1.601

(continued)
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Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction

0.081

0.031

2.590

0.012

0.146

0.606

1.652

Providing
Contingent
Rewards

0.140

0.045

3.120

0.003

0.188

0.526

1.902

Situational
Awareness

0.109

0.043

2.530

0.014

0.176

0.393

2.544

Table 35
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with More Than 1,300 Students
R

R2

Adjusted R2 Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.930

0.864

0.847

50.290

<.0001

1.575

0.097

School location.
Rural schools. Teachers working in rural STW-TCS middle schools indicated
that only two PBs were significantly related to teacher efficacy. These were discipline
and flexibility (see Table 36). The model had a correlation of .996 and explained 99% of
the variance (see Table 37). The F-value (140.0; p = 0.007) and the B-values (all
positive) were statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of
independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.006. Multicollinearity was not a
limitation (tolerances were greater than .2 and the VIF values with less than 10). For
STW-TCS teachers working in rural schools the statistically significant PBs, in order of
importance, were:
1. Flexibility.
125

2. Discipline.
Table 36
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in Rural
Schools
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized
Estimate

T

VIF

Intercept

2.873

0.311

9.23

0.011

Discipline

0.196

0.038

5.17

0.035

0.484

0.404

2.473

Flexibility

0.338

0.055

6.13

0.026

0.574

0.404

2.473

0

Table 37
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Rural Schools
R

R2

Adjusted R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.996

0.993

0.986

0.004

140.020

0.007

1.006

Suburban schools. Teachers working in suburban STW-TCS middle schools
indicated ten of the 11 PBs were significantly related to teacher efficacy; all but
flexibility (see Table 38). The model had a correlation of .938 and explained 88% of the
variance (see Table 39). The F-value (118.1; p = <.0001) and the B-values (all positive)
were statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of independence with
the Durbin-Watson statistic at 2.07 and multicollinearity was not a problem. For STWTCS teachers working in suburban schools the statistically significant PBs, in order of
importance, were:
1. Discipline.
2. Situational awareness.
3. Influence with supervisors.
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4. Modeling instructional expectations.
5. Empowering staff.
6. Inspiring group purpose.
7. Providing contingent rewards.
8. Communication.
9. Monitoring and evaluating instruction.
10. Consideration.
Table 38
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Suburban Schools
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Intercept

0.537

0.231

2.320

0.022

Communication

0.066

0.018

3.650

0.000

0.146

0.467

2.143

Consideration

0.048

0.020

2.390

0.018

0.084

0.607

1.648

Discipline

0.134

0.021

6.440

<.0001

0.221

0.635

1.574

Empowering Staff

0.092

0.022

4.290

<.0001

0.185

0.401

2.495

Influence with
Supervisors

0.111

0.024

4.550

<.0001

0.168

0.548

1.823

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.089

0.024

3.690

0.000

0.126

0.634

1.578

Modeling
Instructional
Expectations

0.103

0.024

4.280

<.0001

0.135

0.749

1.336

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction

0.059

0.020

2.890

0.004

0.102

0.602

1.661

Providing
Contingent Rewards

0.085

0.028

3.030

0.003

0.114

0.525

1.904

Situational
Awareness

0.130

0.027

4.750

<.0001

0.191

0.460

2.172
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Standardized
Estimate

T

VIF
0

Table 39
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Suburban Schools
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.938

0.881

0.873

0.078

118.110

<.0001

2.07

Urban schools. For STW-TCS teachers working in urban schools, discipline,
influence with supervisors, and providing contingent rewards were the only PBs
statistically significantly related to TSES scores (see Table 40). The model had a
correlation of .953 and explained 91% of the variance (see Table 41). The F-value (46.0;
p = <.0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant. The residuals
met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.92 and
multicollinearity was not a problem. The statistically significant PBs for STW-TCS
teachers working in urban schools, in order of importance, were:
1. Providing contingent rewards.
2. Influence with supervisors.
3. Discipline.
Table 40
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Urban Schools
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Intercept

1.44

0.600

2.4

0.0307

Discipline

0.156

0.048

3.25

0.0058

0.320

0.678

1.474

Influence with
Supervisors

0.240

0.055

4.4

0.0006

0.444

0.647

1.546

Providing Contingent
Rewards

0.397

0.089

4.44

0.0006

0.418

0.744

1.344
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Standardized
Estimate

T

VIF
0

Table 41
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Urban Schools
R

R2

Adjusted R2 Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.953

0.908

0.888

46.040

<.0001

1.92

0.093

Students receiving free and reduced price meals (FaRMs).
Enrollment less than 10% FaRMs. For teachers who were working in schools
with less than 10% of students receiving free and reduced price meals (FaRMs), there
were five PBs significantly related to teacher efficacy (see Table 42). These included
communication, discipline, influence with supervisors, inspiring group purpose, and
situational awareness. The regression model had a correlation coefficient of .976 and R2
was .953, indicating that 95% of the variance was captured in the model (see Table 43).
The F-value (48.3; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically significant.
The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin-Watson statistic at
2.379. Multicollinearity was not a limitation (tolerances were greater than .2 and the VIF
values with less than 10). Therefore, for STW-TCS teachers working in schools with less
than 10% FaRMs the statistically significant PBs, in order of importance, were:
1. Inspiring group purpose.
2. Communication.
3. Influence with supervisors.
4. Situational awareness.
5. Discipline.
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Table 42
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with less than 10% of Students Receiving FaRMs
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

-1.120

0.577 -1.94

Communication

0.234

0.053 4.410 0.001

0.361

0.591

1.693

Discipline

0.118

0.072 1.650 0.125

0.140

0.546

1.831

Influence with
Supervisors

0.189

0.053 3.580 0.004

0.291

0.595

1.681

Inspiring Group
Purpose

0.421

0.059 7.180 <.0001

0.564

0.639

1.566

Situational
Awareness

0.180

0.076 2.370 0.036

0.193

0.593

1.686

0.076

0

Table 43
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with less than 10% of Students Receiving FaRMs
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.976

0.953

0.933

0.047

48.300

<.0001

2.379

Enrollment 10% to 20% FaRMs. Consideration, empowering staff, and inspiring
group purpose were the only three statistically significant PB that predicted TSES scores
for teachers working in schools with 10% to 20% FaRMs (see Table 44). The regression
model had a correlation coefficient of .902 and 81% of the variance was captured in the
model (see Table 45). The F-value (37.9; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were
statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the
Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.662 and multicollinearity was not a problem. For STW-TCS

130

teachers working in schools with 10% to 20% FaRMs the statistically significant PBs, in
order of importance, were:
1. Empowering staff.
2. Inspiring group purpose.
3. Consideration.
Table 44
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 10% to 20% of Students Receiving FaRMs
Variable

B

Intercept
Consideration
Empowering Staff
Inspiring Group
Purpose

2.706
0.188
0.250
0.208

Std.
Error
0.478
0.052
0.049
0.060

t

Sig.

5.670
3.640
5.140
3.460

<.0001
0.001
<.0001
0.002

Standardized T
Estimate
0.400
0.488
0.349

VIF

0.594
0.794
0.702

0
1.685
1.260
1.425

Table 45
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 10% to 20% of Students Receiving FaRMs
R

R2

0.902

0.814

Adjusted
R2
0.793

Std. Error

F

Sig F

0.124

37.920

<.0001

DurbinWatson
1.662

Enrollment 21% to 40% FaRMs. Teachers working in schools with 21% to 40%
FaRMs indicated that six PBs were significantly related to teacher efficacy (see Table
46). These were communication, consideration, discipline, empowering staff, modeling
instructional expectations, and providing contingent rewards. The regression model had
a correlation coefficient of .923 and 85% of the variance was captured within the model
(see Table 47). The F-value (52.5; p < .0001) and the B-values (all positive) were
statistically significant. The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the
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Durbin-Watson statistic at 1.617 and multicollinearity was not a problem. For STW-TCS
teachers working in schools with 21% to 40% FaRMs the statistically significant PBs, in
order of importance, were:
1. Modeling instructional expectations.
2. Providing contingent rewards.
3. Discipline.
4. Empowering staff.
5. Consideration.
6. Communication.
Table 46
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 21% to 40% of Students Receiving FaRMs
Variable

B

Intercept
Communication
Consideration
Discipline
Empowering Staff
Modeling
Instructional
Expectations
Providing
Contingent Rewards

1.161
0.063
0.094
0.140
0.133
0.218

Std.
Error
0.427
0.031
0.042
0.041
0.029
0.050

t

Sig.

