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Abstract Collective teacher efficacy (CTE) beliefs serve to encourage certain
behaviours and constrain others. Bandura (Educ Psychol 28(2):117-148, 1993) was
the first to generate interest in this area by demonstrating that the effect of perceived
CTE on student achievement was stronger than the link between socio-economic
status and student achievement. The purpose of this study was to gain a better
understanding of the productive patterns of behaviour and other consequences
resulting from educators’ shared sense of efficacy. Studies showed that CTE was
associated with a number of productive behaviours including implementation of
school improvement strategies, increased teacher leadership, communication of
high expectations, and a strong focus on academic pursuits. In addition, CTE was
associated with other positive factors including greater job satisfaction, commitment
to students and the teaching profession, and positive attitudes toward teaching
students with special education needs and professional development. Collective
efficacy was negatively related to performance goal orientations and positively
related to students’ emotional engagement. Finally, there were a number of studies
that established the relationship between CTE and individual teacher efficacy. It is
important to acknowledge that the relationship between CTE and other variables
included in the studies contained within this review are most likely bidirectional.
Policy makers, system and school leaders, and staff developers’ efforts toward
successful education reforms might be better served by strategically and inten-
tionally considering how to foster collective efficacy throughout the conceptual-
ization, design, delivery, and assessment of change initiatives. Suggestions for
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future research and limitations including potential measurement problems of
included studies are shared.

Keywords Collective teacher efficacy - Student achievement - Teacher
efficacy - Implementation - Teacher leadership - Student misbehaviour - Job
satisfaction - Goal orientations - Teacher commitment - Graduation

rates - Special education - Professional learning

Introduction

Collective teacher efficacy refers to educators’ shared beliefs that through their
combined efforts they can positively influence student outcomes, including those
who are disengaged, unmotivated, and/or disadvantaged. It is the “collective self-
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”
(Tschannen-Moran and Barr 2004, p. 190). Adams and Forsyth (2006) noted that
“at the organizational level, perceived collective efficacy reflects a teaching
faculty’s belief in its collective ability to carry out teaching tasks that promote
student achievement” (p. 626).

The research on collective teacher efficacy (CTE) is relatively new compared to
research related to teachers’ individual sense of efficacy. Past research demonstrates
that teacher efficacy influences student achievement indirectly through productive
patterns of behaviour. A number of impactful teaching practices, associated with
teacher efficacy and known to promote student achievement, have been summarized
by Goddard and Goddard (2001) and Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004). A few
include persistence in helping struggling students (Gibson and Dembo 1984, cited in
Goddard and Goddard 2001), organized and planful teaching (Allinder 1994, cited
in Goddard and Goddard 2001), spending a high proportion of time on task (Wang
et al. 1993, cited in Tschannen-Moran and Barr 2004), and an openness to testing
new instructional approaches in order to meet the learning needs of their students
(DeMesquita and Drake 1994, cited in Tschannen-Moran and Barr 2004).

In 2000, Goddard, Hoy, and Wolkfolk Hoy published a seminal article that
extended self-efficacy theory to the collective by elaborating and operationalizing a
model of CTE for use in schools. Since then, research demonstrating the
relationship between collective teacher efficacy and the patterns of behaviour
known to promote student achievement (e.g. setting high expectations, fostering
parental involvement) has begun to emerge; however, a comprehensive review of
the current research does not exist to the author’s knowledge. In addition to the
productive behaviours exhibited by efficacious teaching staffs, a review of the
research identifying other consequences related to CTE does not exist to the
author’s knowledge.

Even though Ramos et al. (2014) conducted a review of CTE research from 2000
to 2013, the researchers presented the data using different thematic categories than
the two suggested in this current study. Klassen et al. (2011) also reviewed teacher
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efficacy research from 1998 to 2009 however, their focus was related to the sources,
domain specificity, internationalization, and measurement and conceptual problems.
Klassen et al. (2011) noted that there was a lack of research attention paid to how
efficacy influenced student outcomes, that is, how “collective efficacy promotes
positive teaching practices that in turn should result in enhanced student learning”
(p. 37). Identifying the knowledge base related to productive patterns of behaviour
associated with a sense of collective efficacy would help practitioners in
understanding the variables that mediate the strong and positive relationship
between CTE and student achievement.
Research was reviewed in search of answering the following two questions:

e What does the research tell us about the productive behaviours that result from
collective teacher efficacy?

e What does research tell us about other consequences that result from collective
teacher efficacy?

In the next section, research regarding the relationship between CTE and student
achievement is shared followed by a brief discussion regarding conceptualization
and measurement concerns.

Next, the method for locating relevant research for the current study is outlined
along with the findings and discussion. Finally, implications are presented and
recommendations for further research are suggested.

The relationship between collective teacher efficacy and student
achievement

Research shows that when teachers share the belief that through their collective
actions they can positively influence student outcomes, student achievement
increases. Bandura (1993) was the first to generate interest in this area by
demonstrating that the effect of perceived collective efficacy on student achieve-
ment was stronger than the link between socio-economic status and student
achievement. Consistent findings have been reported in a number of other studies
since. For example, Sandoval et al. (2011) examined the relationship between CTE
and student achievement at economically disadvantaged middle school campuses
and found that the efficacious campuses could impact student achievement through
their belief in their colleagues’ ability to impact student achievement regardless of
the students’ background and socioeconomic status. Goddard et al. (2015) examined
the relationships among leadership, teacher collaboration, collective efficacy, and
student achievement and found that the more robust the sense of collective efficacy,
“the greater their levels of student achievement, even after controlling for school
and student background characteristics and prior levels of student achievement” (p.
525). Ramos et al. (2014) indicated that 100% of the studies selected for inclusion in
their review of research published between 2000 and 2013 found a positive
correlation between CTE and students’ performance. The researchers concluded that
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when collective efficacy was elevated the negative effects of socio-demographic
aspects were reduced.

Eells (2011) conducted the first meta-analysis, synthesizing all available and
relevant studies, in order to quantify the correlation between collective efficacy and
student achievement. “Collective efficacy was strongly and positively associated
with student achievement across subject areas, when using varied instruments, and
in multiple locations” (Eells 2011, p. 110). The researcher concluded that “the
beliefs that teachers hold about the ability of the school as a whole to promote
positive outcomes were predictive of positive learning outcomes for their students”
(p. 115). As a result of Eells’ (2011) research, Hattie (2016) recently positioned
collective teacher efficacy at the top of the list of factors that influence student
achievement based on his synthesis of over 1500 meta-analyses.

In both elementary schools and secondary schools there is a compelling body of
research that demonstrates a significant positive relationship between CTE and
student achievement in mathematics and English. In a large sample study taking
place in the United States, Jung et al. (2014) found that the level of teachers’
collective efficacy exerted significant influences on kindergarten students’ mathe-
matics learning over a school year. Archambault et al. (2012) studied mathematics
teachers and secondary students from disadvantaged communities in Quebec. The
results from this study indicated that the more efficacious teachers felt in helping
their students succeed, the more students’ mathematics achievement increased over
the course of a year. Similarly, Hoy et al. (2002) found that CTE was more
important in explaining school achievement than socio-economic status in a study
which also examined mathematics achievement in high schools. Goddard et al.
(2000) found that CTE was a more significant predictor of student achievement than
socio-economic status in both mathematics and reading in elementary schools.
Cybulski et al. (2005) also concluded that the collective efficacy of teachers in
elementary schools had a positive direct effect on student reading and mathematics
achievement, even when controlling for socio-economic status and prior achieve-
ment. Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) found that when controlling for socio-
economic status, CTE made a significant independent contribution to grade 8
writing scores. Finally, Moolenaar et al. (2012) found that perceived collective
efficacy was positively associated with increased language achievement, above the
influence of socio-economic status in elementary schools.

The purpose of this article is to review and summarize the extant research
regarding the productive behaviours known to promote student achievement that
result from a staff’s shared sense of collective teacher efficacy. In addition to the
productive behaviours, this article also reviews what is known about additional
consequences that result from educators’ shared belief in their ability to influence
student outcomes. Examining CTE and its relationship with other variables will help
educators in gaining a better understanding of these concepts and their potential
impact on student achievement. However, in order to draw accurate conclusions
from this review, it is important to consider conceptual definitions of CTE and
measurement tools used in the studies selected for inclusion in this review. If
measures are not considered conceptually sound, the results from studies may result
in misleading conclusions. A description of the origins of the construct CTE, and
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concerns about conceptual and measurement problems highlighted in past research,
is outlined below.

Origins, conceptual and measurement concerns

In order to understand the origins of educational studies of CTE, it is useful to
consider the concepts of self-efficacy and teacher efficacy. Forty years ago, the
psychological construct, self-efficacy, was conceived by Bandura (1977) as a belief,
on part of an individual, that he or she can perform the necessary activities to attain
a desired result. Bandura (1977) described a self-efficacy expectation as “the
conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce
outcomes” (p. 193). Embedded in this definition is the notion of convictions and
beliefs about competence and not objective measures of actual competence.

The construct of feacher efficacy was first conceived by researchers from the
RAND organization who defined it as “the extent to which teachers believed that
they could control the reinforcement of their actions, that is whether control over
reinforcement lay within themselves or in the environment” (Tschannen-Moran
et al. 1998, p. 202). In the mid-1970’s, in an effort to investigate teacher efficacy,
the RAND organization created two questionnaire items designed to reveal the
extent to which a teacher believed that the consequences of teaching were internally
controlled. Fundamental to the RAND organization’s definition was the attribution
of student outcomes to either internal or external factors, growing out of the work of
Rotter’s (1966) concept of locus of control. On the other hand, Bandura’s (1977)
social cognitive theory, viewed teacher efficacy as a type of self-efficacy and
positioned it as an educator’s belief about his or her capacity to attain a certain level
of competence based on the cognitive processing of different types of past
experiences.

This initial lack of clarity in defining the construct of teacher efficacy has caused
continued concerns in regard to conceptual and psychometric measurements.
Twenty years after the RAND organization operationalized the construct, Tschan-
nen-Moran et al. (1998) examined its conceptual underpinnings and measurement
tools in an effort to provide clarify and improve its measure. The researchers
suggested that the historical roots of teacher efficacy created confusion about its
nature because it grew out of two theoretical perspectives and was based on the
existence of “two separate but intertwined conceptual strands” (p. 203).

Even though Bandura attempted to clarify the distinction between self-efficacy
and locus of control by providing data demonstrating that perceived self-efficacy
was a much stronger predictor of behavior than locus of control and that the two
“were not the same phenomenon” (Tschannen-Moran et al. 1998, p. 211), concerns
about construct definition and the validity of measures remained. In their analysis of
the historical perspectives of teacher efficacy, Goddard et al. (2000) noted that
confusion about its nature resulted from the assumption that perceived self-efficacy
and locus of control were roughly the same. In addressing the continued need for
clarity, the researchers stated that “beliefs about one’s capability to produce certain
actions (perceived self-efficacy) are not the same as beliefs about whether actions
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affect outcomes (locus of control)” (p. 481). They also pointed out that while one
may hold a belief that an outcome is caused by the actions of an individual
(internally controlled), individuals may still lack the confidence that they are able to
accomplish desired actions.

In 2011, Klassen et al. compared research published in the 12 years prior to and
12 years since the time of 1998 publication of the influential summary by
Tschannen-Moran et al. and concluded that despite the “clear warnings that have
been given about measurement problems by key self-efficacy researchers in
prominent journals” (p. 39), there still exists a “lack of conceptual clarity in
measuring the construct” (p. 41). The researchers noted that apprehension in regard
to the validity of some instruments was due to the items they contained that were
orientated toward external determinants, extending from the RAND measure (e.g.
The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background), rather
than on “teachers’ capabilities to influence outcomes” (p. 22).

What does this mean in relation to the origins of CTE research? When initial
interest in measuring CTE began, researchers aggregated scores from self-efficacy
questionnaires and therefore the concerns over construct validity remained.
However, Bandura (1997) noted that “perceived collective efficacy is an emergent
group-level attribute rather than simply the sum of members’ perceived personal
efficacies” (p. 478). Goddard (2001) also noted that “aggregation alone is not
enough to constitute an organizational characteristic” (p. 468). Therefore,
questionnaires were redesigned to reflect the object of the efficacy perception—
for example, items measuring collective teacher efficacy were re-worded to reflect
perceptions based on “we” instead of “I”. Regardless of this revision, based on
their analysis of scales examined in their research review, Klassen et al. (2011)
noted a continued lack of conceptual clarity in widely used measures. The
researchers noted that conceptual definitions of collective efficacy were consistent
with Bandura’s definition but in considering instruments designed to measure
collective teacher efficacy, “the actual measures of collective efficacy show less
fidelity with theory” (p. 35). The concern regarding items focused on environmental
characteristics, noted in teacher efficacy questionnaires, was also true of collective
efficacy measures. In addition, distinction between items focused on teachers’
current ability rather than the “more theoretically congruent forward-looking
capabilities” (Klassen et al. 2011, p. 35) was not present in some of the widely used
measures. If measures are not considered conceptually sound, then results from
studies may lead to inaccurate conclusions. Implications regarding the conceptu-
alization and measurement of CTE for the studies involved in this review are
considered in the limitations section of this paper.

Method

Relevant studies were selected for inclusion in this review according to the
following procedures. Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) and
EBSCO databases were searched for peer-reviewed articles written in English and
published since 2000. The search terms included “collective efficacy” and
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“collective teacher efficacy” and were extended beyond titles to include keywords
contained within the articles. This would help to broaden the search and increase the
number of hits. The resulting hits (149) were examined in order to determine if the
article reported on collective teacher efficacy. Initial screening was conducted by
examining article titles and abstracts and skimming the content. Articles that
focused solely on teacher efficacy and/or student efficacy were excluded. Articles
that reported on the validation of collective efficacy scales (that did not also include
results from an empirical study) were also excluded. In addition, the hits that
contained key words but focused on something other than collective teacher efficacy
(e.g. collective action, collective responsibility) were also excluded. Of the
remaining articles (91) those that could be retrieved electronically (79) were saved.

The next level of screening involved detailed scans and sorting of reports. Further
exclusions included studies that examined: (a) the impact of leadership on collective
efficacy; (b) the contextual factors (antecedents) and/or the four sources that
influence collective efficacy; (c) and/or other variables related to collective efficacy
(e.g. effects of inspection on collective efficacy). While these categories were of
interest to the researcher, they were not relevant for the purpose of the current
review, which aimed to examine behaviours and consequences of collective teacher
efficacy. The remaining studies were read in their entirety and a final selection
(N = 34) was based on eligibility criteria which included studies of CTE that:
(a) reported results in relation to teaching behaviours related to collective teacher
efficacy; (b) reported findings in relation to other consequences that educators and/
or students experienced related to collective teacher efficacy; and (c) included
participants who were practicing teachers in primary, elementary, middle, and/or
high school settings.

Findings

Studies showed that CTE was associated with a number of productive behaviours.
These behaviours included deeper implementation of school improvement strategies
and teachers assuming leadership roles. In addition, where CTE was present,
teachers set high expectations and had a strong focus on academic pursuits, which in
turn influenced the way they approached their work. Teachers also exhibited greater
risk taking, a receptiveness to new ideas, and extended of a sense of efficacy to
parents. Studies also showed that in schools where efficacy was present, less
students were excluded due to problem behaviour. A sense of CTE was associated
with commitment to students and the teaching profession. Beginning teachers were
also less likely to leave teaching when employed in schools where educators shared
the perception that together they could overcome challenges and meet students’
needs. In addition to the positive behaviours, CTE was also associated with other
positive factors including greater job satisfaction, less stress and burnout. Collective
efficacy was related to positive attitudes toward professional development and
positive attitudes toward teaching students with special education needs. Collective
efficacy was negatively related to performance goal orientations and positively
related to students’ emotional engagement. Finally, there were a number of studies
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that established the relationship between CTE and individual teacher efficacy. In
schools where collective efficacy was present, teachers tended to be more
efficacious as well. Additional details of each of these studies are presented in
the section that follows. Characteristics of the components studies are outlined in
Table 1.

Productive behaviours resulting from collective efficacy

Four studies provided evidence that CTE resulted in deeper implementation of
school improvement strategies. Cantrell and Callaway (2008) examined the
collective efficacy beliefs of junior high school teachers whose implementation
patterns differed based on a year-long professional development program which
aimed to integrate literacy strategies into content area classrooms. The researchers
found that teachers who exhibited higher levels of collective efficacy required less
time to internalize literacy strategies and determine how they could be used to teach
content, were more successful in working through the barriers they encountered
(including time constraints), and showed greater persistence in “finding resources
for multiple strategies and approaches to meeting the needs of students” (p.
1746). Parks et al. (2007) also found a relationship between CTE and implemen-
tation in a study that examined 314 elementary teachers’ willingness to integrate
movement into their classrooms. While noting the benefits from integrating physical
movement into classroom activities, the researchers set out to assess variables
related to teachers’ individual and CTE to promote students’ physical activity.
Teachers’ willingness to integrate was related to CTE and collective efficacy was
predicted by the importance the institutional environment placed on integrating
movement in classrooms. Tschannen-Moran (2001) also found that implementation
of a conflict management program, infused via curriculum integration, was
positively related to CTE in a study involving 50 high schools in the United States.
Finally, utilizing an Appreciative Inquiry methodology, Lyons et al. (2016)
examined the implementation of inclusive education for students with disabilities in
Canada. In gathering and documenting successful practices in four inclusive
elementary schools, the researchers noted that teachers expressed confidence in their
collective efficacy and the shared belief that together they could work through
challenges.

Findings from a study by Derrington and Angelle (2013) indicated “a clear and
strong relationship between collective efficacy and the extent of teacher leadership
in a school” (p. 6). Participants included 719 teachers from 50 schools in the United
States. The researchers noted that informal teacher leaders assisted others and
actively shared ideas “on a wide-range of topics such as learning, teaching, and
managing the classroom” (p. 6). The researchers concluded that teachers who
believed in the capacity of the faculty as a whole and in the capability of individual
teachers created schools where the extent of teacher leadership was greater and that
the relationship between the constructs of teacher leadership and CTE promoted
success for students, teachers, and schools.

In a study that compared the distinguishing features of rural schools that had
significantly higher graduation rates to those that had average graduation rates,
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Wilcox et al. (2014) noted distinct differences in teachers’ “expressed individual
and collective efficacy in supporting youth to achieve a high school diploma” (p. 9).
The researchers listed several important contrasts between the two sets of high
schools including: (a) the qualities of academic goals, expectations, and learning
opportunities; (b) the nature of individual and collective educator efficacy; (c) the
strategies educators used to develop and maintain family relationships and engage
community members; and (d) mechanisms for adapting instruction and employing
interventions for students at risk of dropping out. Wilcox et al. (2014) noted that the
“features of practices and processes, which distinguished the higher from the
average performers, appear to be intertwined and mutually supportive” (p. 13). For
example, “individual and collective efficacy manifested in a proactive approach to
setting goals and aligning programs and practices to meet those goals. This process
required reaching out to families and helping them to understand the need for and
benefit of programs that would help their children to meet state requirements for
graduation and potentially be better prepared for college or career” (p. 13). Wilcox
et al. (2014) noted that in schools where teachers shared a sense of collective
efficacy teachers spoke of taking risks to innovate and meet students’ learning
needs. Administrators in these schools also noted that teachers were receptive to
new ideas. In the lower-performing schools, teachers “described feeling that they
had done all they could do” (p. 9). It was reported that the sense of efficacy and
engagement had been extended to educators’ relationships with families and
community in the higher-performing schools.

Kirby and DiPaola (2011) also found that collective efficacy, one aspect included
in the construct ‘academic optimism’, helped to bridge relationships between
schools, parents, and communities. In this study, the researchers found a statistically
significant positive relationship between academic optimism and parental and
community engagement in urban elementary schools. The researchers noted that
since current research supports findings that working class parents are less likely to
be involved in schools, the significance between CTE and community engagement
in urban schools is noteworthy. Also of relevance, Lyons et al. (2016) noted, in their
examination of implementation of inclusive education, that parents were considered
“part of the team” and that “concerted efforts were made to involve parents in
authentic and meaningful ways” (p. 895).

Chong et al. (2010) studied middle school teachers in Singapore and, similar to
Wilcox et al. (2014), found that “when teachers feel efficacious about their self- and
collective capability to promote learning and instruction, they are more likely to
perceive high expectations, standards and press from the school leadership, and
parents and students for academic success” (p. 188). Haworth et al. (2015) also
concluded that collective efficacy had a positive influence on teachers’ expectations
in a study that examined CTE for teaching English language learners in primary
schools in New Zealand.

Chong et al. (2010) noted that schools characterized by high levels of CTE were
better positioned “to communicate a press for effective teaching and learning that
produces positive outcomes” (p. 188). Goddard et al. (2004b) found that “the
expectations for attainment set by perceived collective efficacy influence the
diligence and tenacity with which teachers approach their work™ (p. 420) in a study
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of high school teachers in the Midwestern United States. Goddard et al. (2004b)
noted that schools characterized by high levels of CTE “communicate a press for
effective teaching and learning that yields positive outcomes” (p. 420). In addition,
Hoy et al. (2002) studied the efficacy beliefs of teachers in 97 high schools in Ohio
and determined that when CTE was high, a strong focus on academic pursuits not
only directed the behaviour of teachers and helped them persist but it also reinforced
a pattern of shared beliefs held by other teachers and students. Hoy et al. (2002)
concluded that “strong collective efficacy leads teachers to be more persistent in
their teaching efforts, set high and reasonable goals, and overcome temporary
setbacks and failures” (p. 90).

Gibbs and Powell (2011) found that CTE impacted how teachers responded to
problem behaviour. The researchers investigated the relationship between teachers’
individual and collective beliefs about their efficacy with children’s behaviour and
whether these beliefs were associated with the use of exclusion as a sanction. The
researchers found that “in schools where the group mean collective efficacy for
addressing external influences was higher, exclusions were used less” (p. 579). A
sense of CTE resulted in a reduction of exclusion as a way of solving problem
behaviour in this study. Lyons et al.’s (2016) examination of inclusive implemen-
tation also found that teachers’ confidence in their collective efficacy was most
evident in discussions of practices to change or modify student behaviour for
students with learning disabilities.

Other positive factors resulting from a sense of CTE included commitment to
students and the teaching profession. Lee et al. (2011) used exploratory factor
analysis to investigate the relationship between a professional learning community,
faculty trust in colleagues, teachers’ collective efficacy, and their commitment to
students in a study involving 480 teachers in Hong Kong. The findings from Lee
et al. (2011) indicated that “collective teacher efficacy could significantly and
positively account for the school-level variances of teachers’ commitment to
students” (p. 820). Ware and Kitsantas (2007) also found that efficacy to enlist
administrative support, influence decision making at school, and for classroom
management was related significantly to teacher commitment in a study that
involved over 25,000 teachers in the United States. In a collective case study, Ahuja
(2007) investigated educators’ perceptions of the factors that influence commitment
to school success. Teacher and CTE were among the six themes identified.

Furthermore, when beginning teachers have a perceived sense of collective
efficacy, they are less likely to leave the profession. Tiplic et al. (2015) examined
factors affecting 227 beginning teachers’ turnover intentions in 133 schools in
Norway. Findings supported the researchers’ hypothesis that strong CTE would
result in greater teacher retention. The researchers noted that “the results indicate
that beginning teachers are less likely to develop thoughts about leaving their
profession or workplace when they perceive that efforts are being made by the
teacher team at their school as a whole” (p. 461).
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Additional positive consequences resulting from collective teacher efficacy

With one study (Viel-Ruma et al. 2010) as an exception, CTE resulted in greater job
satisfaction and reduction in teachers’ stress and burn-out. Caprara et al. (2003a)
found that collective efficacy beliefs were a main determinant of teachers’ job
satisfaction in 103 junior high schools in Italy. Klassen et al. (2010) confirmed their
hypothesis that CTE would be positively related to job satisfaction across settings in
a study that included teachers from Canada, the United States, and Korea. In
addition, in a study that took place in Canada with 951 elementary and secondary
school teachers, Klassen (2010) found that CTE not only predicted job satisfaction,
but that it could lower teachers’ stress attributed to student behaviour. Finally,
Caprara et al. (2003b) concluded that collective efficacy beliefs represented
“determinants of affective commitment and job satisfaction for teachers” (p. 15).
However, Viel-Ruma et al. (2010) found that only individual efficacy, not CTE,
served as a significant predictor of job satisfaction for special education teachers.

In addition to the studies examining CTE and job satisfaction, two studies
examined the relationship between CTE and burnout. Avanzia et al. (2015) reported
on a study of 192 high school teachers in Italy. The researchers found that when
teachers strongly identified with a social group, social support related strongly to a
positive sense of CTE, which in turn represented an important resource to dealing
with stressors. Lim and Eo (2014) noted that CTE was negatively associated with
lower levels of teacher burnout in a study that involved Korean middle school
teachers, stating that “when teachers perceived their school’s capability as a whole
to be higher, they were more unlikely to get burnout” (p. 144).

Rauf et al. (2012) examined the influence of school culture on professional
development in the Malaysian school context. The researchers included CTE as one
of the five constructs of school culture. The others included trust, academic
optimism, control, and communication. Moving toward designing more effective
professional development that took place over a long period of time and
incorporated research about what is known about how people learn, the researchers
were interested in the correlation between school culture and the management of
professional development in schools. Rauf et al. (2012) noted that CTE, as a
construct of school culture, was a predictor of professional development in
secondary schools. In other words, CTE positively influenced teachers’ attitudes
regarding professional development planning.

In another study examining school culture in both Singapore and Canada,
Klassen et al. (2008) found the strongest predictor of culture perceptions was
students’ socio-economic status. In Singapore, this perception was mediated by
CTE however, in Canada, it was not. The researchers employed a mix-method and
noted that qualitative results suggested that the range of social problems was greater
in Canada. Klassen et al. (2008) attributed Canadian teachers’ lack of efficacy to the
more serious social issues students were experiencing in Canada.

Urton et al. (2014) found that CTE played a decisive role in regard to teachers’
attitudes toward remedial education. This study compared the attitudes of teachers
who taught classes containing students with special education needs with those
teaching classes containing students without special education needs. While
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individual experience was a more important factor in regard to attitudes toward
inclusive teaching than individual efficacy, the researchers noted that efficacy was
gained through active experience in managing situations. Urton et al. (2014)
concluded that “at the teaching staff level, collective efficacy, influenced attitudes
towards remedial education” (p. 151).

Collective efficacy was negatively related to performance goal orientations in a
study conducted in the United States, involving 156 high school teachers. Ciani
et al. (2008) reported that in environments where performance-orientation goal
structures were more prevalent, staffs demonstrated a lower sense of collective
efficacy. Noting the distinction between mastery goal structures (where value is
placed on learning and the development of competence) versus performance goal
structures (where value is placed on high test scores, top grades, competition, and
social comparison of ability), the researchers in this study found that perceived
collective efficacy had a “significant negative direct effect on the performance-
oriented classroom practices of high school teachers” (p. 553). In other words, in
schools where CTE was present, performance goal orientations were less
predominant.

Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) established a relationship between CTE and
students’ emotional engagement in a large scale, multisource research study in the
United States. The researchers found that students who reported higher levels of
emotional engagement were associated with teachers who reported higher levels of
collective efficacy. An important conclusion drawn from this study was that “this
relationship was especially important for mathematics achievement” (p. 369).

A number of research studies demonstrated a significant and positive relationship
between collective efficacy and teacher efficacy. Goddard and Goddard (2001) were
the first to explore how collective efficacy was related to teacher efficacy in a study
that involved 438 elementary teachers in 47 schools in the United States. The
researchers found that teacher efficacy was higher in the schools where collective
efficacy was higher, even after accounting for the effects of prior achievement and
socio-economic status. Additional empirical evidence, that collective efficacy
predicted variation in teacher efficacy, has since been provided by a number of
researchers in a variety of locations and settings. For example, Kurz and Knight
(2003) found a positive, moderate relationship between the two constructs in a study
of 113 high school teachers in the southwestern United States. Skaalvik and
Skaalvik (2007) found that teacher efficacy was strongly related to perceived
collective efficacy in a study that involved 2249 elementary and middle school
teachers in Norway. Calik et al. (2012) found a positive and significant relationship
between collective efficacy and teacher efficacy based on a sample of 328 primary
school teachers in Turkey. Gibbs and Powell (2011) also found a significant
relationship between collective and individual efficacy beliefs with respect to
teachers’ management of children’s behaviour based on a study involving 197
teachers in England. The researchers noted that “teacher beliefs in their individual
efficacy in the classroom appear to have been related specifically only to the
corporate belief in the staff’s efficacy for motivating children to learn” (p. 579).
Garberoglio et al. (2012) examined teachers’ self and collective efficacy beliefs
related to teaching deaf students. The researchers found that the most significant
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predictor of teachers’ sense of efficacy in deaf education was teachers’ perceived
collective efficacy of the educational setting. The results from this study showed
that “the teacher’s beliefs of the collective ability of the educational setting to make
an impact on student outcomes significantly influences beliefs of their individual
ability to make a difference in student outcomes” (p. 378). Viel-Ruma et al. (2010)
also found that CTE directly affected teacher self-efficacy. Tellez and Manthey
(2015) found that teacher efficacy for teaching English language learners was
related to CTE while controlling for teacher experience. Ciani et al. (2008) found
that CTE was positively related to teachers’ sense of efficacy in a study taking place
in four high schools in the United States.

Discussion

Previous research has demonstrated that teachers’ beliefs about their combined
ability to positively influence student learning were predictive of increased student
outcomes. The purpose of this study was to examine what is known about specific
behaviours and other consequences that result from CTE in order to better
understand the relationship between CTE and student achievement. Specifically,
research was reviewed in search of answering the following two questions:

e What does the research tell us about the productive behaviours that result from
collective teacher efficacy?

e What does research tell us about other consequences that result from collective
teacher efficacy?

Peer-reviewed articles, written in English and published since 2000, were examined
and 34 that met the inclusion criteria, were included in this review. Studies showed
that CTE not only influenced productive teaching behaviours, it also resulted in
more positive affective states. Specifically, CTE resulted in deeper implementation
of school improvement strategies, increased teacher leadership, high expectations
and a strong focus on academic pursuits, greater risk taking, and a receptiveness to
new ideas on the part of educators. In addition, in schools where efficacy was
present, teachers demonstrated greater commitment to students, it was less likely for
students to be removed from classrooms and/or suspended from school as a result of
misbehavior, and teachers were more likely to remain in the profession.
Furthermore, CTE was predictive of positive feelings and attitudes. In all but one
study, CTE was associated with greater job satisfaction and less stress. Where CTE
was present, teachers had more positive attitudes toward professional development
and toward teaching students with special education needs. Collective efficacy was
negatively related to performance goal orientations and positively related to
students’ emotional engagement. Finally, in schools where CTE was strong,
teachers tended to be more efficacious as well.

Attaining deep levels of implementation of research-based approaches and high-
leverage strategies has proven problematic in educational settings. Findings from
this review suggested that lack of implementation might be partly explained through
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a collective efficacy framework. Successful educational reforms are defined by deep
levels of implementation of what is known to work best in systems, schools, and
classrooms. Policy makers, leaders, and staff developers’ efforts toward successful
reforms might be better served by strategically and intentionally considering how to
foster CTE throughout the conceptualization, design, delivery, and assessment of
change initiatives.

In regard to teacher leadership, studies showed that when educators share a sense
of collective efficacy, teacher leadership is more prevalent in schools. Leading
educational experts, including Hargreaves and Fullan (2012), advocate for
increasing teachers’ power to make decisions on issues related to school
improvement as part of an effective change strategy. Increased teacher leadership
appears to be one of the benefits resulting from teachers’ shared perception that they
can impact student outcomes over and above any other influence. This is yet,
another compelling reason why it is important to consider how to foster CTE
amongst educators.

A link between CTE and teachers’ expectations has begun to be established
based on the findings from this review. This is an important link when considering
the factors that influence student achievement. In a synthesis of meta-analyses
examining factors that influence student achievement, Hattie (2012) demonstrated
that teacher expectations have a powerful influence on the success of student
learning. Rosenthal and Babad (1985) found that teachers “obtain superior
performance from students for whom they have more favorable expectations” (p.
38). Teachers with high expectations convey to students that teachers hold the belief
they can attain high levels of performance based on challenging and appropriate
goals. These beliefs result in self-fulfilling prophecies (Brophy and Good 1970;
Rosenthal and Jacobson 1968). On the other hand, studies show that when teachers
hold low expectations they employ inconsistent behaviour toward low expectation
students including less wait time for students to respond and rewarding incorrect
answers (Brophy 1983). Rubie-Davis et al. (2006) brought to light an additional
concern related to teachers’ expectations with the finding that when teachers hold
lower expectations, they do so for all students in a class.

The negative relationship between CTE and performance goal orientations is
noteworthy given that goal orientations directly affect classroom instruction and in
turn, students’ perceptions of what is important. Ciani et al. (2008) found that in
schools where a performance goal orientation was valued, teachers’ motivational
beliefs were less adaptive and teachers experienced less of a sense of community
within the school (community defined as trust, encouragement, collaboration, and
administrative support). In addition, teachers’ classroom practices were geared more
toward performance oriented instruction. The caution here is that students’
perceptions of teachers’ instructional practices could have a direct effect on student
motivation and students’ goal orientations. Results from a study by Young (1997)
showed that students who held performance focused goal orientations (e.g.
concerned with achievement scores and out-performing peers) were more likely
to utilize surface level processing strategies. In comparison, students who held
mastery focused goal orientations (e.g. concerned with developing competencies)
were more likely to utilize strategies that would lead to a deeper understanding. This
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underscores the importance of the predictive relationship between CTE and mastery
goal orientations.

Caution about the directionality of the variables included in this study is
warranted. Most of the studies in this review were designed to let CTE predict
variables; in other words, the causal direction was determined in advance. This is
not coincidental since this review sought to identify the consequences, not the
antecedents, of CTE. However, the relationships between the variables in many of
the studies are likely bidirectional. For example, when considering the studies that
demonstrated that teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs were influenced by their beliefs
about the faculty’s capability, Goddard et al. (2004a) argued that the influence goes
both ways. In schools where most teachers are confident in their own ability to reach
students, it is likely that collective perceptions are strong and there are high
expectations for success. In explaining the link between CTE and individual’s sense
of efficacy in schools, Goddard et al. (2004a) noted that the sources of efficacy “can
act in concert at both the individual and organizational level” (p. 9). In addition,
while this review included evidence that CTE resulted in deeper implementation,
Sorlie and Ogden (2007) and Paxon et al. (2014) found that implementation quality
impacted collective efficacy beliefs. Furthermore, while Wilcox et al. (2014)
concluded that higher graduation rates resulted from a shared sense of collective
efficacy, when examining CTE as the dependent variable, Goddard (2001) found
that mastery experiences (defined as prior student achievement) predicted collective
efficacy variation among 91 urban elementary schools. In addition, Ross et al.
(2004) found that prior student achievement in grade 6 mathematics predicted CTE.
Finally, when considering directionality of variables, a few of the studies in this
review demonstrated that CTE resulted in positive affective states including greater
satisfaction and reduced stress. Bandura (1977) demonstrated that affective states
are one of the four sources that shape CTE.

Implications

This review helps to explain how CTE influences student achievement. Collective
efficacy promotes a number of positive teaching behaviours and results in other
positive consequences that in turn, impact student outcomes. There is a need for
future reviews to examine what is known about the direction of the causal
relationships amongst the variables highlighted in this study. Given the notion of
reciprocal causality (Bandura 1997), it is likely that the antecedents and
consequences of CTE mutually influence one another. In addition, there is a need
to understand how the variables work together. Future research might look beyond
bivariate relationships to examine the relationships amongst collective efficacy and
multiple variables. Hoy et al. (2002) noted that often, what is neglected is an
examination of variables as an explanatory system in how they work fogether to
explain student achievement. Future reviews of research should also examine what
is known about the relationship between leadership and CTE. If efficacy is going to
be fostered in schools as a means of increasing student outcomes, insights into what
is known about the relationship between CTE and leadership styles and practices is
needed. Finally, even though the reciprocal relationship amongst CTE and the
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variables summarized in this review has been acknowledged, future research is
needed in gaining a better understanding of how CTE is shaped. What are the
antecedents and enabling conditions for CTE to flourish? How do Bandura’s (1977)
sources that influence an individual’s interpretation of their effectiveness apply at
the collective level?

Limitations

One limitation is related to conceptualization and measurement concerns summa-
rized earlier in this review. In only nine of the quantitative studies included in this
review, scales that were deemed congruent with theory by Klassen et al. (2011),
including Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2007) scale and Tschannen-Moran and Barr’s
(2004) Collective Teacher Belief Scale (CTBS), were utilized to measure CTE.
Three additional scales in studies, that were in alignment with current theory,
included items that were phrased to represent individual’s perception of the group
(e.g. “We” rather than “I”’) and were future oriented. These included scales used by
Caprara et al. (2003a), and Derrington and Angelle (2013). However, while the
conceptual definitions of CTE in the studies included in this review were congruent
with Bandura’s definition, the measures used in many of the quantitative studies
demonstrated less fidelity with the theory. For example, the most widely used
measure, based on the studies in this review (13 of the 34 studies), was Goddard
et al. (2000) and Goddard (2002) Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTE-Scale).
Klassen et al. (2011) noted that items in the CTE-Scale refer to environmental
characteristics and focus on teachers’ current abilities rather than forward-looking
capabilities that are more congruent with theory. Similar to what Klassen et al.
(2011) found in their review, other scales purporting to measure CTE in this study,
strayed from theory-based understanding of the construct. For example, the scale
used in the study by Urton et al. (2014) was Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s (1999)
General Self-Efficacy Scale which was described as assessing self-efficacy—not
collective efficacy. As noted by Klassen et al. (2011), “findings from studies using
flawed measures can lead to misleading conclusions” (p. 37). A strength of this
review however, is that it included four qualitative studies, which are needed to help
deepen understanding of the consequences of CTE.

Another limitation that influences the findings of this review is that the review
was not exhaustive, and articles written in English with the search terms outlined
did not capture the population of possible articles. Future reviewers may uncover
new patterns in CTE research by searching non-English journals and by examining
the range of work completed in graduate theses and dissertations.

References

Adams, C., & Forsyth, P. (2006). Proximate sources of collective teacher efficacy. Journal of Educational
Administration, 44(6), 625-642.

@ Springer



J Educ Change (2018) 19:323-345 343

Ahuja, R. (2007). Towards an understanding of excellence in urban pedagogy: A portrait of a high school.
The Qualitative Report, 12(1), 1-19.

Archambault, 1., Janosz, M., & Chouinard, R. (2012). Teachers beliefs as predictors of adolescents’
cognitive engagement and achievement in mathematics. The Journal of Educational Research,
105(5), 319-328.

Avanzia, L., Schuhb, S., Fraccarolia, F., & Van Dick, R. (2015). Why does organizational identification
relate to reduced employee burnout? The mediating influence of social support and collective
efficacy. Work & Stress, 29(1), 1-10.

Bandura, A. (1977). Selfefficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioural change. Psychological Review,
84(2), 191-215.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning. Educational
Psychologist, 28(2), 117-148.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self efficacy: the exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman and Company.

Boberg, J., & Bourgeois, S. (2016). The effects of integrated transformational leadership on achievement.
Journal of Educational Administration, 54(3), 357-374.

Brophy, J. E. (1983). Research on the self-fulfilling prophecy and teacher expectations. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 75(5), 631-661.

Brophy, J. E., & Good, T. L. (1970). Teachers’ communication of differential expectations for children’s
classroom performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 61(5), 365-374.

Calik, T., Sezgin, F., Kavgaci, H., & Kilinc, A. (2012). Examination of relationships between
instructional leadership of school principals and self-efficacy of teachers and collective teacher
efficacy. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 12(4), 2498-2504.

Cantrell, S., & Callaway, P. (2008). High and low implementers of content literacy instruction: Portraits
of teacher efficacy. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(7), 1739-1750.

Caprara, G., Barbaranelli, C., Borgogni, L., Petitta, L., & Rubinacci, A. (2003a). Teachers’, school staff’s
and parents’ efficacy beliefs as determinants of attitudes toward school. European Journal of
Psychology of Education, 18(1), 15-31.

Caprara, G., Barbaranelli, C., Borgogni, L., & Steca, P. (2003b). Efficacy beliefs as determinants of
teachers’ job satisfaction. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(4), 821-832.

Chong, W., Klassen, R., Huan, V., Wong, L., & Kates, A. (2010). The relationships among school types,
teacher efficacy beliefs, and academic climate: Perspective from Asian middle schools. The Journal
of Educational Research, 103(3), 183-190.

Ciani, K., Summers, J., & Easter, M. (2008). A ‘‘top-down’’ analysis of high school teacher motivation.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33(4), 533-560.

Cybulski, T., Hoy, W., & Sweetland, S. (2005). The roles of collective efficacy of teachers and fiscal
efficiency in student achievement. Journal of Educational Administration, 43(5), 439—461.

Derrington, M., & Angelle, P. (2013). Teacher leadership and collective efficacy: Connections and links.
International Journal of Teacher Leadership, 4(1), 1-13.

Eells, R. (2011). Meta-analysis of the relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement.
Dissertation. Loyola University of Chicago.

Garberoglio, C., Gobble, M., & Cawthon, S. (2012). A national perspective on teachers’ efficacy beliefs
in Deaf education. Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education, 17(3), 367-383.

Gibbs, S., & Powell, B. (2011). Teacher efficacy and pupil behaviour: The structure of teachers’
individual and collective beliefs and their relationship with numbers of pupils excluded from school.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(4), 564-584.

Goddard, R. (2001). Collective efficacy: A neglected construct in the study of schools and student
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(3), 467-476.

Goddard, R. (2002). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the measurement of collective efficacy: The
development of a short form. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 62(1), 97-111.

Goddard, R., & Goddard, Y. (2001). A multilevel analysis of the relationship between teacher and
collective efficacy in urban schools. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 807-818.

Goddard, R., Goddard, Y., Kim, E., & Miller, R. (2015). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the roles
of instructional leadership, teacher collaboration, and collective beliefs in support of student
learning. American Journal of Education, 121(4), 501-530.

Goddard, R., Hoy, W., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its meaning, measure,
and impact on student achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 37(2), 479-507.

@ Springer



344 J Educ Change (2018) 19:323-345

Goddard, R., Hoy, W., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2004a). Collective efficacy beliefs: Theoretical
developments, empirical evidence, and future directions. American Educational Research Associ-
ation, 33(3), 3-13.

Goddard, R., LoGerfo, L., & Hoy, W. (2004b). High school accountability: The role of perceived
collective efficacy. Educational Policy, 18(3), 403-425.

Hargreaves, A., & Fullan, M. (2012). Professional capital: Transforming teaching in every school. New
York, NY: Teachers’ College Press.

Hattie, J. (2012). Visible learning for teachers: Maximizing impact on learning. Oxon: Routledge.

Hattie, J. (2016). Third annual visible learning conference (subtitled Mindframes and Maximizers),
Washington, DC, July 11, 2016.

Haworth, P., McGee, A., & Maclntyre, L. (2015). Building a whole school approach and teacher efficacy
with English language learners. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 21(2), 164-177.

Hoy, W., Sweetland, S., & Smith, P. (2002). Toward an organizational model of achievement in high
schools: The significance of collective efficacy. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(1),
77-93.

Jung, E., Brown, E., & Karp, K. (2014). Role of teacher characteristics and school resources in early
mathematics learning. Learning Environments Research, 17(2), 209-228.

Kirby, M., & DiPaola, M. (2011). Academic optimism and community engagement in urban schools.
Journal of Educational Administration, 49(5), 542-562.

Klassen, R. (2010). Teacher stress: The mediating role of collective efficacy beliefs. The Journal of
Educational Research, 103(5), 342-350.

Klassen, R., Chong, W., Huan, V., Wong, 1., Kates, A., & Hannok, W. (2008). Motivation beliefs of
secondary school teachers in Canada and Singapore: A mixed methods study. Teacher and Teacher
Education, 24(7), 1919-1934.

Klassen, R., Tze, V., Betts, S., & Gordon, K. (2011). Teacher efficacy research 1998-2009: Signs of
progress or unfulfilled promise? Educational Psychology Review, 23(1), 21-43.

Klassen, R., Usher, E., & Bong, M. (2010). Teachers’ collective efficacy, job satisfaction, and job stress
in cross-cultural context. The Journal of Experimental Education, 78(4), 464—486.

Kurz, T. B., & Knight, S. (2003). An exploration of the relationship among teacher efficacy, collective
teacher efficacy, and goal consensus. Learning Environments Research, 7(2), 111-128.

Lee, J., Zhang, Z., & Yin, H. (2011). A multilevel analysis of the impact of a professional learning
community, faculty trust in colleagues and collective efficacy on teacher commitment to students.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 27(5), 820-830.

Lim, S., & Eo, S. (2014). The mediating roles of collective teacher efficacy in the relations of teachers’
perceptions of school organizational climate to their burnout. Teaching and Teacher Education, 44,
138-147.

Lyons, W., Thompson, A., & Timmons, V. (2016). We are inclusive. We are a team. Let’s just do it:
Commitment, collective efficacy, and agency in four inclusive schools. International Journal of
Inclusive Education, 20(8), 889-907.

Moolenaar, A., Sleegers, P., & Daly, A. (2012). Teaming up: Linking collaboration networks, collective
efficacy, and student achievement. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(2), 251-262.

Parks, M., Solmon, M., & Lee, A. (2007). Understanding classroom teachers’ perceptions of integrating
physical activity: A collective efficacy perspective. Journal of Research in Childhood Education,
21(3), 316-328.

Paxon, C., Leis, M., & Kaufman, S. (2014). Collective efficacy and adult community: Teacher and
principal perceptions after 2 years of implementing leading together in schools. In: SREE
conference, Washington, DC. September.

Ramos, M., Silva, S., Pontes, F., Fernandez, A., & Nina, K. (2014). Collective teacher efficacy beliefs: A
critical review of the literature. International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 4(7),
179-188.

Rauf, P., Aluwi, A., & Noor, N. (2012). The effect of school culture on the management of professional
development in secondary schools in Malaysia. The Malaysian Online Journal of Educational
Science, 2(3), 41-51.

Rosenthal, R., & Babad, E. (1985). Pygamlion in the gymnasium. Educational Leadership, 43(1), 36-39.

Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher expectation and pupils’
intellectual development. Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New York, NY.

Ross, J., Hogaboam-Gray, A., & Gray, P. (2004). Prior student achievement, collaborative school
processes, and collective teacher efficacy. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(3), 163—188.

@ Springer



J Educ Change (2018) 19:323-345 345

Roth, J., & Solmon, M. (2002). Increasing elementary school children’s physical activity levels:
Selfefficacy as a framework to investigate the role of classroom teachers. Paper presented at the
meeting of the American Alliance for Heath, Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance. San Diego,
CA.

Rubie-Davis, C., Hattie, J., & Hamilton, R. (2006). Expecting the best for students: Teacher expectations
and academic outcomes. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(3), 429-444.

Sandoval, J., Challoo, L., & Kupczynski, L. (2011). The relationship between teachers’ collective efficacy
and student achievement at economically disadvantaged middle school campsus. I-managers
Journal of Educational Psychology, 5(1), 9-23.

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1999). Generalized self-efficacy scale. In J. Weinman, S. Wright, & M.
Johnson (Eds.), Measures in health psychology. Casual and Control Beliefs (pp. 35-37). Windsor:
NFER-Nelson.

Skaalvik, E., & Skaalvik, S. (2007). Dimensions of teacher self-efficacy and relations with strain factors,
perceived collective teacher efficacy, and teacher burnout. Journal of Educational Psychology,
99(3), 611-625.

Sorlie, M., & Ogden, T. (2007). Immediate impacts of PALS: A school-wide multi-level programme
targeting behaviour problems in elementary school. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,
51(5), 471-492.

Tellez, K., & Manthey, G. (2015). Teachers’ perceptions of effective school-wide programs and strategies
for English language learners. Learning Environments Research: An International Journal, 18(1),
111-127.

Tiplic, D., Brandmo, C., & Elstad, E. (2015). Antecedents of Norwegian beginning teachers’ turnover
intentions. Cambridge journal of education, 45(4), 451-474.

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). The effects of a state-wide conflict management initiative in schools.
American Secondary Education, 29(3), 2-32.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Barr, M. (2004). Fostering student learning: The relationship of collective
teacher efficacy and student achievement. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(3), 189-209.
Urton, K., Wilbert, J., & Hennemann, T. (2014). Attitudes towards inclusion and self-efficacy of

principals and teachers. Learning Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal, 12(2), 151-168.

Viel-Ruma, K., Houchins, D., Jolivette, K., & Benson, G. (2010). Efficacy beliefs of special educators:
The relationships among collective efficacy, teacher self-efficacy, and job satisfaction. Teacher
Education and Special Education, 33(3), 225-233.

Ware, H., & Kitsantas, A. (2007). Teacher and collective efficacy beliefs as predictors of professional
commitment. The Journal of Educational Research, 100(5), 303-310.

Wilcox, K., Angelis, J., Baker, L., & Lawson, H. (2014). The value of people, place and possibilities: A
multiple case study of rural high school completion. Journal of Research in Rural Education, 29(9),
1-18.

Young, A. (1997). I think, therefore I'm motivated. Learning & Individual Differences, 9(3), 249-284.

@ Springer



	Collective teacher efficacy research: Productive patterns of behaviour and other positive consequences
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The relationship between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement
	Origins, conceptual and measurement concerns
	Method
	Findings
	Productive behaviours resulting from collective efficacy
	Additional positive consequences resulting from collective teacher efficacy

	Discussion
	Implications
	Limitations

	References




