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Chapter 1: Introduction

Context of the study

The press to improve student learning outcomes for all students to meet the
demands of the global economy, heightened by governmental regulations at thle feder
state and local levels, has placed enormous pressure on schools and teachers. Current
policies, such as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), call for schools to narrow
achievement gaps and increase learning for all students. However, all tocwiftent
inducements for improvement, at all levels of school governance, rely on extensive
performance-based accountability measures with little focus on falsatnnight
influence teachers’ capacity to facilitate student learning (Printy, 20418, €roninger,
Chambliss, Graeber, & Buese, 2008). Furthermore, Evans (2009) argues that &§ school
are to execute plans to increase the learning outcomes for all studeihts;s@acst
believe in the faculty’s capacity to do so. Collective teacher efficaapagentially
powerful construct associated with student achievement that can impaergtac
judgments about their capability to act in ways that promote group goal attdinme

Recent research has suggested teachers’ collective efficadyg bedia critical
determinant of teachers’ actions. Collective teacher efficacy,atkéia “the perceptions
of teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole willahpesitive effect
on students” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), has been related to teachers’
motivation (Ciani, Summers, & Easter, 2008), implementation of instructionajeban
(Cantrell & Callaway, 2008) and ability to cope with job stress (Klassen, 2010)
Moreover, teacher collective efficacy has consistently been found to bafacarg

predictor of student achievement over and above the impact of student socioeconomic



status (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Bandura, 1993; Goddard, LoGerfo & Hoy, 2004;
Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; McCoach & Colbert, 2010). Collective teacher
efficacy is, therefore, a cultural property of schools that reflects théyfacbelief in its
ability to perform teaching tasks. Teachers’ collective effidaadiefs inform actions that
can foster student achievement (Bandura, 1993). In addition, a school organizational
context framed by positive collective efficacy beliefs of the faculty tokeyate the
pressures now associated with high stakes accountability (Mawhinney, Woods& Haa
2006Db).

Despite the theoretical evidence that organizational processes influacicerte
collective efficacy beliefs, relatively few studies have examinedrttexadents to
collective teacher efficacy. Ross, Gray, and Hogaboam-Gray (2004) $obadl
processes that contribute to a cohesive environment in which collaborativeddakas
place to be a significant predictor of teachers’ collective effitatiefs. Their findings,
corroborated by later studies (Mawhinney, Wood & Haas, 2006a, 2006b), validate the
assumptions that organizational factors do impact teachers’ efficacfgbdlighough an
association has been clearly established researchers have yet tcanddevst
organizational conditions influence teachers’ collective efficacy behefs signaling the
need for further research.

Ross and his colleagues (2004) identified five school process variables that,
together, predicted teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. They.\wsbkeged school goals,
school-wide collaboration, fit of school plans with school needs, teacher learning
opportunities and empowering school leadership. These five school processes are al

conditions of organizational processes identified in studies of professionahgearni



communities (PLCs) (Webb, Graham, Vulliamy, Sarja, Hamalainen,i§oRen, 2009;
Hord, 1997, 2000, 2004; Husu & Tirri, 2007; Louis & Marks, 1998). Researchers
studying school conditions that foster teacher instructional capacity haviéedent
several organizational conditions that contribute to a cohesive environment dret teac
learning (DuFour, 2004; Horn, 2010; Horn & little, 2010; Printy, 2008; Hall, 1997;
Vescio, Ross & Adams, 2008). Hord (1997) concluded that schools that are PLCs exhibit
the following organizational conditions: 1) shared vision, 2) collective learning, @dsha
personal practice, 4) shared and supportive leadership, and 5) supportive conditions.
Explained in more detail in later sections, | use Hord'’s five PLC conditions to
conceptualize the organizational context of the study school and the study focuses how
the PLC conditions influence teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

In the sections that follow | describe the three bodies of work used in this study:
social cognitive theory, collective teacher efficacy, and professionmairnga
communities (PLCs).

Social Cognitive Theory

Bandura’s (1986, 1997) social cognitive theory provides the theoretical
foundation for much of the current research on collective teacher efficacyal Soci
cognitive theory is concerned with human agency, the way people exercisg# coetr
the events in their lives (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997). Self-efficacy is “beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given
attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2). Self-efficacy is theorized to occupy the poletal
in determining future behavior because it influences individuals’ motivatiots|eve

emotional states, and actions (Bandura, 1997).



Because people often work together to achieve common purposes, Bandura
extended the concept of human agency to include collective agency. Similér to sel
efficacy but on the group level, collective efficacy is defined as a group'edshalief in
its capabilities to act in ways that produce projected levels of attainBemdra, 1997).
Collective efficacy is, therefore, the product of the interactive dycgofigroup
members and is a potentially powerful construct for understanding how groups or
organizations choose to act.

Bandura’s theory highlights four principal sources of efficacy informationtwhic
individuals use to construct individual or collective efficacy beliefs; mastgeriences
derived from interpretations of past performances; vicarious experienagsdderm
interpretations of one’s own capability based on comparison with another individual;
social persuasion, derived from interpretations of encouragement of feedback from
others; and affective states, derived from interpretations of emotions. He eephlat
the sources of efficacy information are not inherently enlightening but must be
cognitively processed. Several scholars state that at the organizkti@hahe cognitive
processing of sources of efficacy information is influenced by contextual and
environmental variables. This underscores the need to examine the organizational
antecedents to the development of teachers’ collective efficacysbéigbson & Earley,
2007; Jung & Sosik, 2002; Wu, Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010). Bandura’s work provides the
basis for empirical and theoretical studies of teachers’ collectivaeffbeliefs.

Collective Teacher Efficacy

Collective teacher efficacy is defined as “the perceptions of teacharschool

that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on stli&uddard



et al. , 2000). Collective teacher efficacy does not refer necessaridguxate
assessments of the effectiveness of a school’s faculty and does not have to weihcide
the perceptions of an objective observer (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Acsighifi
assumption of social cognitive theory as applied to schools is that the teachecsive
efficacy beliefs are the product of the interactive dynamics of teawaitbia the school
context. However, researchers have only just begun to identify the ways in which the
organizational context of a school influences the development of teacherstivellec
efficacy beliefs.

Congruent with social cognitive theory, four sources of efficacy informatesn a
also used to construct teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Goddard20@0)
advanced a model that explained collective teacher efficacy as the rdsaltiodrs
cognitive processing of the four sources of efficacy in light of contextumalittons
impacting task accomplishment and assessment of teaching competended #ppl
schools, scholars have found that teachers’ mastery experiences are fenive
interpretations of past student performance. However, much less study has been
conducted on the experiences that constitute vicarious experiences, socialiqesual
affective states. Researchers have made theoretical assumptionsteastegcarious
experiences might be derived from interpretations of observing their colkeagather
schools perform a task; social persuasion might be derived from interpretdtions
encouragement or feedback from the school principal; and affective statedbeight
derived from interpretations of emotional responses to stresses in the school egwironm
(Goddard et al., 2000, 2004; Ross et al., 2004). Analysis of the four sources is then made

in light of the contextual factors in the anticipated teaching task (Tsamndoan,



Woolfolk Hoy, Hoy, 1998). Further study is therefore needed to understand how the
organizational context might influence teachers’ collective efficaagfsddy

contributing to the four sources of efficacy. This study also aimed to extendeld |i
research on the antecedents to collective teacher efficacy by exph@ingys in which
the organizational context, conceptualized as PLC conditions, might contribute to the
sources of efficacy information. In the next section | briefly disl€3s as an
organizational arrangement in schools that might influence the developmentoficell
teacher efficacy.

Professional Learning Communities

The literature on PLCs in schools emerged in a time of change in education policy
when teachers were being called upon to transform their instructional ratien
prior to No Child Left Behind, Darling Hammond and McLaughlin (1995) asserted that
the nation’s reform agenda required teachers to rethink their own practicaemdhte
fundamentally different ways. Spurred on by the increasing complexitieaatfihg and
learning in a context of expanding accountability for student achievementptstirat
have been made to increase teachers’ ability to positively impact studenidezave
primarily focused on improving teachers’ academic skills. There wesianmg
consensus that if radical changes were to be made to teachers’ capamst the new
demands of student learning, the institutional arrangements of schools would have to be
altered to maximize opportunities for collaborative relationships that fiesteher
learning.

The call for schools to become learning organizations only increased with the

more demanding school policy and work place contexts (Little, 1992; Louis, Marks &



Kruse, 1996; Senge, 2000) and the growing attempts to calibrate workplace ainigati
opportunities and rewards in attempts to attract and retain teachdes (1982).
Changing conceptions of teacher professionalism also contributed with s@ralars
policy makers arguing that teacher professionalism should no longer heatmiat
extensive individual knowledge but about all teachers striving towards standards of
excellence and collaborative relationships that foster teacher leartordy (L1997, 2000,
2004). Scholars began to examine high-performing schools to understand their
organizational characteristics as possible precursors to student achie¢@msaman,
Wineburg & Woolworth, 2001; Hord, 1997, 2000, 2004; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Louis
& Kruse, 1995). Out of this research PLCs emerged as an organizational model for
supporting the fundamental changes demanded of teachers.

A PLC is an organizational context where barriers that isolate teaatesbroken
down and teachers come together to seek new knowledge, critique their practice, and
focus on student learning. PLCs provide a model for creating the structural siothaela
conditions for teacher learning and have been extolled in the literature sseatia way
to organize schools to maximize teacher learning (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008). Muc
of the research on PLCs focuses on the whole school faculty. The assumption underlying
this literature is that knowledge is situated in teachers’ experiencesaghéitéearning
is enhanced by active engagement with their colleagues on the faculty. Hord (1997)
outlined five essential conditions of PLCs teachers’ perceived in succesdsiols (a)
shared vision focused on student learning, (b) collective learning opportunitien whi
teachers discuss teaching and learning, (c) shared personal practidewisateachers to

learn by observing teachers in their classrooms, (d) shared and supportivehipade



focused on empowering teachers by increasing their influence on school deamglpns
(e) supportive conditions which include the structural and relational conditions mgcessa
for the emergence of a PLC.

Although there is an increasing amount of literature that presumes the $ehefit
PLCs the focus has only recently shifted to examining if the presence afdpidilions
in schools, does, in fact, impact the ability of schools to foster student learciugarS
have found that PLCs improve teachers’ sense of wellbeing and facultyaof®arnett
& McCormick, 2004; Webb et al., 2009; Husu & Tirri, 2007; Singh & Billingsley, 1998).
However, much less is known about how PLC conditions lead to changes in teaching
practice and student achievement (Vescio et al., 2008).

A few studies have found moderate relationships between PLC conditions and
student achievement (Bolam, McMahon, Stoll, Thomas & Wallace, 2005; Bryk, Sebring,
Allensworth, Luppescu & Easton, 2009). However, researchers suggest the ta@lations
between PLC conditions and student achievement is indirect (Ciani et al., 2008;d;oddar
Goddard & Tschannen-Moran, 2007). Earlier studies suggested that the association
found between PLCs and student achievement was because the supportive collaborative
and learning environment increased teachers’ efficacy beliefiwdddo actions that
supported student learning (Hall & Hord, 2001; Louis & Kruse, 1995). Building on
earlier research that suggests teachers’ efficacy beliefs mighftuenced by PLC
conditions; in this study | used PLC conditions to conceptualize the school organizationa

context.



Background

This study was conducted in Brown County Public Schools (BCPS) a school
district in a suburban/rural school county. At the time of the study the distrigtrismah
thirty-two elementary schools, eight middle schools, eight high schools, one &chnic
magnet high school, and one special education school. The school district was the
seventh largest in its state and served 40, 252 students. The students were prdgomina
White. However, the county had an increasing minority population and at the time of the
study 16 % of the district’s students were African American. BCPS studksat varied
in terms of socioeconomic indicators. Some schools served very affluenhtiegide
areas as was reflected in very few students being eligible tovedéee and Reduced
Cost Meals. Others, like the one in which the study was conducted, had over 50% of
students receiving Free and Reduced Costs meals and were identified as Title

In 2002 BCPS developed a Master Plan which described the actions the district
would take to support its efforts to increase student achievement for all stuglents a
stipulated by NCLB. Led by the district superintendent, the BCPS leadexahip t
implemented policies aimed at increasing teacher instructional gapadistudent
achievement. The district’s plan focused on providing teachers with extended
opportunities for professional development and support for instructional change. To this
end, the district focused on creating conditions that fostered the developmef@tsof P
Several decisions were made to provide more instructional support to teache&. BCP
shifted the instructional supervisors from district offices and housed them in school
buildings. BCPS also created a new teacher mentor position to support teachag.learni

The shift in the support structure resulted in teachers in the study school havihg direc



access to several instructional resources including the principataasgrincipal,
instructional supervisor, teacher mentor, two subject specialist tearitkasdata
specialist.

In addition to the increased instructional support for teachers, the district's
leadership team mandated that every school complete a collaborative revisiooegspr
Prior to the study Centerville’s faculty collaboratively created a rméwd mission,
“Empowering All to Achieve.” Principals were also tasked with supporting the
emergence of PLC conditions in the school. They were required to ensuer $dzauth
many opportunities to interact as a faculty. In Centerville, the princijhineskly
faculty meetings focused on professional development, grade level team®ntlely to
discuss student data, and teachers worked together to plan lessons and grade student
work. In addition, Learning Groups met monthly. These were groups focused on areas
of interest such as Math, Reading, and Gifted and Talented instruction geetiee
tasked with identifying a problem in their practice and collaboratively tigaggg ways
to address the problem.

To evaluate implementation, the district studied itself. Teachers wesmysd in
2003 and then in 2005 to measure their perceptions of PLC conditions and their collective
efficacy beliefs. Mawhinney, Wood and Haas (2006a) found PLC conditions to be
related to teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. These findinge a@nsistent with an
earlier study that examined the relationship between school processepgwat school
cohesion and teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs (Ross et al., 2004). veiguwaéhough
these studies provided evidence of a relationship between organizational conditions and

teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs neither study examinedpeefsc ways in which
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organizational conditions influenced these beliefs. Ross et al. (2004) speculated tha
organizational conditions they studied might have contributed to collectiveeteac
efficacy by contributing to the sources of efficacy information and cédlefiirther

study.

Research Problem

Understanding the factors that might enhance or hinder teachers’ wvellecti
efficacy beliefs is essential given the salience of these beliefadioeteinstructional
actions and student learning outcomes. However, thus far research on teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs has focused primarily on measuhegd beliefs in relation to
student achievement (Bandura, 1993; Goddard, 2001, 2002; Goddard et al., 2000, 2004;
Goddard, LoGerfo & Hoy, 2004). While these studies have laid the basis for
understanding the potentially powerful nature of teachers’ collective @ffloaliefs
more research is needed to understand the antecedents of these beliefs.

Thus far, investigations into the antecedents of teachers’ collectivaogffic
beliefs have identified the organizational context as a significant infuelResearchers
have also found the presence of certain specific contextual variables to & t@lat
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. For example, two studies fdwatddacher
collaboration is significantly related to teachers’ collectivecatfy beliefs (Mawhinney
et al., 2006a; Ross et al., 2004). Studies have also found that leadership actions are
linked to teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs (Mawhinney, Wood & Haas, 2006y &
Gray, 2006; Demir, 2008; Olivier & Hipp, 2006). These studies, however, do not explain

the ways in which the organizational context impacts teachers’ collettivacy beliefs.
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This gap in the literature warrants further study that attempts to acocouhéfinfluence
of organizational factors on teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

Research Purpose and Questions

Using Goddard et al.’s (2000) model of the development of collective teacher
efficacy, the purpose of the study was to explore how the organizational context of t
school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and inteigmeteaf the
sources of efficacy. Stake (1995) suggests selecting cases in ordertozeavhat can
be learned from them. To this end the theoretical assumptions of social cogndiye the
and the findings of prior research informed my sampling decisions. The thrde fourt
grade teachers were selected because the fourth grade had seen signifezsgsran
the state assessment in the years leading up to the study; the school, l@entervi
elementary school (a pseudonym) had seen consistent increases in studenhaochieve
although low-income students and students of color comprised a large percentege of t
student population; and BCPS study data showed that teachers in the schoolgerceive
PLC conditions and expressed positive beliefs in their faculty’s capadagter student
learning (Mawhinney, Haas & Wood, 2005).

Directly related to the purpose of the study, two research questions were
addressed:

1. How do professional learning community conditions influence the

development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs?

2. How do professional learning community conditions influence teachers’

perception of sources of efficacy information?

12



Significance

Collective teacher efficacy is a promising construct for fostering stateting of
the ways schools can foster school improvement and has been consistently found to be a
predictor of student achievement. However, relatively few studies have been ednduct
to investigate the construct and most focus on measuring the effects ofveolieather
efficacy. In this study, however, | explored the organizational antecederubeative
teacher efficacy. Specifically, the study explored how the organizattontext of the
school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and inteigmstaf the
sources of efficacy.

Prior research studies found that organizational conditions are associ&ted wit
collective teacher efficacy. This study extended these findings bgragrating the
ways in which the PLC conditions contributed to teachers’ perceptions and
interpretations of the sources of efficacy. The majority of researcbllectose teacher
efficacy has focused on mastery experience. This study also contributediterature
by demonstrating that the less studied sources of efficacy informationpuear
experiences, social persuasion, and affective states also influerfeer¢éaollective
efficacy beliefs.

Goddard et al.’s (2000) model of collective teacher efficacy is based on the
assumption that the analysis of sources of efficacy is task/contexicpge# Figure 1).
This study contributes to the literature by substantiating this claim. Howewing

that definitions of the context along the lines of the teaching task and teaching
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competence influence the perception of sources, raises questions about the role and
position of task and teaching competence assessments in the model.

Research on collective teacher efficacy has often focused on aggyegathers’
efficacy appraisals and focusing on inter-group differences. This studibcoerto the
literature by highlighting the intra-group differences that influencech&ra’ perceptions
and interpretations of the sources of efficacy. Although it was beyond the scbse of t
study, the finding points to the need for further study to examine the impacteef intr
group differences on the development of collective teacher efficacy.

Finally, by highlighting the ways in which the PLC conditions influence teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs the study contributes to the PLC literatndeto practitioners
by suggesting experiences and conditions to focus on to support the likelihood that
increased teacher instructional capacity will lead to changes in ingtructi
Delimitations

The study was delimited by time in the field. | spent five months collectiag dat
beginning in the middle of the school year. It is likely that beginning datctioh at
the beginning of the school year, particularly with a new team, would have provided a
more complete understanding of the ways in which the teachers’ colleditee¢f
beliefs emerged.

In addition, that the sample only included teachers from one grade level pdeclude
the possibility of seeing how organizational processes might work differardliferent

teams and thereby influence different interpretations of the sourcdgategf
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Definition of Terms

Professional Learning Community (PLC) - An organizational context where
barriers that isolate teachers are broken down and teachers come tmgstieérnew
knowledge, critique their practice, and focus on student learning. PLCs arderiezedc
by five conditions (a) shared vision, (b) collective learning, (c) shpeesonal practice,

(d) shared and supportive leadership, and (e) supportive conditions.

Shared Vision - The mental image of what is important to a school that is
consistently referenced for faculty’s work and used as a guidepost when making
decisions about teaching and learning.

Collective Learning - Processes in which faculty discuss studemsnigand
teaching, identify related issues and problems, make plans to address studenndeeds, a
assess the impact of their actions.

Shared Personal Practice - Visiting other classrooms to observe iostruct

Shared and Supportive Leadership - Focuses on empowering teachers by sharing
power and decision making responsibility which, in turn, increases the schoolidicelle
ability to respond to students’ needs.

Supportive Conditions - The factors that determine when, where, how, and if the
faculty come together to learn, make decisions, solve problems, andas@ate
professional learning community. These include time to interact with ethehndrs,
school processes that encourage communication, and open, caring facutiggielps.

Self-efficacy - Beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and exdheteourses of
action

required to produce given attainments
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Collective efficacy - A group’s shared belief in its capabilities taraatays that
produce projected levels of attainment.

Collective Teacher Efficacy — The perceptions of teachers in a schothehat
efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students.

Mastery Experience - The interpreted result of previous performanceerylast
experience is not equivalent to outcomes but rather the interpreted result of #ss proc
leading up to and including the outcome.

Vicarious Experience - The interpreted result of someone else’s parfoem
gained from observing someone model a skill or perform a task. Teachers sepesome
(or an organization) engage in behavior, interpret the result of their actidnsa these
interpretations to create and develop beliefs about their own capabilityagesimg
similar behaviors in the future.

Social Persuasion - The interpreted result of encouragement or fledatirmac
others about the effectiveness of the group.

Affective State - Perception of arousal, excitement or stress, comgeine
teaching task that is interpreted as the organization’s collectiveyabiftinction
effectively in the future.

Analysis of the Teaching Task — An assessment of factors that make teaching
difficult or act as constraints is weighed against an assessmentwicesto facilitate
learning.

Analysis of Teaching Competence — An assessment of the skills, knowledge and

attitudes/dispositions the faculty possesses in relation to the teaabkng t
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

Overview of the Literature

The case study explored how the organizational context of a school characterized
by PLC conditions influenced the development of the teachers’ collectivaasff
beliefs. Collective teacher efficacy is the perceptions of teaamarsahool that the
efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students. Theuodiss
received increasing attention because it has been consistently found tolpredeen-
school differences in student achievement. Furthermore, collective tedfotecy has
been found to be a stronger predictor of student achievement that students’
socioeconomic status. Collective teacher efficacy is, therefore, a prgro@istruct for
fostering understanding of the ways schools can improve student learning outcomes
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). This finding is particularly encouraging in@ypol
context that demands and holds teachers accountable for student learning outcomes and
suggests understanding the development of collective teacher efficacy might prove
helpful to schools trying to increase student learning outcomes.

Thus far, a few studies have examined the antecedents to collective teacher
efficacy with promising results. First, these studies have shown that the school
organizational context is a significant factor associated with the developfrteathers’
collective efficacy beliefs. Studies have also begun to identify school chiestacde
associated with improved collective teacher efficacy (Demir, 2008;Hitaey et al.,

20064, 2006b; Ross et al., 2004; Zambo & Zambo, 2008). These characteristics include
having a shared vision, empowering leadership and extensive opportunities for teacher

collaboration. However, although these studies have demonstrated that organizational
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conditions predict teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs they do not acémuinbw school
organizational conditions influence these beliefs. Scholars continue to call for mor
research on the construct because of the potential it holds for influencing teache
behavior in ways that foster student achievement (Evans, 2009).

Collective teacher efficacy theory posits that teachers’ assessiof contextual
factors impact their collective efficacy beliefs. Also reseatatiiss have found school
contextual factors that foster teacher collaboration and learning et/ faohesion to
be associated with collective teacher efficacy. For these reasenstutly focused on
understanding how the organizational context of the school, conceptualized as a PLC,
influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

PLC is a term used to describe an organizational context where barriers that
isolate teachers are broken down and teachers come together to seek new knowledge,
critique their practice, and focus on student learning. PLCs are chaedteyifive
conditions (a) shared vision, (b) collective learning, (c) shared personal prétiice
shared and supportive leadership, and (e) supportive conditions. The presence of the five
PLC conditions have been associated with student achievement (Goddard et al., 2007;
Supovitz, Sirinides & May, 2010) as well as teacher learning, trust and inglifp¢orn,
2010; Vescio & Adams, 2008; Webb, Vuiamy, Sarja, Hamalainen & Poikonen, 2009).
Although the literature does not fully explain the link between PLCs and studeessucc
the association suggests that PLCs provide a positive context for teacher actign and a
therefore an appropriate set of conditions for an exploration of the organizational

antecedents of collective teacher efficacy.
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The study explored how the organizational context of the school, conceptualized
as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacysbeliee study
also extended the current line of research on collective teacher efficattgimpting to
account for the ways in which the PLC conditions influenced teachers’ colleficacy
beliefs by influencing their perceptions and interpretations of sourcesa#Hasffi
information.

The sections that follow begin with an explanation of social cognitive theory a
the theoretical foundation for the construct collective teacher efficawg. iSTfollowed
by an examination of the efficacy constructs applied to schools demonstnatipover
of the construct for explaining school differences in student achievement aned® ne
understand the development of collective teacher efficacy. The chaptendkiea to a
discussion of the research on the organizational antecedents of collectiws efachcy
highlighting the need for studies to account for the influence of these fact@aochets’
collective efficacy beliefs. In this section | also consider the source§iaHcy
information and the need for greater understanding of how school organizational
conditions influence teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of these souxtds. Ne
explain the five PLC conditions used to conceptualize the organizational contet in t
study and justify the use of these conditions. In the final section of the chapter the
conceptual framework for the study is presented.

Review of Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2000) is concerned with human
agency, the way people exercise control over the events in their lives. Acdording

Bandura (1997) the theory adopts an agentic perspective in which individuals éanalyz
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the situations that confront them, consider alternative courses of action,hedge t
abilities to carry them out successfully, and estimate the results ibwesaate likely to
produce. They act on their judgments” (p. 5). Bandura (1997) asserts that human agency
at both the individual and collective levels must be explained using the concept of
reciprocal determinism. That is that future behavior is a function of threaatibey
classes of determinants: cognitive, affective, and biological eventsjibetand
environmental events (Bandura, 1997). Although these classes of determinaats inte
to govern people’s motivation levels, emotional states, and actions, Bandura (1997)
argues that efficacy beliefs play a crucial role in individual and groupidunirg)
because they act upon the other classes of determinants. Efficacy lbelibfsrafore, a
key behavioral change mechanism.

Self-efficacy.

Self- efficacy is beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize andwggegbe courses
of action
required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2). Self-efficacysbelief
influence a person’s thoughts about their emotions and environmental factors ki@t ena
actions and effort in the pursuit of goals, persistence in the face ofnges|eand allow
persons to exercise some control over their lives (Bandura, 1986, 1993, 1997). Self-
efficacy is neither a fixed ability nor a measure of skill but rathefieflzdout what one
is capable of doing under different sets of conditions with whatever skills one gsssess
(Bandura, 1986; 1997). For this reason different people with similar skills or the same
individual under varied circumstances may perform differently depending orsétfei

efficacy beliefs and these beliefs might fluctuate over time. Theréfohenction
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effectively persons must not only possess skills but the efficacy beliethélyatan use
their skills effectively in particular situations.

Bandura (1986, 1997) distinguishes efficacy beliefs from outcome expectancy.
Outcome expectancy is the individual’'s assessment of the consequences of pgréormi
task and can provide incentives or disincentives for a behavior (Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). Efficacy beliefs and outcome expectancies are noiief
oriented judgments. Perceived efficacy is a judgment of one’s ability to perioenam
action at a certain level, whereas outcome expectations are judgments of the
consequences of an action. Although Bandura recognizes the role of outcome
expectancies in cognitive processing he asserts that they do not haveasignifi
predictive power related to an individual's belief in their ability to act. Although
discussed later in the chapter it is important to note that the most currentiynodel of
collective teacher efficacy combines both conceptual strands to expleiengaeliefs
in the capacity of their faculty.

Collective efficacy

People do not live in isolation and often must work together to achieve the results
they desire. While social cognitive theory focuses largely on the ex@fcigersonal
agency it also adopts a broader view of agency recognizing that people often work
interdependently to attain their goals and acknowledging the broad network of
sociostructural influences on human action. Perceived collective efficdefined as “a
group’s shared belief in its cojoint capabilities to organize and execute thesolbirs
action required to produce given levels of attainment” (Bandura, 1997, p. 477).

Perceived collective efficacy influences the effective exerciseltdctive action by
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affecting “the sense of mission and purpose of a system, the strength of common
commitment to what it seeks to achieve, how well its members work together togproduc
results, and the group’s resiliency in the face of difficulties” (BanduraZ,123169).
Perceived collective efficacy is therefore a central mechaniswllettive agency and
important to the study of organized activity.

Collective efficacy is rooted in self-efficacy and the two concepts cannot be
completely separated (Bandura, 1986). There is, therefore, some interdependence
between judgments of group and personal efficacy. However, it is important thatote t
collective efficacy is not simply the sum of the efficacy beliefs of indidichembers of
a group but is rather “an emergent group-level attribute that is the product ohediosli
and interactive dynamics” (Bandura, 1997, p. 7). Therefore, at the group levekgahte
factors that contribute to the interaction of group members are likely tbdnras
antecedents of collective efficacy. Prior studies have also validateétdbretical
assumption (Ross et al., 2004; Mawhinney et al., 2006a, 2006b). For this reason, in
seeking to understand the development of collective teacher efficacy thereas
made to focus on the PLC conditions because studies had shown that they contributed to
positive teacher interaction and collaborative learning (Elster, 2009; Sargeartr&i,
2009; Supovitiz, Sirinides & May, 2010)

Efficacy beliefs (individual and collective) are based on four sources ch@ffic
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion angefttes
(Bandura, 1997). Mastery experiences are the most powerful sources alyeffica
information because they are derived from actual task performance. The partwguti

a performance was successful can raise efficacy beliefs and cesaitgeaof positive
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expectation that the task will be successfully performed in the future. Conyénsel
perception that a task was a failure can lower efficacy beliefs and coatidblotver
performance expectations. Bandura theorized three additional sources oyeffica
information that also contribute to efficacy beliefs. Vicarious expersecdsange
efficacy beliefs through information gained from observing others perforska tdocial
persuasion is exercised through feedback from others aimed at enablingraetpers
achieve what they seek to achieve. Affective states refer to efficfeynation gained
from emotional responses to particular situations. According to Bandura (1997) the
sources of efficacy are not inherently enlightening; instead, infamm&tm these
sources must be selected and cognitively processed, if it is to change aspeifsacy
beliefs.

Education researchers applied Bandura’s theory to the education settings and
developed the constructs teacher efficacy and collective teachecgfficathe next
section these constructs are discussed.

Social Cognitive Theory Applied to Schools

Research in many spheres has demonstrated the power of efficacyibeliefs
individual and group functioning. Studies have demonstrated strong positive
relationships between efficacy beliefs and a variety of outcomes incladapgability to
new technology (Wang & Lin, 2006), organizational commitment and job satisfaction in
the banking industry (Walumbwa, Wang, Lawler & Shi, 2004), the ability to effeclsoci
change (Fernandez-Ballesteros, Nicolas, Caprara, BarbaranBbindura, 2002),

performance in sports (Watson, Chemers & Preiser, 2001) and student achievement
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(Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000; McCoach & Colbert,
2010).

That efficacy beliefs have been found to be predictors of student achievement
signals the importance of the construct to researchers and educators. ettitims shat
follow | outline the application of social cognitive theory to education lookinigeat t
constructs teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy.

Teacher efficacy.

Teacher efficacy is a form of self-efficacy specific to teagh@ofessional
actions. Early studies of teacher efficacy found significant comakato student
academic achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore & Esselman, 1994; Ross, 1992,
1994a; Ross & Cousins, 1993; Ross, Cousins & Gadalla, 1996). Social cognitive theory
suggests that the correlations between teacher efficacy beliefs antt stadeing
outcomes is the result of the impact these beliefs have on teachers’ thoughediagsl, fe
their choice of activities, the amount of effort they put into accomplishingfepiasks,
and the extent of their persistence in the face of challenges and failures ¢Ba:9@6,
1997; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Looney, 2003). Scholars have found teacher efficacy
beliefs to be positively correlated to a number of positive teacher behaviors and
dispositions. These include the ability to: effectively use new instructioetilods
(Palmer, 2006) integrate technology into their instructional practice eamgPBouta, &
Papagianni, A., 2008), work with culturally diverse students (Tucker, Porter, Reinke,
Herman, lvery, Mack & Jackson, 2005), and remain committed in the face of clkalleng

(Ware & Kitsantas, 2007).
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Although the construct, because of its consistent correlation to student
achievement and positive teacher behaviors, has remained compelling to reséarche
has been surrounded by some debate. This is largely due to the fact that two conceptual
strands have informed research on teacher efficacy. According to TscHdoren, et
al. (1998) the first conceptual strand is based on Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory
Locus of control theory conceptualized teacher efficacy as “the extehi¢b teachers
believed that they could control the reinforcement of their actions” (Goddad 200,

p. 481). Student motivation and student performance are viewed as important sources of
reinforcement for teachers. Teachers who believe that they can ieflstement

motivation and performance are viewed as also believing that they can control the
reinforcement of their actions and therefore, as having a high level otcgf{Gaddard,

et al., 2000, p. 481).

The second conceptual strand informing research on teacher efficacgigrefv
Bandura’s (1997) work. Teacher efficacy is a type of self-efficacygutmme of
cognitive processing in which individuals construct beliefs about their capadtt in
ways to produce specific levels of performance. Bandura (1986) maintairtsethabt
judgments must be differentiated because although one believes that a paxiardar
of actions will produce certain outcomes, one does not necessarily act becausg one ma
not believe that one can execute the necessary actions. For example, teagchers ma
believe that certain instructional practices, if properly implemented icldssroom, will
lead to increased student outcomes but they may not believe that they can pederm the
practices and are, according to social cognitive theory, less likely topatieem.

Bandura (1997) goes further, arguing that the concepts bear little to no empirica
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relationship to each other and that while perceived self-efficacy is a goodtpredi
behavior, locus of control is only a weak predictor of behavior.

Efforts to measure teacher efficacy revealed that although the ar@lyise four
sources of efficacy information, outlined by Bandura, were the major cowiriiout
teacher efficacy beliefs teachers also considered their ability tatoaotcomes by
reflecting on the circumstances surrounding the task. Tschannen-Morafi298a).
proposed an integrated model of teacher efficacy that assumes the s#lidwecanalysis
of Bandura’s (1997) four sources of efficacy information but also considereu ¢undsg)
about the extent to which teachers believed they could control outcomes based on the task
context and their own teaching competence. Tschannen-Moran et al. postulate that
analyzing the teaching task teachers weigh the importance of factonsatketeaching
difficult against resources that facilitate learning. These faatohsde the availability of
instructional materials, physical conditions and school leadership. In amptgaching
competence teachers judge their skills, knowledge, and strategies e e khie
teaching context. Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) suggest that the four souftieaf e
information are the primary contributors to teacher efficacy however, thayeaghed in
light of assessments of the teaching task and teaching competence.

Collective teacher efficacy.

Perceived collective efficacy is a central mechanism of collecgjgacy and
important to the study of organized activity because it influences thei\effegercise of
collective action (Bandura, 1997). In addition to teachers’ self-referecaejfbeliefs,
recognizing that teachers do not work in complete isolation, researchers handdeg

explore the organizational dimension of efficacy beliefs in schools. Colleeticaer
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efficacy is defined as “the perceptions of teachers in a school thatdhis effthe
faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students” (Goddard et al., 2000, p. 480).

Several studies have demonstrated a strong link between teachers’ eollectiv
efficacy beliefs and student academic achievement (Adams & Forsyth, 248,
1993; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004; Ross et al.,
2004). Perhaps even more compelling is the finding that teachers’ collettrae\ef
beliefs have been found to be a greater predictor of student achievement thats'stude
socioeconomic status (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000). The potentially powerful
nature of the construct has prompted researchers to explore the antecedaokets’te
collective efficacy beliefs.

Collective teacher efficacy is a group-level property formed fiwaririteraction
of individual teachers’ beliefs in the ability of the group to accomplish its goals.
Although conceptually distinct from teacher efficacy, collective teagtiieacy is also
developed from the perception and interpretation of the four sources of efficatgrymas
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and affectige state

The scholarly debate about the relevance of the locus of control construct to the
development of efficacy beliefs in education settings, explained in the dmtossi
teacher efficacy, is also relevant to explanations of the development oficelteacher
efficacy. Goddard et al. (2000, 2004) adapted Tschannen-Moran et al.’s model (1998) to
explain the development of collective teacher efficacy. Similar to the deveaibpme
teacher efficacy, they propose that the sources of efficacy informatidheamajor
influences on collective teacher efficacy beliefs. In addition, teachessder the

teaching task and teaching competence when making collective efficacyejiggnhe
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collective teacher efficacy model proposed by Goddard et al. (2000) is used as the
framework to understand how the organizational context of schools, conceptualized as
PLCs, influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacgfband influenced

the teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficacyatito.

Organizational Antecedents to Collective Teacher Efficacy

Collective teacher efficacy is a promising construct for understandingatye
schools can foster student achievement and scholars have repeatedly callect for
investigations of the antecedents of teachers’ collective efficasfdellhe decision to
focus on how the organizational context of the school, conceptualized as a PLC,
influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacy belrefsrdluenced the
teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficaapation was
derived from the theoretical assumptions underpinning the construct and priochresear
findings.

Reasons for the focus on organizational antecedents can be found in social
cognitive theory. Although efficacy beliefs are the critical determinabébévior
Bandura (1997) theorized that environmental influences also play a role in human
functioning. Advancing the term reciprocal determinism Bandura (1997) exttieat
people are partly the products of their environments. The organizational context of the
school is the most immediate environmental factor of the faculty and, accordngg to t
theory, is a determinant of faculty functioning. Focus on organizational detésge
namely PLC conditions is therefore warranted. In addition, a group’s attainanemtst
only a product of their skills and beliefs “but also the interactive, coordinative, and

synergistic dynamics of their transactions” (Bandura, 2000). The organaatontext
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of schools shapes teachers interactive transactions. This again suggests the
appropriateness of this study’s purpose.

Prior studies have also focused on investigating the social and organizational
structures of schools to understand the development of teachers’ collectae)effi
beliefs (Kurz & Knight, 2003; Mawhinney et al., 2006a, 2006b; Ross & Gray, 2006; Ross
et al., 2004). Three studies are discussed here.

Examining the school organizational context as a predictor of teacheestval
efficacy beliefs, Ross et al. (2004) found school processes that fostered teacheship
of school directions; shared school goals, school-wide decision-making, fit ofsatans
school needs, and empowering principal leadership, positively predictectivelle
teacher efficacy. Past performance has consistently been found to be theynifos s
predictor of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. However, in thieidy Ross et al.
(2004) found that the school processes had a stronger influence on collective teacher
efficacy than prior student achievement. In explaining this finding they sutgésheir
study participants did not perceive the assessment measure used in tlas staldi;
underscoring the context specific nature of collective teacher efficHeeir finding
organizational conditions to be predictors of collective teacher efficacy poh t@lue
of focusing research on organizational antecedents of collective teaatearyeffThat
Ross et al. did not explain how the school processes influenced the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs highlights the need for furthuetyst

In another study, Mawhinney et al. (2006a) explored the relationship between
school organizational conditions and collective teacher efficacy by exapitre

relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the five PLC conditions, shaoeq visi
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collective learning, shared personal practice, shared and supportive leadeship, a
supportive conditions and their perception of collective teacher efficacy. The stud
found correlations between teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs andoreeptions of
conditions fostering professional learning communities. In particular, Maeiiand
her colleagues (2006a) found strong correlations between teachers’ pacepti
collective learning, shared vision and shared and supportive leadership with teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs and concluded that “teachers’ perceptionsipfaeal
relationships among activities focused on dimensions of professional learningd doza
them a web of sources of collective agency and in so doing enhanced theirveollecti
efficacy beliefs” (p. 48). School processes are therefore integradbgdeio collective
teacher efficacy. Their findings also illustrate the potentially pawerfpact of the
cultural-cognitive structure of schools on teachers’ beliefs and understatdingtheir
world and their work (Scott, 2002).

In another study Mawhinney et al. (2006b) report the significance of teachers’
perceptions of principal support to their belief that they can adapt and cope with
challenges to student learning. They concluded that transformational lepdetsbmns
might be a useful way to explore the impact of shared and supportive leadership on the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Considering the boaypifieal
evidence that demonstrates the effects of leadership on school conditions, teacher
learning, and students’ learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Leithwood, Patten & Jantz
2010; Printy, 2008; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008) additional studies of the ways the
organizational condition, school leadership, influenced teachers collectivacgfhieliefs

have emerged. These studies have consistently found transformational |paaleishs
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to explain a significant percentage of the variance in teachers’ cgdletticacy beliefs
(Demir, 2008; Dussault, Payette & Leroux, 2008; Ross & Gray, 2006). However, these
studies were also not designed to identify mechanisms through which school leaders
influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs and point to the needrtbefuesearch.

In an attempt to address the gaps in the literature the purpose of this study was to
explore how the organizational context of the school, conceptualized as a PLC,
influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacy belrefsrdluenced the
teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficaapation.

In the section that follows | describe the sources of efficacy infewmatlating
them specifically to the development of collective teacher efficacy.

Sources of Collective Teacher Efficacy

Bandura postulated four sources of efficacy information: mastery erpes,
vicarious experiences, social persuasion and affective states. Just astinesg are
important determinants of individual efficacy beliefs they are also dnitilcan judging
the ability of the faculty to accomplish tasks in the future. However, few sthdiee
examined the way sources of efficacy information are perceived and interptehe
collective level.

Goddard suggests that at the collective level “efficacy beliefsoaral s
perceptions” (Goddard et al. 2000, p. 483). Ross et al. (2004), however, suggests that
collective teacher efficacy sources are likely to be both individuatysacially
constructed. The differences illustrate a measurement debate about the ajgpropri
referent level when measuring collective teacher efficacy. Ross(20@4) conclude

that the extent to which the organizational context fosters faculty coheslitikely be
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the extent to which the sources of efficacy information are sociallyr riihe

individually constructed and a shared belief in the faculty’s capacity emerpss et

al.’s (2004) assertions suggest that sources of efficacy information neagesfrom

individual teacher — to — teacher interactions as well as from interactitmgheifaculty

as a whole and provide justification for my decision to focus on individual teachers’ as
the unit of analysis. In addition, the discussion underscores the importance of
organizational conditions that support interaction amongst the faculty to the development
of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs, validating the focus of thidyst

| will now discuss the four sources of efficacy information in relation to the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Each source wilsbagdied in
turn.

Mastery experience as a source of collective teacher efficacy.

Mastery experience, the interpreted result of previous performance, i®she m
powerful source of efficacy information because having performed a taxskigs the
most authentic proof of ability to perform in the future. The perception of sucoess te
to raise efficacy beliefs while, the perception that the performance fadgra tends to
lower efficacy beliefs especially if these failures occur befaense of efficacy is
firmly established. In addition, if successes come too easily, a faillitge even more
devastating to efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1997) posits that a resilies# séefficacy
requires experience in overcoming challenges through perseverant afftimthawhen
strong efficacy beliefs are developed occasional failures have less of @eegpact.

Mastery experiences are therefore important to the development of teachecsive
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efficacy beliefs. Successes are likely to strengthen a facaywse of collective teacher
efficacy, and failures, to undermine it.

Researchers exploring collective teacher efficacy most ofteprimseschool
achievement scores as a proxy for mastery experience (Goddard, 2001; Rp20@4 a
McCoach & Colbert, 2010). Goddard (2001) found that mastery experience accounted
for about two-thirds of the variance in collective teacher efficacydmtvgchools. This
finding supports the assumption in social cognitive theory that collective gfficac
perceptions are also informed by mastery experience.

Given that teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs are sociahstructed it is likely
that at the organizational level, mastery experiences are assodidtedganizational
learning. It is therefore important to understand how organizational condititunesnicé
the perception of past performance as a success or failure. | found no priortsiaidies
examined the ways in which the organizational context influenced the teachers’
perceptions and interpretations of sources of efficacy information, pointing to the nee
for this study.

Although mastery experience is the most important source of efficacy atiorm
(Bandura, 1986, 1997) very little research has been conducted on what performances
teachers perceive as mastery experiences. The many goals that achted&ed with
accomplishing suggest that while teaching accomplishments as measstademnt
academic achievement, is the most likely measure of teaching abditizets might
perceive other past performances as evidence of their capabilityidfople, Ross et al.
(2004) found school processes to be a more significant predictor of collectiver teache

efficacy than mastery experience and suggested that other measuresss waceanore
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relevant. Their findings point to the importance of task specific understarafings
mastery experience. This study might also shed light on the past performactesse
perceive as mastery experiences.

Vicarious experience as a source of collective teacher efficacy.

Efficacy appraisals are also influenced by vicarious experiences (Bai®a6,
1997). Vicarious experience is the interpreted result of someone else’s pederm
gained from observing someone model a skill or perform a task. Viewing assfutce
performance can raise the observer’s efficacy beliefs that they tospdisseapabilities
to perform a similar activity successfully. Similarly, a model's poofoperance can
lead to a lowering of the observer’s efficacy beliefs.

Several scholars assume that collective teacher efficacy isrdlanced
vicariously (Goddard et al., 2004; Ross et al., 2004). However, there is some debate
surrounding what constitutes vicarious experience at the collective level. Gatddr
(2004) interpreted vicarious experiences at the collective level to be ottgarara
learning from other organizations especially those that attain simillrigaae face of
familiar opportunities and constraints (Goddard et al., 2004, p. 5). Therefore, a school
replicating the successful programs of another school would be a possibigerxithe
way vicarious experience provides information to influence belief at the \ghmlg
level in schools. However, some researchers express doubts about the likelihood that
teachers have the opportunity to observe other schools. Considering that teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs evolve from information and experiences comhiimeugh
interactions with other teachers, Ross, et al. (2004) suggest that vicariousreogser

will also come from increased interaction among teachers. Ross and higusslea
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(2004) posit that in teacher interactions knowledge is exchanged and as teachers
experience the benefits of learning from their colleagues their belieé¢ ability of the
faculty as a whole will increase.

There is yet insufficient research to be definitive about how organizational
learning affects the development of teachers’ collective effibatiefs. By examining
the way the PLC conditions influenced teachers’ perceptions and interpretdtions
sources this study may shed light on this issue.

Social persuasion as a source of collective teacher efficacy.

Social persuasion is the interpreted result of encouragement or feedirack f
others about the effectiveness of the group (Bandura, 1997). While social persuasion
alone may not be able to permanently increase efficacy beliefs it canr bbkstge if the
positive feedback is perceived to be realistic (Bandura, 1997). Bandura suggests that
social persuasion will most often be perceived in the encouragement of sigrofloanst
and is likely to result in greater effort being exerted to accomplish a taskal Soc
persuasion has the greatest impact on persons who believe that they can proclsce effe
through their actions (Bandura, 1997).

Scholars assume that persuasory information influences the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. According to the literatomas persuasion at the
school level may entail encouragement of feedback from the school principal (Getidard
al., 2004; Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004; Mawhinney et al., 2006b; Tschannen-Moran &
Barr, 2004), another administrator (Goddard et al., 2004; Mawhinney et al., 2006b), and
other teachers (Goddard et al., 2004; Mawhinney et al., 2006b). Here again, little is

known about the sources of encouragement teachers perceive as persuading them of a
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faculty’s effectiveness. Ross et al. (2004) suggest that the nature and ettent of
interactive dynamics of a faculty will likely determine whether they loe persuaded
that they constitute an effective team. Therefore organizational pret¢kassupport
faculty cohesion are likely to influence teachers’ perception of socslig&on. The
gaps in the literature indicate the need for more research and the relef/treceurrent
study.

Affective states as a source of collective teacher efficacy

Affective states are the interpreted result of perceptions of ay@xssement or
stress, concerning a task (Bandura, 1997). Affective states contributentbwaduial’s
perceptions of capability or can debilitate performance. Researchameathat schools,
as organizations, can also react to stress. For example, Goddard, et al. (@@ d
that efficacious schools are able to tolerate pressures and crises antgl|eafia¢o cope
with disruptive forces. On the other hand less efficacious schools react to disruptive
forces in dysfunctional ways (Goddard, et al, 2000). The current context of schools
suggests the possibility that positive emotions might emerge after studesdésoa high
stakes tests and negative emotions from school failures on similar medsiges.
therefore, important to understand how schools deal with the constant pressure for
performance.

One recent study found that collective teacher efficacy mediated theddffect
stress from student behavior on job satisfaction (Klassen, 2010). Another study
examined how collective teacher efficacy, job stress, and collectivisassweiated with
job satisfaction in three countries. They found collective teacher effiogmgdict job

satisfaction across settings (Klassen, Usher, & Bong, 2010). Both studies provide
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evidence that affective states do act as a source of collective tefatamy and that
organizational conditions, such as student behavior, do influence the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Ross et al. (2004) speculatertfanizational
conditions that foster collaboration among teachers might create a sensesofppest
that might reduce the effects of job stress. A focus of this study was toeeRplerthe
organizational context of schools, conceptualized as PLC conditions, influenced the
teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficaoyation.

Summary: Discussion of Sources of Collective Teacher Efficacy

The preceding discussion of sources of collective teacher efficacy itfonma
underscored the need for increased knowledge of the ways in which the organizational
context of schools influences the development of these beliefs. Although educational
researchers accept Bandura’s (1997) theoretical argument that eelkftitacy beliefs
are constructed from the same sources of information used in the development of self
efficacy beliefs further study is needed to understand how teachers peotgnes Of
efficacy information about their faculty’s capability.

Theoretical arguments and empirical evidence (Mawhinney et al., 2006a, 2006b;
Ross et al., 2004) both demonstrate that organizational processes influenteeollec
teacher efficacy. The preceding discussion of sources also suggestsctiastea
efficacy beliefs might be formed in interactions with their colleaguekinga likely
that organizational conditions that support faculty interaction, collaboration andarohesi
are also likely to support the social construction of collective teachea®fficTaken
together these statements suggest that examining organizational condiiatecadents

to collective teacher efficacy is warranted. In this study PLC conditivere used to
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conceptualize the organizational context. The following sections will discuss the
appropriateness of this decision in light of the literature.

Rationale for using PLC Conditions to Conceptualize the Organizational Context

Ross and his colleagues (2004) identified five school process variables that,
together, predicted teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. They skereed school goals,
school-wide collaboration, fit of school plans with school needs, teacher learning
opportunities, and empowering school leadership. That the current research on PLCs
identifies organizational conditions that contribute to a cohesive environment and teache
learning that mirror the school processes Ross and his colleagues (2004 eutlentifi
suggests the appropriateness of the PLC conditions to conceptualize the ongaatizati
context in this study.

In addition, recent research has found PLC conditions to be associated with
student achievement (Bryk et al., 2009; Goddard et al., 2007). Relating back to the
overarching social cognitive theory, efficacy beliefs are the driactor shaping
actions. Thus the finding that PLC conditions are related to student achievementssuggest
that these conditions positively impact teachers’ collective efficacgfeelThat interest
in school districts promoting PLCs in schools has increased (Horn & Little, 204®), al
provides another reason for understanding how these organizational conditions influence
the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. The schoottlistivhich this
study was carried out provides an example. The district implemented atpdioster
the development of PLC conditions in schools to increase teacher capacity ant stude

learning outcomes. The district’s focus on fostering PLC conditions also provided
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justification for using PLC conditions to conceptualize the organizational conténs in t
study.

Professional learning communities in the literature.

A body of research spanning more than 25 years demonstrates the importance of
school conditions that support collegial teacher interaction and learning to school
improvement (DuFour, 2004; Hord, 1997, 2000, 2004; Horn & Little, 2010; