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Abstract: Collective teacher efficacy has been introduced as the number one impact on students’ achievement
by John Hattie and has drawn increasing attention from educational researchers. This study presents the theo-
retical background of collective teacher efficacy and some empirical findings of this new number one visible
learning factor. The paper also explores current results and discussions around the sources and formation of
collective efficacy. At last, the author provides implications in where further research is needed, including the-
oretical construction, empirical studies from an organizational perspective, and cross-culture comparative.
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Zusammenfassung (YaRu Zhou: Kollektive Effiziens der Lehrenden: Eine Einfiihrung in theoretische Kon-
strukte, Auswirkungen und Formierungen): Die kollektive Wirksamkeit von Lehrenden wurde von John Hattie
als wichtigste Auswirkung auf die Leistung der Schiiler eingefiihrt und hat die Aufmerksamkeit der Bildungs-
forscher auf sich gezogen. Diese Studie stellt den theoretischen Hintergrund der kollektiven Wirksamkeit der
Lehrkrdfte und einige empirische Erkenntnisse iiber diesen neuen sichtbaren Lernfaktor Nummer eins vor. Das
Papier untersucht auch aktuelle Ergebnisse und Diskussionen liber die Quellen und die Bildung kollektiver
Wirksamkeit. SchliefSlich gibt die Autorin Hinweise darauf, wo weiterer Forschungsbedarf besteht, einschliefs-
lich theoretischer Konstruktionen, empirischer Studien aus organisatorischer Sicht und im interkulturellen
Vergleich.
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Aunomayusa (A-Py /[ocoy: KoanekmueHass 3sggdekmusHocms yuumeseli: meopemudeckull acnekm,
nocaedeticmsue u nepcnekmussl): TepmuH «koaneKmueHass sggekmusHocmsb yuumesel» 6bla 68edeH
Jorconom Xammu; paccmampusasack ama mMoodeab o6yveHust Kak eaxcHelwull pakmop, sausiowyuil Ha ezo
pe3ysabmam; 0aHHAs1 KOHYenyusi cpasy Npue/ekaa K cebe 8HUMAHUE YYeHblX, 3AHUMAIWUXCSl U3ydeHuem
obpasosamenvHo20 duckypca. B danHoli cmamve paccmampusaromcss meopemuyeckue npednocwuliku
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B03HUKHOBEHUS KOHUYenyuu Ko/aaekmueHol sddexkmusHocmu yuumesnell; npedcmas/eHbl makice
pesy/bmambl IMNUPUHECKUX UCC/1e008aHUL, HANPAB/AEHHBIX HA 8blAB/1EHUEe POAU IMO20 HOB020 06YyHANUje20
¢akmopa. AHaausupyomcsi akmyasabHble 0dHHble U HAYYHble OUCKYCCUU OMHOCUMEAbHO UCMOYHUKOB
«npouszgodcmea» KoaekmugHol sgpgekmusHocmu. B 3akarouumenvHoli yacmu pabomsi asmop ykasvigaem
Ha nepcnekmugbl OaabHellwez2o uccsiedosaHuss OAHHOU npobsiemamuku, 0Xeambvleas meopemudecKue
Hanpas/eHus, amMnupuyeckue Ucc/1edO8AHUS 4Yepe3 M. H. «OpP2AHU3AMOPCKYH» nepcnekmusy, d makdice
conocmasumesbHbll aHAU3 8 KOHMeKcme dua/n02a Kyabmyp.

Kiawouesvle caoea: koanekmusHass aggdekmusHocmsb yuumesel, meopemuveckue npednocwbliKu,
amnupuyeckue uccs1e008aHus

Positive consequences of Collective Teacher Efficacy

“Collective teacher efficacy is the perceptions of teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a
whole will have a positive effect on students” (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000, p. 480). At the Collaborative
Impact Conference 2017, the author of Visible Learning, John Hattie, and his team presented collective
teacher efficacy as the “new number one influenced” on student achievement, with an outstanding ef-
fect size of d = 1.57 (Waack, 2018). Hattie’s conclusion is based on Rachel Jean Eells’ Meta-Analysis of
the Relationship Between Collective Teacher Efficacy and Student Achievement (2011). Even though
collective teacher efficacy is a relatively new topic in the educational research field, it has been drawing
considerable attention from researchers due to increasing positive and significant empirical research
findings.

In 2001, Goddard published his findings of a significantly positive correlation between collective effica-
cy and between-school differences in student achievement in “Collective Efficacy: A Neglected Con-
struct in the Study of Schools and Student Achievement.” The study tried to “test the relation between
collective efficacy and student achievement using longitudinal data that provided a control for students’
past achievement” (p. 467). The research involved 47 elementary schools from one large urban Mid-
western school district. A total of 452 K-G5 teachers completed the collective efficacy survey, which is a
21 Likert-type items scaled from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Student personal data, e.g.
gender, race, SES, and longitudinal student achievement data were provided by the school district. The
results showed that, in the full multilevel model, 26.6% of the variance in students' mathematics
achievement and 19.5% of reading achievement occurred between schools were explained by collective
efficacy (Goddard, 2001, p 473).

Tschannen-Moran & Barr (2004) examined 66 middle schools in the Commonwealth of Virginia inves-
tigating the relation between students’ learning outcomes and collective teacher efficacy independent
of SES. The Collective Teacher Belief Scale was used to measure the construct of collective teacher effi-
cacy. Students’ achievement in math, writing, and reading/literature/research were measured by the
Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) Tests. Significant positive relationships were revealed between
teacher perceived collective efficacy and student achievement in eighth-grade math (r = .41, p < .01),
writing (r = .50, p <.01), and English (r = .37, p <.01). The findings also showed that collective teacher
efficacy made an independent contribution to explaining the variance in student achievement in writing
independent of SES, but not in Math or English, which might due to the strong correlation with SES (r =
.81, p <.01) that “leave little systematic variance for collective teacher efficacy to explain” (p. 204).

In the empirical research published in 2004, Goddard and his colleagues collected data from 96 high
schools in a large midwestern state to examine the correlation between collective teacher efficacy and
the learning outcomes of students in grade twelve. “Averaged across content areas, the results suggest
that a 1-SD increase in collective efficacy is associated with a gain of about 0.25 SD in terms of the num-
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ber of students who pass high-stakes assessments in 12th grade” (Goddard, Logerfo, & Hoy, 2004, p.
420).

Eells (2011) analyzed twenty-six studies published from 1994 to 2010 investigating collective teacher
efficacy in her meta-analysis. All twenty-six studies reported Pearson Product-moment correlation
between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement. Many of them studied focused on the
correlation, some of them also analyzed other variables, a few only reported Pearson’s r as Descrip-
tives. Sixteen of these studies were conducted at the elementary school level, two at the middle school
level, and six in high schools. Two studies included all grade levels. All schools that participated were
public schools, except a Nigeria study which involved both public and private schools. In all twenty-six
studies, collective teacher efficacy was measured by self-report Likert scale surveys. The measurement
of achievement, in all cases, was state-mandated standardized assessments that obtained from the edu-
cation department.

Eells concluded that “the meta-analyses conducted for this sample demonstrate a strong positive effect
size for the relationship between CTE and achievement. As collective teacher efficacy increases in a
school, so does achievement. This holds true for all subject areas measured, and regardless of timing of
measurement (p. 109). The effect sizes for this relationship varied from 0.537 to 0.628. The largest
effect size was found for CTE and reading achievement and the lowest was for CTE and social studies
achievement” (p. 111).

Ramos et al.’s literature review (2014) came to a similar conclusion. Ramos and colleagues reviewed
thirty English and Portuguese articles about collective teacher efficacy published between 2000 and
2013. Twelve of the articles aimed to examine the correlation between collective teacher efficacy and
students’ performance, and all twelve studies found a positive correlation between them.

Improvement of students’ performance is not the only fruit a team with high collective teacher efficacy
can bear. Empirical research has found a number of productive behaviors associated with collective
efficacy, including more in-depth implementation of school improvement plans, increased teacher lead-
ership, receptiveness to new ideas, and a greater sense of efficacy to parents. In addition, teachers who
perceive a strong sense of collective efficacy exhibit a positive attitude toward professional develop-
ment, higher job satisfaction, and commitment to the teaching profession, less stress or burnout. They
are more willing to take risks and to overcome challenges to meet students’ needs. Studies also re-
vealed that, in schools with high collective efficacy, students were more likely to be engaged emotional-
ly, and fewer students were excluded due to behavior issues. Finally, collective teacher efficacy is posi-
tively related to teacher self-efficacy (Donohoo, 2018).

The positive findings of empirical research are overwhelming, but what is collective teacher efficacy?
More importantly, how to create and maintain teachers’ collective efficacy? These questions are ad-
dressed in the following sessions.

Theoretical Background

The concept of collective efficacy was introduced by Bandura in the 1990s as “a group’s shared belief in
its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels
of attainments” (1997, p. 477), which is rooted deeply in Bandura’s social cognitive theory and his con-
cept of self-efficacy.
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Social cognitive theory

Social cognitive theory believes that people are capable agentic operators who exercise influence over
what they do and contribute to what happens to them. The human agency operates within an interde-
pendent causal structure involving triadic reciprocal causation shown in Figure 1 below (Bandura,
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Figure 1. The relationship between the three major classes of determinants in triadic reciprocal causation.

B stands for behavior; P the internal personal factors in the form of cognitive, affective, and biological
events; and E the external environment. (Bandura, 1986) Although, the interaction and influence of
these three major classes of determinants vary for different activities, under different circumstances,
and at different paces, they have a crucial impact on what we believe about ourselves, the choices we
make and the actions we take.

Self-efficacy and collective efficacy

Self-efficacy is the core concept of Bandura’s social cognitive theory. In his book, Self-Efficacy: The Ex-
ercise of Control, he defined it as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of
action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). Efficacy expectations are distinctive from re-
sponse-outcome expectations (Bandura, 1977, p.193). Perceived self-efficacy influences behavior
choices. People try to avoid dangerous activities and conditions which they believe exceed their capaci-
ty and participate assuredly in the ones of which they believe they are capable. Perceived self-efficacy
also determines the coping efforts, how much effort to put in and how long to persist, when people
encounter difficulties and intimidating situations. People’s thought patterns and emotional reactions
are also influenced by perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, p.393, 394). Bandura pointed out that
“psychological theories postulating that expectations influence actions focused almost exclusively on
outcome expectations (1997, P. 19). Outcome expectations, which can provide incentives and disincen-
tives for a given behavior, depend highly on people’s judgement of how well they will be able to per-
form in a given task. The relationship between efficacy expectations and outcome expectations is illus-
trated in Figure 2 (Bandura, 1986, 1997).
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Figure 2. The conditional relationships between efficacy beliefs and outcome expectancies. In given do-
mains of functioning, efficacy beliefs vary in level, strength, and generality. The outcomes that flow from a
given course of action can take the form of positive or negative physical, social, and self-evaluation effects
(Bandura, 1997, p. 22)

People do not live in isolation but depend on each other to produce certain desired results. The growing
interdependence of modern society underlines the pressing need to study collective action designed to
shape the course of events. Therefore, besides individual self-efficacy, Bandura also presented collec-
tive efficacy which is the group members’ shared beliefs in the group’s operative capabilities. Bandura
believes that the interactive and dynamics of the members produce the functioning of an organization.
Therefore, collective efficacy is more than the sum of the individual attributes (Bandura, 1997).

Bandura postulated four sources of self-efficacy: enactive mastery experience, vicarious experience,
verbal persuasion, and physiological and affective states. Enactive mastery is the most powerful since it
is based on personal mastery experiences. Successful performances raise efficacy beliefs whereas re-
peated failures lower them. However, the effect of failure will reduce if it occurs after strong efficacy
expectations developed through repeated success. Vicarious experiences happen when people observe
others modeling the skill in question. Its effects on self-efficacy depend on the degree to which the ob-
server identifies with the model; close identification leads to a substantial impact on efficacy and vice
versa. Social persuasion is widely used for its availability but providing social persuasion alone may
have limited influence on self-efficacy. However, if people are persuaded to take actions or work harder
on the given task, this social persuasion experience can contribute to successful performances that
create enduring increases in self-efficacy. Modifications of physiological and affective states, such as
enhanced physical states, reduced stress levels, and negative emotional proclivities, and so on, is the
fourth significant way of altering efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1977, 1997).

Teacher efficacy

Teacher efficacy is “teachers’ belief or conviction that they can influence how well students learn, even
those who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Guskey & Passaro, 1994, p.4). Bandura identified teacher
efficacy as a type of self-efficacy. However, there is another conceptual strand for teacher efficacy.

Teacher efficacy was first defined by RAND researchers as “the extent to which the teacher believes he
or she can affect student performance” (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978, p. 84). In 1976, RAND researchers
put two items in a questionnaire for a study examining the efficiency of certain reading interventions
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and programs and found that “teacher efficacy, determined by summing scores on the two items listed
below, was strongly related to variations in reading achievement among minority students” (Tschan-
nen-Moran, 1998, p. 204). RAND Item I: “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much
because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.”
RAND Item II: “If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students.”
Since Item I measures beyond individual capabilities of a particular teacher, later it was labeled as Gen-
eral Teaching Efficacy (GTE), and Item II was labeled as Personal Teaching Efficacy (PTE) because it is
more specific and individual (Tschannen-Moran, 1998).

RAND researchers stated that the two items were inspired by Rotter’s paper Generalized Expectation
for Internal versus External Control of Reinforcement (1966). The key theory of this paper is called
locus of control. Rotter proposed that the control of reinforcement lays either in the internal factors,
such as a person’s behaviors, or external environment factors. Students’ achievement and motivation
have been considered as an essential reinforcement for teachers’ behaviors. According to the locus of
control, “teachers who believe that they could influence student achievement and motivation assume
that they could control the reinforcement of their actions, thus have higher efficacy” (Goddard, Hoy &
Hoy, 2000, p. 481).

The two different but interweaving conceptual strands have caused considerable confusion, and a lack
of clarity of conceptualization adverse to theory construction and jeopardizes the reliability of the in-
struments, which will be further addressed in the later section of this paper.

Two Dimensions

Two dimensions or factors have consistently appeared in factor analyses of the scales commonly used
in the measurement of teacher self-efficacy regardless of the concept roots. There is a consensus on the
first dimension, commonly called Personal Teaching Efficacy. However, there has been disagreement
and debates arisen regarding the meaning of the second dimension, which is often called General
Teaching Efficacy. Some researchers believe that it should be called “external influence” which repre-
sents Rotter’s construct of external control, while others argue that it is an outcome expectancy, the
second element of Bandura's self-efficacy theory (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998).

Gibson and Dembo (1984) tried to apply Bandura's two-component model of self-efficacy to define the
two factors of teacher efficacy: “outcome expectancy would essentially reflect the degree to which
teachers believed the environment could be controlled (General Teaching Efficacy, GTE), that is, the
extent to which students can be taught given such factors as family background, IQ, and school condi-
tions. Self-efficacy beliefs would indicate teachers' evaluation of their abilities to bring about positive
student change (Personal Teaching Efficacy, PTE)” (p. 570).

However, in 1994 Guskey & Passaro conducted a study to “examine the structure of a construct gener-
ally labeled teacher efficacy” (p.627), which was measured using an altered form of the Gibson & Dem-
bo Teacher Efficacy Scale from 342 prospective and experienced teachers, and revealed that “teachers'
perceptions of their personal influence on student learning are not solely based on, nor strongly related
to, their perceptions of the influence of external environmental conditions. The personal versus teach-
ing efficacy distinction does not appear to hold” (p. 639,640).

On the foundation of previous research, Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy proposed an Integrat-
ed Model in their paper, Teacher Efficacy: Its Meaning and Measure in 1998. This model interweaved
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the major theoretical influences on teacher efficacy research and suggested new areas for research (see
Figure 3).
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Figure 3. The cyclical nature of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998)

Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy (1998) agreed that the attributional analysis and interpreta-
tion of Bandura’s four sources of information are the main influences on teacher efficacy. Meanwhile,
they argued that analyzing the teaching task and its context is necessary when making judgments of
one’s strengths and weakness since teacher efficacy is context specific. Teachers may feel competent
teaching a particular subject than the other or teaching some students than the others.

According to Tschanne-Moran, two dimensions in this model are related to (but not identical with) the
two factors, GTE and PTE. “In analyzing the teaching task and its context, the relative importance of
factors that make teaching difficult or act as constraints is weighed against an assessment of the re-
sources available that facilitate learning. In assessing self-perceptions of teaching competence, the
teacher evaluates personal capabilities such as skills, knowledge, strategies, or personality traits bal-
anced against personal weaknesses or liabilities in this particular teaching context.” (p. 228).

Collective teacher efficacy and a model of its formation, influence,
and change

Collective teacher efficacy is an extension of individual teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy,
1998). Goddard and his colleagues defined it as “the perception of teachers in a school that the efforts
of the faulty as a whole will have a positive effect on students” (2000, p. 503).

Bandura believed that “perceived personal and collective efficacy differ in the unit of the agency, but in
both forms, efficacy beliefs have similar sources, serve similar functions, and operate through similar
processes” (1997, p. 478). Developed from this notion, Goddard, Hoy & Hoy (2000) extended self-
efficacy theory to the collective level by applying the assumptions of social cognitive theory to the or-
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ganization level (p. 483) and build a model of collective teacher efficacy based on Tschannen-Moran et
al.” Integrated Model of Teacher Efficacy (see Figure 4).

Figure 4. A simplified model of collective teacher efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000)

Goddard and his colleagues postulate that Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy -mastery experience,
vicarious experience, social persuasion, and emotional arousal - are also fundamental for forming col-
lective teacher efficacy (2000).

Mastery Experience

Mastery experience is considered the most important source in forming collective efficacy (Bandura,
1997; Goddard, 2004). A critical mass of studies demonstrates the positive effect of experience on or-
ganization performance (Huber, 1991). Schools as an organization learn from their direct experience.
Past successes of the school enhance the team’s perceived collective efficacy, whereas failures tend to
lower beliefs. Attributions are also a key element. For example, when success is attributed to the team’s
ability or effort, collective efficacy is strengthened, and if the failure is attributed to bad luck or the
uncontrollable causes, the perceived collective efficacy may not be undermined. However, if successes
are often and too easy, failure is more likely to produce discouragement (Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2004).
Goddard et al believed that “a resilient sense of collective efficacy probably requires experience in
overcoming difficulties through persistent effort” (2000, p. 484).

Goddard (2001) studied 47 elementary schools within one large urban midwestern school district,
involving 452 teachers and 2,536 students. The findings show that mastery experience, which ex-
plained 80% of the variability in the study, is a significant positive predictor of differences among
schools in collective efficacy. Moreover, “when mastery experience was considered, school-level SES
and race were no longer statistically significant predictors of differences among schools in collective
efficacy” (p. 474).
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Vicarious Experience

According to Huber, “organizations commonly attempt to learn about the strategies, administrative
practices, and especially technologies of other organization” (1991, p. 96). It is not uncommon for
schools to replicate successful educational programs or borrowing from other schools aiming to
achieve similar success. Collective teacher efficacy may also be strengthened by learning from success-
ful schools, particularly the ones sharing similar organization goals and/or facing similar opportunities
and challenges. However, it is prudent to point out that the research on how organizations learn from
vicarious experience has not been sufficiently developed. To better understand the impact of observa-
tional learning on collective efficacy, more studies are needed.

Social Persuasion

Social persuasion is another approach of strengthening faculty’s beliefs that they have the capability to
accomplish the goals established. Staff meetings, professional development opportunities, workshops,
and talks in teachers’ lounge could all serve to inspire actions. Though acting alone, social persuasion
may not generate profound organizational changes, combined with positive direct or vicarious experi-
ence, it is likely to serve as a powerful influence on shaping a group’s collective beliefs. Social persua-
sion is a means of conceiving ongoing organizational socialization. Organizations are filled with social
exchanges that communicate expectations, rewards, and sanctions. New teachers in schools with high
collective beliefs quickly learn the high expectation for collective actions and performances from inter-
courses with other teachers and administrators. Collective teacher efficacy as an essential aspect of the
organizational socialization and school culture creates a normative press that encourages the team to
pursue excellence and overcome challenging obstacles (Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2000; 2004).

Affective States

Just as individual efficacy is susceptible to anxiety or excitement, organizations react to stress also.
According to Goddard et al, “affective states may influence how organizations interpret and react to the
myriad challenges they face” (2004, p.6). Schools, possessed by a strong belief in group capability, in-
tend to rise to the challenge and have a high tolerance to pressure and crises. In contrast, less effica-
cious schools tend to overreact or react dysfunctionally when confronted with disruptive forces.

It is important to notice that, though the theory is plausible, there is little research on how social per-
suasion or affective states impact collective efficacy beliefs and group performances. More research,
especially empirical studies, are needed in this area.

While as all four sources of information are critical in conceiving collective efficacy, cognitive pro-
cessing and interpretation of the information are also pivotal. Bandura pointed out that “changes in
perceived efficacy result from cognitive processing of the diagnostic information that performances
convey about capability rather than the performances per se” (1997, p. 81).

Analysis of the teaching task

Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy call the process of teachers assessing what will be required as they engage in
teaching as the analysis of the teaching task. “Factors that characterize the task include the abilities and
motivations of students, the availability of instructional materials, the presence of community re-
sources and constraints, and the appropriateness of the school’s physical facilities” (2000, p. 485).In a
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word, teachers analyze what contribute to successful teaching, the challenges and barriers faced, and
resources available to overcome the limitations and achieve excellence.

Assessment of teaching competence

Teachers analyze the team’s teaching competency, including teaching skills, methods, training, and
expertise, in conjunction with their examination of the teaching task. “Judgements of teaching compe-
tence might also include positive faculty beliefs in the ability of all children in their school to succeed”
(Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000, p. 485).

Formation of collective teacher efficacy at schools

The Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy’s model of Collective Teacher Efficacy was commonly accepted by the field.
However, there are still many questions to be answered regarding how collective teacher efficacy is
formed at schools. Goddard and his colleagues proposed that to foster collective efficacy, schools need
to provide “practices that enable group members to exert influence and exercise organizational agency”
(p-10). For example, they found that “after adjusting for school context, a .41 standard deviation in-
crease in the extent to which teachers reported exerting influence over instructional relevant school
decisions was positively associated with a one standard deviation increase in perceived collective effi-
cacy” (p.10). When teachers were able to exert an influence on important school decisions, they tend to
have a strong sense of collective efficacy. Bandura (1997) refers to such practices as “group enable-
ment” and observes that “collective enablement programs take many different forms, but the shared
assumption is that they work in part by enhancing people’s sense of efficacy to bring about change in
their lives” (p. 503).

Adams and Forsyth (2006) went further on this topic and proposed the enabling school system as a
type of proximate source of collective teacher efficacy. According to Hoy and Sweetland, an enabling
school system is “a structure that is formed by enabling formalization and centralization; the rules,
regulations, and procedures are helpful and lead to problem-solving among members” (2000, p. 531).
An enabling school system fosters trust among teachers and between teachers and the principal, en-
courages truth-telling, and limits role conflict. Hoy stated that “when school structure was enabling,
teachers trust each other, demonstrate professional autonomy, are not bound by rigid rules, and do not
feel powerlessness” (2003, p.91).

Adam and Forsyth (2006) refer to Bandura’s four sources of efficacy as the remote sources and postu-
lated contextual environment, including enabling school system, a proximate source of teacher per-
ceived group efficacy. In their study, Adam and Forsyth examined a cross-section of 79 schools random-
ly drawn from 101 school districts in one quadrant of a Midwestern state to investigate the relationship
between prior academic performance, enabling school structure, socioeconomic status, school level,
and collective teacher efficacy. Goddard’s 12-item collective teacher efficacy scale and Hoy and Sweet-
land 12-item Likert type scale were used to measure collective efficacy and the enabling school struc-
ture. 545 teachers returned usable instruments. The state department of education provided the data
for school socioeconomic status, school level, and prior academic performance. Findings showed that
consistent with previous research, prior academic performance ( = .46, p < .001) accounted for the
most variance in collective teacher efficacy. However, enabling school structure (3 =.36, p <.001), soci-
oeconomic status (8 = -.23, p <.001), and school level ( = -.24, p <.001) “independently explained a
significant proportion of variance in collective teacher efficacy, with enabling school structure being the
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most dominant” (p. 638). The study also revealed that “when enabling school structure, socioeconomic
status, and school level were blocked and entered into the predictor set, the R-square increased from
.54 to .74 (p < .001). The combined effects of these three variables accounted for an additional 20 per-
cent of the explained variance in collective teacher efficacy, over and above the explained effect of prior
academic performance” (p.637). Could the contextual environment be a source of collective teacher
efficacy?

The idea that teachers’ shared beliefs are shaped by external influences is not new. In 1986, Fuller and
Izu evaluated factors that shape convergent beliefs among school staff from an organizational perspec-
tive. They examined data from145 elementary and 39 secondary schools involved in California’s School
Improvement Program and concluded that ideological convergence could be shaped by school manag-
ers and “the external sources of legitimacy and material resources on which the organization depends”
(p. 527). Fuller and Izu’s findings are interesting and inspiring. Should educational researchers start to
look at the formation of collective teacher efficacy from an organizational point of view and study it as
an organizational behavior or a part of school culture?

Further discussions

Besides the issues discussed above, there are more arguments about the sources of efficacy. In Cheung’s
comparative study on Hong Kong and Shanghai primary in-service teachers’ perceived self-efficacy,
Shanghai teachers identified three resources for their teaching efficacy: respect and confidence placed
in them by students and parents, the training they received from universities and the experience they
gained from daily teaching practice. Among these resources, only one (experience) directly related to
Bandura’s sources of self-efficacy (2008). Moreover, many educators consider knowledge, including
pedagogical, technological knowledge, and subject-matter knowledge, as a resource for their perceived
efficacy (Morris et al., 2017). Buehl and Fives (2009) also explored the sources of teachers’ beliefs
about their knowledge, and some of the sources did not align with Bandura’s four resources. As Morris
stated, “it would be premature to conclude that all appraisals of teacher knowledge are derived from
the sources of self-efficacy identified by Bandura” (2017, p.820).

In addition to the lack of understanding of the sources and formation of collective teacher efficacy,
there is the measurement issue of collective efficacy. The most commonly used collective teacher effica-
cy measures are variations of Goddard et al.’s 21-item Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale or its revised
12-item short version. Goddard’s work has laid the foundation for collective efficacy research and made
an outstanding contribution to the development of this research area. Nonetheless, Klassen et al.
(2011) pointed out, in the literature review of teacher self- and collective efficacy research from 1998
to 2009, that some of the content of Goddard’s measures “displays a lack of congruence with theory” (p.
35). Several items were orientated toward external determinants, and others focused on teachers’ cur-
rent abilities rather than on the “more theoretically congruent forward-looking capabilities” (p. 35).

The scale Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2000) used in their study included items that was incongruent
with efficacy theory, such as “The teachers of this school have excellent job skills” and “Team teachers
that can perform their jobs as well as this team are rare” (p. 653), which are also present focused. How-
ever, a few measures investigated in Klassen et al.’s review were more congruent with efficacy theory.
For example, several studies used Tschannen-Moran and Barr’s (2004) collective efficacy scale, a 12-
item scale focusing on teachers’ collective capabilities, e.g., “How much can teachers in your school do
to produce meaningful student learning?” (p. 196), displaying a closer congruence to collective efficacy
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theory. Measurement issues and congruence with established theory are a severe problem affecting
collective efficacy research (Klassen et al., 2011). The illegitimacy of the teacher collective efficacy
measurements cast a shadow on their results and might lead to inaccurate conclusions of the research.

Conclusion

Collective teacher efficacy is a shared belief among teachers in a school or a department about their
ability to impact positively on students’ learning. A significant increase in research on collective teacher
efficacy has been witnessed in American and international settings due to compelling empirical findings
on its positive consequences, for example, higher students’ achievement, increasing teachers’ job satis-
faction, and positive attitude toward professional development. In spite of the interests, little attention
is paid to the theoretical construction.

First of all, more effort should be made in developing clear conceptualization and measures that are
congruent with the theory. Furthermore, as Klassen and his colleagues said, we understand near to
nothing about how collective efficacy forms at schools (2011). Further studies, particularly the ones
with organizational perspective, are in need to paint a clear picture of the sources of collective teacher
efficacy and how it forms in schools. Thirdly, teacher self-efficacy is subject and context specific, but
with little research adopting qualitative or longitudinal approaches, there is only a modest understand-
ing of how teachers’ collective efficacy is influenced by context and how it changes over time. Finally, in
Cheung’s research, Shanghai teachers identified respect paid by students and parents as a factor that
informed their perceived efficacy (2008). It is likely that a society’s value on education plays a role in
the formation of collective teacher efficacy. More cross-culture comparative research is needed to eval-
uate how collective teacher efficacy differ in cross-culture context.
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