0.176

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

2.720
2.040
2.260
3.390
4.510
4.330

0.009
0.046
0.028
0.001
<.0001
<.0001

0.157
0.141
0.221
0.308
0.273

0.459
0.695
0.638
0.580
0.678

0
2.180
1.439
1.569
1.723
1.476

0.041 4.260 <.0001

0.248

0.802

1.247

Table 47
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with 21% to 40% of Students Receiving FaRMs
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.923

0.851

0.835

0.085

52.470

<.0001

1.617
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Enrollment with greater than 40% FaRMs. Discipline and influence with
supervisors were the only two PBs that were statistically significantly related to TSES
scores among teachers working in the most impoverished schools, those with greater than
40% FaRMs (see Table 48). The regression model had a correlation coefficient of .914
and R2 was .836, indicating that 84% of the variance was captured within the model (see
Table 49). The F-value (20.4; p = 0.001) and the B-values (all positive) were statistically
significant. The residuals met the assumptions of independence with the Durbin- Watson
statistic at 2.6 and multicollinearity was not a limitation. Therefore, for STW-TCS
teachers working in schools with more than 40% FaRMs the statistically significant PBs,
in order of importance, were:
1. Influence with supervisors.
2. Discipline.
Table 48
Coefficients Table for the Regression of the PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with More Than 40% of Students Receiving FaRMs
Variable

B

Std.
Error

t

Sig.

Standardized T
Estimate

VIF

Intercept

0.482

1.085 0.440 0.668

Discipline

0.285

0.092 3.110 0.015

0.445

0.996

1.004

Influence with
Supervisors

0.636

0.110 5.780 0.000

0.828

0.996

1.004

0

Table 49
Model Summary Table for the Regression of PBs and TSES for Teachers Working in
Schools with More Than 40% of Students Receiving FaRMs
R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error

F

Sig F

DurbinWatson

0.914

0.836

0.795

0.140

20.440

0.001

2.6
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Summary
Chapter IV provided an overview of the purpose of the study, research questions,
methodology, data collection procedures, population, sample, and associated
demographics. Following this, the data was presented and analyzed for each of the three
research questions. The data was presented in both table and narrative form. A total of
251 respondents participated in the study, resulting in a response rate of 53%. Of the 251
total response, 209 were used in the data analysis. The findings of the study are
summarized below in Tables 50 through 55 and in bullet form.
Table 50
Research Question 1: Major Findings
Significant Principal Behaviors in Order
of Importance
Discipline
Providing Contingent Rewards
Situational Awareness
Empowering Staff
Modeling Instructional Expectations
Influence with Supervisors
Inspiring Group Purpose
Communication
Monitoring and Evaluating Instruction
Consideration

Principal Behaviors Found Insignificant
Flexibility
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Table 51
Research Question 2: Teacher Experience Levels and Significant Principal Behaviors
(PBs) in Order of Importance
0-3 Years of
Experience
(1 Significant PB)
Influence with
Supervisors

4-7 Years of
Experience
(4 Significant PBs)
Empowering Staff

8-14 Years of
Experience
(4 Significant PBs)
Empowering Staff

Inspiring Group
Purpose
Discipline

Situational
Awareness
Flexibility

Influence with
Supervisors

Influence with
Supervisors

15 or More Years
of Experience
(8 Significant PBs)
Providing
Contingent
Rewards
Discipline
Situational
Awareness
Empowering Staff
Inspiring Group
Purpose
Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction
Influence with
Supervisors
Communication

Table 52
Research Question 3: Teacher Gender and Significant Principal Behaviors (PBs) in
Order of Importance
Male Teachers
(5 Significant PBs)
Providing Contingent Rewards
Empowering Staff
Discipline
Inspiring Group Purpose
Influence with Supervisors

Female Teachers
(10 Significant PBs)
Situational Awareness
Discipline
Influence with Supervisors
Modeling Instructional Expectations
Inspiring Group Purpose
Providing Contingent Rewards
Empowering Staff
Monitoring and Evaluating Instruction
Communication
Consideration
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Table 53
Research Question 3: School Enrollment and Significant Principal Behaviors (PBs) in
Order of Importance
700-900 Students
(2 Significant PBs)
Influence with
Supervisors
Consideration

901-1,000 Students 1,001-1,300
(6 Significant PBs) Students
(6 Significant PBs)
Discipline
Modeling
Instructional
Expectations
Providing
Situational
Awareness
Contingent
Rewards
Influence with
Inspiring Group
Supervisors
Purpose
Empowering Staff Empowering Staff

Flexibility

Communication

Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction
Consideration

More than 1,300
Students
(9 Significant PBs)
Providing
Contingent
Rewards
Influence with
Supervisors
Situational
Awareness
Modeling
Instructional
Expectations
Discipline

Empowering Staff
Monitoring and
Evaluating
Instruction
Inspiring Group
Purpose
Communication

Table 54
Research Question 3: School Location and Significant Principal Behaviors (PBs) in
Order of Importance
Rural Schools
(2 Significant PBs)
Flexibility
Discipline

Urban Schools
(3 Significant PBs)
Providing Contingent
Rewards
Influence with Supervisors
Discipline
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Suburban Schools
(10 Significant PBs)
Discipline
Situational Awareness
Influence with
Supervisors
(continued)

Rural Schools
(2 Significant PBs)

Urban Schools
(3 Significant PBs)

Suburban Schools
(10 Significant PBs)
Modeling Instructional
Expectations
Empowering Staff
Inspiring Group Purpose
Providing Contingent
Rewards
Communication
Monitoring and
Evaluating Instruction
Consideration

Table 55
Research Question 3: Percent Free and Reduced Meals and Significant Principal
Behaviors (PBs) in Order of Importance
Less than 10%
(5 Significant PBs)

10%-20%
(3 Significant PBs)

21%-40%
(6 Significant PBs)

Inspiring Group
Purpose

Empowering Staff

Communication

Inspiring Group
Purpose

Influence with
Supervisors
Situational
Awareness
Discipline

Consideration

Modeling
Instructional
Expectations
Providing
Contingent
Rewards
Discipline

•

More than 1,300
Students
(2 Significant PBs)
Influence with
Supervisors
Discipline

Empowering Staff
Consideration
Communication

Ten of the 11 Principal Behaviors (PBs) were determined to be statistically
significant in examining the first research question. The only PB found not
statistically significant was flexibility. The top three statistically significant PBs
were determined to be (a) discipline, (b) providing contingent rewards, and (c)
situational awareness.
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•

In examining the second research question, influence with supervisors was
statistically significant in all four groups (0-3 years, 4-7 years, 8-14 years, and
more than 15 years).

•

Only one PB, influence with supervisors, was statistically significant in the 0-3
years of teaching experience group.

•

Both the 4-7 years of experience group and the 8-14 years of experience group
had four statistically significant PBs. Two were the same for both groups,
influence with supervisors and empowering staff. The other two differed for each
group. The teachers with 4-7 years of experience also had discipline and inspiring
group purpose, while the teachers with 8-14 years of experience had flexibility
and situational awareness.

•

In terms of the experience level groups, the teachers with 15 or more years of
experience had the most amount of statistically significant PBs, that being eight.
The PBs found significant by the 15 or more years of experience group that were
also included in other groups were influence with supervisors, empowering staff,
discipline, inspiring group purpose, and situational awareness. The other PBs
included in this group but not significant in any other teaching experience group
were communication, monitoring and evaluating instruction, and providing
contingent rewards.

•

Summary of statistically significant relationships.
o Communication PB was statistically significant for the following eight
groups:
!

All participants
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!

15 or more years of experience

!

Female participants

!

901 to 1,101 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

Less than 10% Free and reduced price meals (FaRMs)

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

o Consideration PB was statistically significant for the following seven
groups:
!

All participants

!

Female participants

!

700 to 900 students

!

1,101 to 1,300 students

!

10% to 20% FaRMs

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

o Discipline PB was statistically significant for the following 13 groups:
!

All participants

!

4-7 years of experience

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Male participants

!

Female participants

!

1,101 to 1,300 students
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!

More than 1,300 students

!

Less than 10% FaRMs

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

More than 40% FaRMs

!

Rural schools

!

Suburban schools

!

Urban schools

o Empowering Staff PB was statistically significant for the following 12
groups:
!

All participants

!

4-7 years of experience

!

8-14 years of experience

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Male participants

!

Female participants

!

901 to 1,101 students

!

1,101 to 1,300 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

10% to 20% FaRMs

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

o Flexibility PB was statistically significant for the following three groups:
!

8-14 years of experience
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!

901 to 1,101 students

!

Rural schools

o Influence with Supervisors PB was statistically significant for the
following 13 groups:
!

All participants

!

0-3 years of experience

!

4-7 years of experience

!

8-14 years of experience

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Male participants

!

Female participants

!

700 to 900 students

!

901 to 1,101 students

!

Less than 10% FaRMs

!

More than 40% FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

!

Urban schools

o Inspiring Group Purpose PB was statistically significant for the following
10 groups:
!

All participants

!

4 to 7 years of experience

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Male participants
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!

Female participants

!

1,101 to 1,300 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

Less than 10% FaRMs

!

10% to 20% FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

o Modeling Instructional Expectations PB was statistically significant for
the following six groups:
!

All participants

!

Female participants

!

901 to 1,101 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

o Monitoring and Evaluating Instruction PB was statistically significant for
the following six groups:
!

All participants

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Female participants

!

1,101 to 1,300 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

Suburban schools
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o Providing Contingent Rewards PB was statistically significant for the
following nine groups:
!

All participants

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Male participants

!

Female participants

!

901 to 1,101 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

21% to 40 % FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

!

Urban schools

o Situational Awareness PB was statistically significant for the following
eight groups:
!

All participants

!

8-14 years of experience

!

15 or more years of experience

!

Female participants

!

1,101 to 1,300 students

!

More than 1,300 students

!

Less than 10% FaRMs

!

Suburban schools

Based on the key findings from the study, Chapter V will include an
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interpretation of the results and final conclusions, a presentation on the unexpected
findings, recommendations on the implications for action, and suggestions for further
research in the field.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
Chapter I introduced the background and rationale for the current study. Chapter
II provided a review of literature, focusing on the concept of teacher efficacy and the
principal’s influence on teacher efficacy. Chapter III discussed the study’s research
design and methodology. Chapter IV presented the data analysis and results for the three
research questions analyzed in this study.
This chapter begins with a brief summary of the study purpose, research
questions, methodology, population, and sample. Following this, the chapter focuses on
the major findings of this research and how those findings compare to the research
presented in the literature review and to the Walker (2009) study. Conclusions regarding
this topic are drawn and implications for further action, including suggestions for
additional research, are discussed. The chapter concludes with remarks and reflections
from the researcher.
Study Summary
The purpose of this quantitative study was to identify the impact of principal
leadership behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STWTCS middle schools. Researchers have shown a positive relationship between teacher
efficacy and student achievement (Hipp, 1996; Muijs & Reynolds, 2002). Moreover, the
leadership of the principal has been linked to positive school culture, teacher morale and
satisfaction, attracting and retaining teachers, and student achievement (Dufour &
Marzano, 2011; Hirsch et al., 2006; Kinsey, 2006; Labby et al., 2012). Finally, research
has shown that principal characteristics and behaviors influence the efficacy of teachers
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(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Hipp & Bredeson, 1995; Elliott, 2000). In fact, Hipp (1996)
found three of the principal behaviors––modeling behavior, inspiring group purpose, and
providing contingent rewards––were significantly tied to general teaching efficacy. This
study has contributed to the existing literature on the influence of middle school principal
behaviors on teacher efficacy by providing data that displays a link between these two
variables across a variety of demographic categories including years of teaching
experience, gender, size of school, poverty level of school, and school geographic
location.
The three research questions used to guide the study were derived from a previous
study conducted in 2009 by Jeffery Walker. While Walker’s study examined middle
schools on the East Coast, this study focused on Schools to Watch – Taking Center Stage
(STW-TCS) middle schools in the Bay Area – Sacramento region of California. The
research questions were as follows:
RQ1. What is the relationship between the self-reported efficacy of a teacher and the
principal’s behaviors at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ2. What is the relationship between principals’ behaviors and the self-reported
efficacy of new teachers (0-3 years), more experienced teachers (4-7 years), very
experienced teachers (8-14 years), and extensively experienced teachers (15 or
more years) at STW-TCS middle schools?
RQ3. What is the relationship of each of the following demographic characteristics
between the self-reported efficacy of teachers and principals’ behaviors at STWTCS middle schools?
!

Teacher gender
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!

Size of school

!

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

!

Students receiving free and reduced price meals

This quantitative study used a survey design in the form of an online
questionnaire to elicit data of statistical significance over a two-week period. A threepart survey was administered to address the research questions in the study. Part 1
included the long form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2001). The TSES contains 24 questions on a nine-point Likert scale. Part
2 included the Principal Rating and Ranking Scale (PRRS) (Walker, 2009). Included in
this section were eleven principal behaviors to be rated on a nine-point Likert scale by
respondents. Additionally, the respondents were asked to rank the eleven principal
behaviors in order of importance. Part 3 of the survey consisted of the demographic data
sought by the researcher. The data were analyzed using a stepwise multiple linear
regression analysis to determine the relationship between principal behaviors and teacher
efficacy and to analyze the impact of the principal behaviors on the efficacy of new and
experienced teachers as well as other demographic variables. The results were presented
in table and narrative form.
The nonrandom, purposive sample was derived from the target population of 66
STW-TCS middle schools. The study sample consisted of the ten STW-TCS middle
schools from the Bay Area – Sacramento region and the approximately 472 teachers in
those schools. Of the 472 potential study participants, 251 completed the online survey
within the two-week period, equating to a response rate of 53%.
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Major Findings
Research Question 1
The first research question explored the responses of all of the participants in
regards to the principal behaviors that influenced teacher efficacy at STW-TCS middle
schools. The results showed that ten of the 11 principal behaviors were found
statistically significant and positively related to teacher efficacy. The only principal
behavior found not to be significant was flexibility. The analysis revealed the ten
significant principal behaviors, in order of importance, were discipline, providing
contingent rewards, situational awareness, empowering staff, modeling instructional
expectations, influence with supervisors, inspiring group purpose, communication,
monitoring and evaluating instruction, and consideration.
The most statistically influential factor in the support of teacher efficacy
identified by the teachers in the STW-TCS middle schools was discipline. This principal
behavior was defined in the study as “The principal protects teachers from intrusion into
their instructional time. This includes limiting announcements and preventing
disruptions to class time.” Teachers expect the principal to value and safeguard their
limited instructional time. When a principal makes it a priority to reduce barriers to
support an effective teaching environment, they promote a positive school atmosphere,
contributing to a teacher’s sense of efficacy (Moore & Esselman, 1994).
The second most significant and important principal behavior for the whole group
of STW-TCS participants was providing contingent rewards. This principal behavior was
defined as “The principal formally and informally recognizes outstanding work inside
and outside of the classroom and shares this recognition in tangible and visible ways.”
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Teachers in STW-TCS middle schools are familiar with positive recognitions from not
only their own districts and communities, but from the California Department of
Education. Based on the data, it is apparent these teachers also value this type of
recognition from their own principal as it contributes to their sense of efficacy. This
finding mirrors the conclusions made by both Hipp (1996) and Leithwood, Jantzi, and
Fernandez (1993), in which both studies found a significant relationship between general
teaching efficacy and the transformational leadership practice of providing contingent
rewards. Furthermore, this finding is supported by the research of Marzano, Water, and
McNulty (2005) who identified the principal behavior of “Affirmation – recognizes and
celebrates accomplishments and acknowledges failures” (p. 42) as a principal leadership
behavior that assists in building a purposeful community that encompasses a strong
collective sense of efficacy amongst the teachers.
The third most important significant principal behavior for the STW-TCS teachers
was situational awareness. Situational awareness was defined as “The principal is aware
of the details and concerns regarding the functioning of the school and uses this
information to address current and potential problem.” This principal behavior has also
been defined as a principal responsibility positively correlated to student academic
achievement, as well as teacher efficacy (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). A
principal with a strong sense of situational awareness is keenly aware of what is
occurring on a campus and handles issues before they become problems for teachers. For
example, if teachers are arguing and cannot seem to come to a resolution, the principal
will meet with the teachers to assist in navigating a solution before the situation affects
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the overall morale of the school. STW-TCS middle school teachers value this type of
behavior in their site principal.
For the STW-TCS teachers, the fourth most significantly influential factor in the
support of teacher efficacy was empowering staff. This principal behavior was defined as
“The principal provided opportunities for teachers to make decisions about their work
and to be involved in school-wide decisions.” The STW-TCS criteria of Organizational
Structures and Processes highlights the critical importance of defining organizational
norms and processes to support teaching and learning. A STW-TCS principal supports
this middle school concept by working collaboratively with staff members to implement
research-based, recommended programs and practices at the school site (McEwin &
Green, 2010). A major component of this work is a shared decision making process.
Teachers in STW-TCS middle schools have a higher sense of efficacy if they feel that
their principal not only empowers staff members to contribute ideas, but to have a
significant voice in school-wide decisions.
The fifth most important significant principal behavior in the influence of the
efficacy of STW-TCS teachers was modeling instructional expectations. This principal
behavior was defined as “The principal models his/her beliefs in the instructional process
and emphasizes the importance of the instruction that takes place in each classroom.”
The teachers at STW-TCS middle schools expect their principals to be the instructional
leaders on campus. This result parallels the Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) finding
that there is a positive and significant relationship between the school principals’
instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ sense of efficacy. Walker (2009) also
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found the principal behavior of modeling instructional expectations had a statistically
significant impact on teacher efficacy.
Influence with supervisors was the sixth most significantly influential principal
behavior as determined by the STW-TCS teachers. Influence with supervisors was
defined as “The principal effectively garners support from supervisors and district level
administrative offices to assist in meeting the needs of the school.” Teachers of STWTCS middle schools are sophisticated. They understand resources often come from their
district office and not necessarily their principal; therefore, teachers value a principal who
can influence their own supervisors to effectively acquire the resources needed by the
school. This result is similar to Hoy and Woolfolk’s (1993) conclusion, which stated that
teachers tended to have a higher sense of efficacy if they believed their principals had
influence with their superiors.
Inspiring group purpose was determined to be the seventh most important and
significant principal behavior by the teachers at STW-TCS middle schools. Inspiring
group purpose was defined as “The principal creates an environment where all teachers
are part of a team and work together toward shared goals that result in student and teacher
success.” Studies from Hipp (1996) and Leithwood, Jantzi, and Fernandez (1993)
positively connect the principal behavior of inspiring group purpose to teacher efficacy.
Marzano, Water, and McNulty (2005) call this principal behavior being an optimizer, one
who can inspire and lead change. A principal who can inspire can convince teachers to
believe they can do great things, ultimately creating a higher sense of efficacy.
The eighth most influential principal behavior for STW-TCS teachers was
communication. This principal behavior was defined as “The principal established strong
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lines of communication with and among students and teachers.” STW-TCS middle
schools are organized around transparent communication. Principals who create an
expectation of clear and consistent communication across the campus demonstrate a
commitment of keeping staff involved in the day–to-day workings of the school campus.
The principal is responsible for informing teachers of what they need to know in order for
teachers to take ownership and effectively get their job accomplished. Moreover, Walker
(2009) found the principal behavior of communication to significantly impact teacher
efficacy. Thus, the principal behavior of communication positively influences the sense
of efficacy in STW-TCS teachers and is an important leadership quality for principals to
possess.
Monitoring and evaluating instruction was determined to be the ninth most
significantly important principal behavior by the STW-TCS teachers. This principal
behavior was defined as “The principal “keeps an eye” on what is happening in the
school and provides feedback to teachers regarding the instructional impact of classroom
strategies.” This principal behavior is found to be statistically significant to teachers at
STW-TCS middle schools and is directly connected to the first criteria of Schools to
Watch, Academic Excellence. It is important for the teachers at STW-TCS middle
schools to not only provide challenging and engaging curriculum, but to have a principal
who will hold all teachers to the highest of standards through consistent classroom
observations and feedback in order to continuously improve and impact instruction.
The final significant principal behavior for the teachers at STW-TCS middle
schools was consideration. Consideration was defined as “The principal expresses
genuine concern for the welfare of teachers and makes efforts to get to know each
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individual.” Even though consideration was determined to have the least amount of
impact on teacher efficacy of the ten statistically significant principal behaviors, the
teachers at STW-TCS middle schools still identified it as a relevant behavior. Hipp
(1996) found principals who form caring and respectful relationships with teachers will
influence teacher efficacy. Elliott (2000) found principals who provide personal support
through building respectful and trusting relationships significantly affected teacher
efficacy. Similarly, Hanford and Leithwood (2013) connected the characteristics of
openness and respect (similar to consideration) to trust; trust between teachers and
principals has been identified as a factor in building teacher efficacy.
For Research Question 1, of the eleven principal behaviors examined, ten showed
a statistically significant relationship to teacher efficacy. The result showed that the
teachers at STW-TCS middle schools found every principal behavior, with the exception
of flexibility, as important.
Research Question 2
The second research question examined STW-TCS teachers’ years of experience
as a professional educator and whether the participants with different experience levels
were influenced by different principal behaviors. The participants were divided into four
groups based on their years of experience: (a) zero to three years, (b) four to seven years,
(c) eight to 14 years of experience, and (d) 15 or more years of experience. For each of
the groups a separate analysis was executed and statistically significant principal
behaviors were found. In the sections below, the statistically significant behaviors are
discussed.
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Zero to three years of teaching experience. The group of teachers with the least
amount of teaching experience represented not only the smallest number of study
participants (8), but also indicated the fewest number of principal behaviors to influence
teacher efficacy (1). For this group, there was only one principal behavior that was
statistically significant to teacher efficacy: Influence with supervisors. No other
principal behaviors proved statistically significant in relation to teacher efficacy.
STW-TCS schools are model middle schools with exceptional teaching faculties.
New teachers are fortunate to work in a high-functioning, supportive environment with
effective and proven strategies already in place. Experienced teachers in each department
serve as mentors and often take rookie teachers “under their wing” in guiding and
preparing them for the profession. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to expect that the
efficacy of a new teacher may be more affected by the everyday interactions with a
mentor teacher or the other colleagues in one’s own department, rather than the site
principal. Teachers with the least amount of experience working at a STW-TCS middle
school may quickly determine that in order to be successful they will have to depend on
their colleagues for assistance in curriculum, assessments, instructional strategies, and an
overall understanding of the school site. These inexperienced teachers may see the
principal as the person who can afford their mentors with the time needed to support
them, but only if the principal can influence their own supervisors to provide resources to
the site. The most inexperienced teachers at STW-TCS middle school sites may quickly
learn from their more experienced colleagues that a principal who can influence district
office personnel can be more effective at acquiring the needed resources in order to
support developing teachers.
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Four to seven years of teaching experience. The group of teachers with slightly
more experience also found the principal behavior of influence with supervisors
statistically significant, yet not as significant as three other principal behaviors. This
group of teachers determined the more important principal behaviors, in order of
significance, were empowering staff, inspiring group purpose, discipline, and influence
with supervisors. These teachers desire full membership in their school by seeking input
in the site decision-making and policy process. It important for these teachers to have the
opportunity to share their thoughts and to feel as if the principal has heard and considered
their opinions. They do not want site decisions to be made without a chance to provide
their input. Additionally, they desire a principal who can create opportunities for
teachers to work together. Ideally, STW-TCS middle school teachers are grouped in
highly functional teams that work towards the same goal. Finally, this group of teachers
determined discipline to be a significant principal behavior. After teaching for a few
years, these teachers seek a leader who can remove the everyday distractions from
teaching by making their instruction in the classroom the ultimate priority.
Eight to 14 years of teaching experience. Teachers with eight to fourteen years
of experience found four principal behaviors statistically significant. In order of
importance, these included empowering staff, situational awareness, flexibility, and
influence with supervisors. Similar to their colleagues with four to seven years of
teaching experience, STW-TCS teachers with eight to 14 years of experience found
empowering staff as the most important principal behavior. These teachers want the
power to make their own decisions and choices and do what they or their team feel is in
the best interest of their students without being micromanaged by their principal. They
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also feel they should have the right to be involved in site-based decisions that will affect
their classroom and students. Additionally, teachers with eight to 14 years of experience
agreed with their colleagues with zero to three years and four to seven years of
experience that the principal behavior of influence with supervisors is essential.
The efficacy of teachers in the eight to 14 years of experience group is also
influenced by the principal behaviors of situational awareness and flexibility. These
teachers found it critical for a principal to be keenly aware of what is currently happening
on the campus. This may include concerns of undercurrents that may lead to potential
problems. It is also crucial to these teachers that the principal immediately addresses any
potential problems on campus so that morale is not negatively impacted.
Furthermore, the principal behavior of flexibility is important to this group. This
principal behavior is defined as “The principal utilizes varied leadership behaviors as
necessary based on specific situations and circumstances in the school.” With eight to 14
years of teaching experience, these teachers have taught long enough to appreciate that
not all leadership styles will work in all situations. It is important to these teachers that a
principal can effectively navigate a situation and then utilize an appropriate strategy to
address unique circumstances.
Fifteen or more years of teaching experience. The group of teachers with the
most amount of teaching experience represented not only the largest group of participants
(125), but also identified the largest number of statistically significant principal behaviors
(8) impacting teacher efficacy. These eight principal behaviors, in order of importance,
included providing contingent rewards, discipline, situational awareness, empowering
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staff, inspiring group purpose, monitoring and evaluating instruction, influence with
supervisors, and communication.
The most experienced teachers are more likely to be expert teachers, thereby
understanding the significant role played by the principal at a STW-TCS middle school
site. These teachers appreciate the need for strong leadership in developing and
maintaining an effective middle school environment. With their many years of service,
they may have experienced more than one principal, witnessing the impact of both strong
and weak principal leadership behaviors on a school campus. Moreover, many of these
teachers participated in the work required to earn the distinction of a STW-TCS middle
school. In completing the application process, they have developed an understanding of
the need to work closely with their principal, often establishing a strong relationship built
on a foundation of trust. The work done to earn the title of a national School to Watch
contributes to their own sense of pride and their appreciation for positive recognition by
others. They feel more efficacious when others acknowledge, understand, and appreciate
the significant amount of work done in building a STW-TCS model middle school.
Research Question 3
Research question three examined comparisons of models reflecting principal
behaviors that affect teacher efficacy for several demographic groups. The STW-TCS
teacher participant responses analyzed included the following subgroups:
•

Teacher gender

•

Size of school

•

Type of school (urban, suburban, rural)

•

Students receiving free and reduced price meals
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Results for each group will be discussed below.
Teacher gender.
•

Male and female participants showed differences in their responses.

•

Males identified five significant principal behaviors; females identified the
same five, but added an additional five principal behaviors for a total of ten
significant principal behaviors.

•

The five significant principal behaviors identified by males, in order of
importance, include: providing contingent rewards, empowering staff,
discipline, inspiring group purpose, and influence with supervisors.

•

Males of STW-TCS middle schools most value the formal and informal
recognition for their contributions to the school site, as this principal behavior
had the most impact on their efficacy. Male teachers also want principals who
give them the freedom to teach (empower; discipline) but can also help them
reach their goals by providing the necessary supports (inspiring; influence).

•

The ten significant principal behaviors identified by females, in order of
importance, include: situational awareness, discipline, influence with
supervisors, modeling instructional expectations, inspiring group purpose,
providing contingent rewards, empowering staff, monitoring and evaluating
instruction, communication, and consideration.

•

Female STW-TCS teachers most desire a principal who is keen to what is
happening throughout the campus and effectively keeps any negative situation
from impacting their teaching (awareness; discipline). Females also want
instructional leaders who can provide the necessary resources to empower
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them as teachers (influence; modeling; inspiring; empowering; monitoring).
Finally, it is important to female teachers to build a relationship with their
principal so they feel connected and appreciated (contingent rewards;
communication; consideration).
•

The results for female participants were identical to the whole group (both
groups identified all but flexibility as significant principal behaviors) and
similar to the teachers with the most years of experience.

Size of school.
•

Participants working in the smallest schools of 700 to 900 students reported
the least number of statistically significant principal behaviors (2).
Participants working in schools either between 901and 1,001 or 1,001 and
1,300 students both reported six statistically significant principal behaviors.
Participants working in the largest schools of more than 1,301 students
reported the most number of statistically significant principal behaviors (9).

•

As the student enrollment increased, the number of statistically significant
principal behaviors identified by STW-TCS middle school teachers also
increased.

•

In STW-TCS schools of 700 to 900 students, the two principal behaviors
determined to be statistically significant were influence with supervisors and
consideration. It may be that teachers in STW-TCS smaller schools realize
the need for district or county level support in providing resources to
effectively maintain the STW-TCS status. In a small environment where there
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are fewer people, relationships may be crucial, leading to the consideration of
the principal to be a larger factor in teacher efficacy.
•

For STW-TCS teachers working in schools with between 901 and 1,000
students, the six significant principal behaviors identified, in order of
importance, include modeling instructional expectations, providing contingent
rewards, influence with supervisors, empowering staff, flexibility, and
communication.

•

For STW-TCS teacher working in schools with between 1,001 and 1,300
students, the six significant principal behaviors identified, in order of
importance, include discipline, situational awareness, inspiring group purpose,
empowering staff, monitoring and evaluating instruction, and consideration.

•

For participants who reported working in schools with more than 1,301
students, nine significant principal behaviors were identified. These include,
in order of importance, providing contingent rewards, influences with
supervisors, situational awareness, modeling instructional expectations,
discipline, empowering staff, monitoring and evaluating instruction, inspiring
group purpose, and communication.

Type of school.
•

Data from participants working in STW-TCS rural schools indicated two
statistically significant principal behaviors. These include flexibility and
discipline.
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•

Teachers working in STW-TCS urban schools identified three significant
principal behaviors including, in order of importance, providing contingent
rewards, influence with supervisors, and discipline.

•

For STW-TCS teachers working in suburban schools, ten principal behaviors
were found statistically significant. In order of importance, these include
discipline, situational awareness, influence with supervisors, modeling
instructional expectations, empowering staff, inspiring group purpose,
providing contingent rewards, communication, monitoring and evaluating
instruction, and consideration.

•

Discipline was the only consistent principal behavior identified by teachers
working in rural, suburban, and urban schools.

Students receiving free and reduced price meals.
•

Teachers working in STW-TCS schools with less than 10% free and reduced
price meals (FaRMs) identified five significant principal behaviors. In order
of importance, these include inspiring group purpose, communication,
influence with supervisors, situational awareness, and discipline.

•

In STW-TCS schools between 10% and 20% FaRMs, teachers identified three
principal behaviors as statistically significant. There behaviors, in order of
importance, include empowering staff, inspiring group purpose, and
consideration.

•

STW-TCS teachers working in schools between 21% and 40% FaRMs
identified the most number of statistically significant principal behaviors in
this demographic category. These teachers found six behaviors significant
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and in order of importance, they included modeling instructional expectations,
providing contingent rewards, discipline, empowering staff, consideration,
and communication.
•

The STW-TCS teachers working in schools with over 40% FaRMs found the
least amount of principal behaviors to be significant, that being only two.
These behaviors are influence with supervisors and discipline.

Overall Demographics
•

Statistically significant principal behaviors were found in every demographic
group.

•

The demographic groups that found the most number of significant principal
behaviors included the following: females (10), suburban schools (10), and
schools with enrollment more than 1,301 (9).

•

The demographic groups with the least number of significant principal
behaviors included schools with enrollments between 700 and 900 students
(2), rural schools (2), and schools with greater than 40% FaRMs (2).
Unexpected Findings

This study replicated the research conducted by Walker (2009) who examined if
teacher efficacy was affected by middle school principal behaviors. Using the data
collected from 366 teachers from a mid-Atlantic state, Walker’s results and conclusions
were significantly different from this study, which was unexpected.
The first research question aimed to provide an overall perspective on the
principal behaviors that influenced teacher efficacy across the entire sample population.
Whereas this study found ten of the 11 principal behaviors affected the teacher efficacy
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of STW-TCS teachers, Walker found only three statistically significant behaviors: (a)
modeling instructional expectations, (b) communication, and (c) providing contingent
rewards. This study found ten of the eleven principal behaviors identified to positively
affect teacher efficacy. Walker concluded the principal behaviors of modeling
instructional expectations and communication were positively related to teacher efficacy,
yet providing contingent rewards was actually negatively related to teacher efficacy.
This meant teachers with a lower sense of efficacy saw this as a more statistically
significant principal behavior, and teachers with higher levels of efficacy reported this as
a less important behavior. Significantly dissimilar results for the first research question
between this study and Walker’s research was unexpected, but may be explained by the
substantially different sample populations of the studies.
In comparing the results of this study and Walker’s study (2009) for the second
research question, more unexpected findings occur. Walker found modeling instructional
expectations as the only significant principal behavior for the most inexperienced
teachers, whereas this study found it to be influence with supervisors. This study
identified four significant principal behaviors for teachers with four to seven years of
experience, while Walker only found two (modeling instructional expectations and
communication), neither of which matched those identified by this study. For teachers
with eight to 14 years of experience, this study found four significant principal behaviors;
Walker found communication and modeling instructional expectations positively affected
teacher efficacy, whereas consideration negatively affected teacher efficacy. Finally, this
study found eight significant principal behaviors enhanced the sense of efficacy in
teachers with 15 or more years of experience. Walker found only one principal behavior,
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inspiring group purpose, as a significant principal behavior for the teachers with 15 or
more years of teaching experience. Again, the considerably different sample populations
may explain the significant differences in results.
In examining the third research question, substantial differences were, once again,
found between this study and Walker’s. Overall, the demographic groups in this study
found more principal behaviors statistically significant and all were identified as
positively affecting teacher efficacy. Walker found only one to two significant principal
behaviors in most demographic groups, with some negatively related to teacher efficacy.
This study found all 11 principal behaviors to be statistically significant to at least one or
more groups. In Walker’s study two principal behaviors, empowering staff and
monitoring and evaluating instruction were not found to be statistically significant for any
group of participants.
Overall, in comparing the results of this study with Walker’s (2009), considerable
differences are noted. These variances initially surprised the researcher, but after
considering the notable differences in the sample populations, the results may not be all
that unexpected for STW-TCS middle schools. In general, these are well functioning
schools with high expectations amongst all staff members, and it is apparent the
behaviors of the principals leading these model middle schools enhance the efficacy of
the teachers.
It takes a special and effective principal to work at a STW-TCS middle school.
Yet, it takes an equally special principal to inherit one of these schools and maintain the
STW-TCS status. Every three years STW-TCS middle schools are required to go
through a re-designation process to verify that the level of success has been upheld and
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progress has been made on stated goals for improvement and growth. Principals who
inherit these schools and do not fully accept the STW-TCS requirements put their school
in jeopardy of losing the STW-TCS honor. Additionally, further attention should be paid
to the type of teachers working in STW-TCS middle schools, as these teachers have
extremely high expectations and view collaboration as the norm. This could mean that
mediocre teachers may actually feel uncomfortable within the STW-TCS environment.
Conclusions
This study involved examining the impact of principal leadership behaviors on the
efficacy of new and experienced STW-TCS middle school teachers through the use of the
long form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001) and the Principal Rating and Ranking Scale (PRRS) (Walker, 2009). The results of
the quantitative data that was collected during this study support the impact of leadership
behaviors displayed by site principals on teachers’ sense of efficacy. Since previous
research acknowledges the significant impact teacher efficacy plays upon the
achievement of students, it is crucial for site principals to understand and learn which
leadership behaviors enhance the efficacy of the teachers with whom they work (Angelle
& Teague, 2014; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandera, 1997; Ross & Gray, 2006).
This study examined three research questions in the STW-TCS middle school
setting. The self-reported efficacy of teachers was examined in relation to principal
behaviors for all of the participants of the study. The relationship between principals’
behaviors and the self-reported efficacy of teachers with differing years of teaching
experience was then explored. Finally, the research sought to determine the relationship
of different demographic characteristics to the self-reported efficacy of teachers and
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principals’ behaviors. The final conclusions were drawn according to the findings and
alignment to the three research questions.
•

The leadership behaviors of site principals are significantly related to the
efficacy of teachers working in STW-TCS middle schools. Ten of the eleven
principal leadership behaviors examined in this study were found to be
significant, supporting the research presented in the literature review. By
displaying strong leadership behaviors, a principal can influence teacher
efficacy, since “the principal is the key to facilitating decisions that affect not
only the working conditions of the school, but also those professionals who
work in it” (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995, p.141). Effectively engaging in these
principal behaviors should be a crucial component in the day-to-day work
done by a principal.

•

Of the ten significant principal behaviors identified by all of the teachers in
this study, the three most important were discipline, providing contingent
rewards, and situational awareness. Previous research supports these
components in increasing teacher efficacy. In terms of the principal behavior
of discipline, teachers value a principal who will honor and respect their work
in the classroom by protecting their instructional time. For STW-TCS
teachers, this equates to the principal guarding the academic excellence
established by the school, which is one of the four STW-TCS criteria.
Principals who are seen as protectors of instruction contribute to the efficacy
of teachers.

166

•

Teachers value principals who provide contingent rewards because many
teachers experience limited recognition throughout their career as a teacher
(Hipp & Bredeson, 1995). In examining middle schools, Hipp (1996) found
the principal behavior of providing contingent rewards showed a statistically
significant relationship to teacher efficacy. Marzano, Waters, and McNulty
(2005) concluded that recognizing and rewarding teachers on the basis of hard
work and results, as well as performance over seniority, sends messages of
appreciation ultimately impacting both teacher efficacy and student
achievement. This principal behavior is especially important to teachers
working in STW-TCS middle schools. After spending months preparing the
STW-TCS application and enduring a full-day site visitation, faculty and staff
nervously wait for a response from the STW-TCS committee. Upon
acceptance, the recognition the school receives from their own school district,
the California Department of Education, and the national Schools to Watch
Program is often phenomenal. A STW-TCS sponsored celebration takes place
on campus and representatives from the school are invited to receive their
award at the California League of Schools annual conference in Sacramento,
as well as the national Schools to Watch conference in Washington, D.C.
Teachers feel valued, appreciated, and worthy. It is no wonder these teachers
rate this principal behavior so high. After experiencing the high of receiving
the STW-TCS honor, these teachers continue to crave praise and appreciation
from their own principal and this leadership behavior ultimately enhances
their sense of efficacy.
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•

A principal with a keen sense of situational awareness will positively impact
the efficacy of the teachers on campus. This principal behavior was found to
impact teacher efficacy as well as student achievement (Marzano, Waters, &
McNulty, 2005). Teachers expect principals to be aware of the climate on
campus and be able to anticipate problems. A skilled principal in this area is
not only aware of the formal and informal groups and relationships on
campus, but they also monitor issues that may be developing on campus.
More importantly, these principals know it is their responsibility to meet with
and discuss potential issues before they fester and affect morale. Teachers at
STW-TCS identified this principal behavior as significant and important, as
strong and effective leadership is a key factor in high-performing middle
schools and a principal who tackles these issues is shown to impact teacher
efficacy.

•

The one principal leadership behavior found to be statistically significant
across all groups of experience levels (zero to three years, four to seven years,
eight to 15 years, and more than 15 years) was influence with supervisors.
This conclusion is supported by Hoy and Woolfolk’s (1993) research, which
found that efficacy was most affected by the principal’s ability to influence
the actions of supervisors and to get needed support from administrative
offices at the district level. What is interesting with STW-TCS teachers is that
the more experience the teacher has, the more their efficacy is impacted by
principal leadership behaviors. This finding indicates the principal can play a
substantial role in maintaining or even enhancing the efficacy of more
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experienced teachers, not just new teachers as previous research would
indicate (Tschannen-Moore & Hoy, 2007).
•

In examining the participant responses in this study, teaching efficacy in
STW-TCS middle schools is a concept that must be addressed differently
when working with teachers of varying lengths of teaching experience.
Efficacy among the least experienced teachers at STW-TCS middle schools is
affected only by their principal’s influence on his supervisor. As teachers
gain more experience, the principal behavior of influencing supervisors
remains important but becomes less so compared to giving teachers
opportunities to make decisions and being involved in the school site
(empowering staff), creating teams working towards a shared goal (inspiring
group purpose), protecting instructional time (discipline), being aware of the
campus happenings (situational awareness) and employing a variety of
leadership behaviors dependent upon the situation (flexibility). For the most
experienced teachers, all of the above principal behaviors are statistically
significant in building teacher efficacy, with the exception of flexibility, and
with the addition of communication, monitoring and evaluating instruction,
and contingent rewards.

•

In terms of the demographic characteristics evaluated in the STW-TCS middle
schools, it was found female teachers, teachers working in schools with more
than 1,301 students, and teachers in suburban schools identified the largest
number of significant principal behaviors influencing teacher efficacy.
Current or aspiring STW-TCS principals should take note of this finding as
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the efficacy level of these teachers can be positively influenced by a principal
who exhibits these effective leadership behaviors.
Implications for Action
Based on the results of this study, it is apparent principals at STW-TCS middle
schools have a great influence on the efficacy of teachers. All of the leadership behaviors
examined were shown to be statistically significant to at least three demographic groups
defined in the study. Some principal leadership behaviors were found to be significant to
a larger number of demographic groups, but overall, all eleven were identified as
important by site teachers.
STW-TCS schools are considered effective model middle schools in California.
The results of this study show that teachers’ sense of efficacy in these schools is impacted
by the leadership behaviors of the principal. The findings of this study validate the work
of current STW-TCS principals, as it is unlikely a school would be honored as a STWTCS with an ineffective principal. This information could also be valuable to principals
of either aspiring STW-TCS schools or struggling principals. These site principals
should take the opportunity to reflect on their own current practice and participate in
leadership development opportunities to develop all eleven principal behaviors presented
in this study. If one is unsure where to commence in improving their own leadership, it is
recommended to begin with the leadership behaviors mentioned by the most
demographic groups in the study. These include (a) discipline, (b) empowering staff, (c)
influence with supervisors, (d) inspiring group purpose, (e) providing contingent rewards,
and (f) situational awareness.
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Principals must be able and willing to do what is necessary to make classroom
instruction on campus the priority of the school. The leader has to be seen by teachers as
the protector of instructional time. In examining one’s own effectiveness of this principal
behavior, one must determine the degree in which disruptions interfere with learning.
Teachers can assist the principal in this area by keeping track of unnecessary
interruptions to their own classrooms, such as phone calls, announcements, or unexpected
visitors. Principals can analyze the data collected by teachers to determine if the school
needs improvement in this area. Leaders must evaluate their own capacity to buffer
teachers from outside meddling, as well as assess teachers’ opinions about the principal’s
current level of success in this area.
A second principal behavior that must be carefully evaluated by principals in their
daily work with teachers is their ability to empower. Effective leaders seek input from
others in regards to site-based decisions and trust teachers to make appropriate decisions
about their work. A system in which teachers can readily provide their opinions on
upcoming site-based decisions should be in place. If it is not, it would be fitting for a
principal working towards improvement in this area to develop an institutional change
that will allow for teacher voice.
Principals working to enhance the efficacy of teachers must examine their own
current level of influence with their supervisors at the district office. The research
showed STW-TCS teachers value principals who can garner support and resources for
their school. Principals looking to improve this area must develop relationships with
district office officials by extending themselves through networking opportunities,
meeting with teachers to examine the current state of resources versus what they actually
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need, working with teacher leaders to explore necessary professional development, and
ensuring the master schedule mirrors the agreed upon needs of the school.
Principals must have their own vision, as well as the confidence to inspire
teachers to work together as a team towards the agreed upon shared goals. They must be
seen as the leader on campus. A principal looking to improve in this area must first be
able to define who they are as an instructional leader. They must be able to communicate
their beliefs to teachers and then ensure every decision made is based on those beliefs. It
is easy for the leader to say what they believe; it is much harder to always make the
decisions that mirror one’s beliefs. If a principal cannot do this, then they will not be
seen as the campus leader. The teachers will lack trust and ultimately the school will fail
in defining common goals and bringing teachers together.
Principals must make it a priority to recognize and rewards individuals and groups
of teachers. These contingent rewards must be based on worthy accomplishments, such
as the academic improvement of students or the successful implementation of curriculum.
Yet the principal should not only celebrate large endeavors, as the acknowledgment of
even small wins and successes in a school site must be an embedded practice.
Additionally, principals must create a consistent opportunity for teachers to publicly
recognize and celebrate colleagues. Creating a venue for appreciation and recognition
builds morale on campus and can take the pressure off of a principal to be the one solely
responsible for acknowledging good work.
Principals working to improve teacher efficacy through the examination of their
own leadership behaviors must examine their own detailed awareness of the
undercurrents and problems affecting the functioning of the school site. Many principals
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have no idea what is actually happening on their campus either because they lack the
ability to do so or they choose to ignore it. Ineffective principals in this area create
unnecessary resentment among their teaching staff. Ignoring problems or hiding in the
principal’s office hoping situations will work themselves out ultimately leads to resentful
teachers and serious morale issues. Principals must be able to confront difficult and
uncomfortable situations by being present and aware of the daily happening and events
on campus. They must identify potential situations and effectively communicate with
others in order to address issues before they become large, unattainable problems.
Furthermore, it would be in the best interest of a principal who is fully committed
to enhancing teacher efficacy through their own leadership behaviors to also assess their
current level of effectiveness of the other five characteristics discussed in this study.
These include (a) communication, (b) consideration, (c) flexibility, (d) modeling
instructional expectations, and (e) monitoring and evaluating instruction. Although these
principal leadership behaviors were determined to not be as significant as the six
discussed above, all five were identified by various demographic groups as significant.
Since teacher efficacy has a substantial positive impact on student achievement
and it is also apparent the leadership behaviors of principals can enhance teacher efficacy,
it would behoove current and aspiring principals, district and state officials, as well as
administrative credential programs to take note. Current and aspiring principals must
assess their own levels of effectiveness in relation to these leadership behaviors, as
discussed above. Additionally, they should seek input from their supervisors and
subordinates to compare their own assessment of their abilities against the perceptions of
others. District and state officials must aspire to hire principals who exhibit these
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leadership behaviors and then work to continuously grow these characteristics among
their current school administrators. This may include designing professional
development that consists of components of principal leadership behaviors on efficacy, as
well as teacher efficacy and its impact upon student achievement. Preparation programs
must teach aspiring administrators the importance of personal leadership development,
with a suggested focus upon the eleven leadership behaviors discussed in this study. The
concept of continual leadership development throughout one’s lifetime must be
encouraged. Truly effective principals are always aspiring to improve their leadership
skills, as they understand the tremendous impact their own behaviors have upon the
efficacy of their teachers.
Furthermore, the STW-TCS organization and the California League of Middle
Schools (CLMS) should take note of the findings within this study. The leaders of these
groups could use this research to not only push continuous improvement of current STWTCS middle schools, but to show other middle schools what is truly important in terms of
principal leadership behaviors and teacher efficacy. This could easily be done through
presentations at the annual STW conference in Washington D.C. as well as the multiple
CLMS conferences held throughout California each year.
Recommendations for Further Research
The following are recommendations for future research on teacher efficacy and
the principal behaviors that influence it:
Recommendation 1
A replication of this study is both appropriate and encouraged. The research
questions and methodology of this study replicated the study conducted by Walker
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(2009). Walker examined a diverse group of middle school teachers in a mid-Atlantic
state, while the sample population of this study consisted of the STW-TCS middle
schools in the Bay Area- Sacramento region. Since both the sample populations and the
results of the two studies differed significantly, it would behoove a researcher to replicate
the research questions and methodology using either another STW-TCS region within
California or a diverse group of middle school teachers to compare results.
Recommendation 2
The Schools to Watch program is represented in many states throughout the
country. A future study could compare the results of this study to another group of
Schools to Watch schools outside of California to investigate if teacher efficacy is
affected by the behaviors of Schools to Watch principals’ in different ways in diverse
locations throughout the nation.
Recommendation 3
Several demographic characteristics were explored in the current study, yet one
could expand these categories even further. For example, the impact of principal
behaviors on teacher efficacy can be explored in schools with various ethnic populations
or specifically compared between teachers working in different academic departments on
campus. Additionally, the impact of principal leadership behaviors on the efficacy of
teachers who serve as department leads or participate on the school leadership team could
be compared to those teachers who chose not to take on a leadership role. Teachers
serving in a leadership role often interact more with their principal, potentially
developing a closer relationship, than those choosing not to take on a school leadership
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role. Further exploration in the impact of these closer relationships on teacher efficacy
would be an interesting study.
Recommendation 4
Another recommendation would be to add a qualitative aspect, such as a focus
group or individual interviews to the study. The quantitative data yielded a significant
amount of information but by adding qualitative research, one may be able to investigate
specific reasons as to how certain principal behaviors impact teacher efficacy.
Qualitative research would bring the voice of the teacher to the research.
Recommendation 5
One may consider examining the impact of leadership behaviors of other
school/district administrators on teacher efficacy. For example, in schools with a large
student enrollment, there are often multiple assistant principals, many of whom have
more direct and immediate contact with teachers than the site principal. One can research
the effect of assistant principal behaviors on teacher self-efficacy. Conversely, it would
be interesting to examine the overall impact of district office administrators’ leadership
behaviors on teacher efficacy.
Recommendation 6
Research has shown teacher efficacy is positively influenced by school climate
and collegiality. A future study could focus on the impact of either teacher mentors or
teacher colleague behaviors on the efficacy of other teachers. An examination on how
teachers influence the efficacy of each other could offer insightful research, especially
with the push for teachers to work together in professional learning communities.
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Recommendation 7
While this study focused on individual teacher efficacy, much recent attention on
the concept of efficacy has focused on collective efficacy. A future study could examine
the impact of principal behaviors on the collective efficacy of a school site, rather than
the efficacy of individual teachers.
Recommendation 8
One may choose to conduct a similar study at the elementary or high school level
to compare the impact of leadership behaviors of principals on elementary or high school
teacher efficacy.
Recommendation 9
This study showed the significant impact of principal behaviors upon teacher
efficacy. An extension of this study could examine the efficacy of principals and the
impact an efficacious principal has upon their teaching staff. One could also explore how
principal self-efficacy changes over time.
Recommendation 10
The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) allows for the calculation of an
overall mean, as used in this particular study, as well as sub-scores. The three sub-scores
that can be calculated from specific questions on the TSES include efficacy for
instructional strategies, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for student
engagement. A researcher could use these sub-scores to examine how principal
behaviors affect teacher efficacy in each of these three components, rather than just
focusing on the overall teacher efficacy score.
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Concluding Remarks and Reflections
The leadership behaviors of a site principal can enhance the efficacy of teachers.
Teachers with a greater sense of efficacy have higher student achievement, less
classroom management problems, and find a greater sense of overall joy and satisfaction
from their chosen profession. These connections are both significant and powerful in the
world of education.
The results of this research reflect the researcher’s own personal experience with
teacher efficacy and principal leadership behaviors, both as a teacher and an
administrator. Currently, the researcher is in her sixth year at a STW-TCS middle school
and the researcher has seen firsthand how her own leadership behaviors impact the
efficacy of the teachers at her site. The researcher had the unique opportunity to help
guide two different schools through the STW-TCS application process. First, as a rookie
vice-principal and then again as a principal. Each journey offered the faculty and staff
significant insight into what worked well at the site and what needed improvement. As
the principal, leading a school through the year-long STW-TCS application process, the
researcher was offered amazing opportunities of personal reflection and growth. The
importance of developing a genuine and honest relationship with teachers, understanding
the power of leading by example, examining how leadership behaviors impacted
teachers, and collectively experiencing the pride and joy of being named as a STW-TCS
middle school, have all significantly impacted the researcher as a principal and fueled a
desire to explore the topic of teacher efficacy and principal leadership behaviors in more
depth.
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The power of principal leadership comes from the ability to inspire and influence,
certainly not by authority or positional power. Principals who are leading change
initiatives, trying to improve schools, or are passionate about making a difference in the
lives of their students, will recognize their inability to do any of these things without the
commitment and dedication of teachers. By working to improve the leadership behaviors
of site principals, one is ultimately enhancing the teachers’ sense of efficacy. The power
of a school with efficacious teachers, led by an inspiring, encouraging, and influential
principal, is limitless.
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November 6, 2015
Melanie,
You have my permission to use the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (formerly called the Ohio
State Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale), which I developed with Anita Woolfolk Hoy, in your
research. You can find a copy of the measure and scoring directions on my web site at
http://wmpeople.wm.edu/site/page/mxtsch . Please use the following as the proper citation:
Tschannen-Moran, M & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783-805.
I will also attach directions you can follow to access my password protected web site, where you
can find the supporting references for this measure as well as other articles I have written on this
and related topics.
I would love to receive a brief summary of your results.
All the best,

Megan Tschannen-Moran!
The College of William and Mary!
School of Education

P.O. Box 8795

•

Williamsburg, VA 23187-8795
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APPENDIX F
Demographic Survey Information
Gender:
□ Male
□ Female

Total Number of Years as a Professional Educator (including this year):
□ 0-3
□ 4-7
□ 8-14
□ 15 or more

Total Number of Students in Your School:
□ 700-900
□ 901-1,100
□ 1,101-1,300
□ More than 1,301
□ Unknown

Percentage of Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch:
□ Less than 10%
□ 10%-20%
□ 21%-40%
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□ Greater than 40%
□ Unknown

My School is Generally:
□ Rural
□ Urban
□ Suburban

The Name of My School is:
□ Andrew Carnegie Middle School
□ Canyon Middle School
□ Dartmouth Middle School
□ Elizabeth Pinkerton Middle School
□ Edna Hill Middle School
□ Katherine Albiani Middle School
□ Rancho Milpitas Middle School
□ Silverado Middle School
□ Toby Johnson Middle School
□ Union Middle School
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TSES Scoring Directions
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APPENDIX H
Principal Recruitment Letter
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APPENDIX I
Endorsement Letter from the Schools to Watch –Taking Center Stage Program
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APPENDIX J
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APPENDIX K
Letter to Participants
Dear Prospective Quantitative Study Participant,
This letter is to invite you to participate in a quantitative research study. My name is
Melanie Dopson, and I am a Doctoral Candidate at Brandman University studying
Organizational Leadership. Additionally, I am a principal at a Schools To Watch –
Taking Center Stage (STW-TCS) middle school. I am currently conducting research
under the supervision of Dr. Jonathan Greenberg on the principal behaviors and
characteristics that influence teacher efficacy at STW-TCS middle schools.

Why are you being asked to participate in this quantitative study?
The sample population for this study includes the ten STW-TCS middle schools located
within the Bay Area – Sacramento region of California. As a teacher at one of those ten
schools, you qualify to participate in the study. Your participation in the study will help
to enhance teacher-principal relationships and interactions in order to support your work
with students and ultimately, student achievement.

What is the purpose of this study?
The purpose of this quantitative study is to identify the impact of principal leadership
behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STW-TCS
middle schools.
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What will your involvement in this study mean?
If you agree to participate in this study, I will ask for 10-15 minutes of your time to
complete a brief survey. There are three sections to the survey. The first section asks
twenty-four questions about your work with students and the challenges you face as a
teacher. The second section asks you to rate and rank eleven characteristics of principals
on their level of importance to you as a teacher. The final section includes six
demographic questions about you and your school.

Please be assured that the survey results are confidential. The survey does not ask for
your name, as a number will be used instead to identify individual surveys. All
information will remain in locked files accessible only to the researcher. Furthermore,
since participation is voluntary, you will be free to stop the survey and withdraw from the
study at any time, without any negative consequences.

If you have any questions about this study or would like any additional information about
participation within the study, please feel free to contact me using the information below.

Thank you for your consideration in this quantitative research study.

Melanie Dopson, Doctoral Candidate
(916) 813-2569
mdopson@mail.brandman.edu
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APPENDIX L
Online Consent Form
INFORMATION ABOUT: The Impact of Principal Leadership Behaviors on the
Efficacy of New and Experienced California Schools to Watch-Taking Center Stage
Middle School Teachers.

BRANDMAN UNIVERSITY

16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD

IRVINE, CA 92618

RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR: Melanie Dopson

THE FOLLOWING WILL BE INVESTIGATED IN THE ELECTRONIC
SURVEY:
The purpose of this quantitative study is to identify the impact of principal leadership
behaviors on the efficacy of new and experienced teachers in California STW-TCS
middle schools. The study will strive to enhance teacher-principal relationships and
interactions in order to support teachers in their work with students and ultimately,
student achievement.
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This study consists of a survey that will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.
Your responses will be confidential. The survey consists of three sections. The first
section asks twenty-four questions about your work with students and the challenges you
face as a teacher. The second section asks you to rate and rank eleven characteristics of
principals on their level of importance to you as a teacher. The final section includes six
demographic questions about you and your school.

I UNDERSTAND THAT:

1.

There are minimal risks associated with participating in this study.

2.

The researcher will safeguard my confidentiality and anonymity by assigning

each survey a numeric code for identification purposes. The researcher will keep the
identifying codes in a locked file drawer to which the researcher will have sole access.

3.

My participation is voluntary and I may withdraw from taking the survey at any

time.

4.

I will not be compensated for my participation in this study.

5.

The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only. The findings at

the end of the study will be made available to me.
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If you have any questions about completing this survey or any aspects of this research,
please contact Melanie Dopson at mdopson@mail.brandman.edu or by phone at (916)
813-2569.

I understand that if I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the
informed consent process, I may write or call the Office of the Executive Vice Chancellor
of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, at 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA
92618, (949) 341-7641.

ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below.
Clicking on the “agree” button indicates that you have read the informed consent form
and the information in this document and that you voluntarily agree to participate.
If you do not wish to participate in this electronic survey, you may decline participation
by clicking on the “disagree” button.

The survey will not open for responses unless you agree to participate.

□ AGREE: I acknowledge receipt of the complete Informed Consent and “Research
Participant’s Bill of Rights.” I have read the materials and give my consent to participate
in the study.

□ DISAGREE: I do not wish to participate in this electronic survey
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APPENDIX M
Research Participant’s Bill of Rights
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APPENDIX N
Brandman University Institutional Review Board Approval
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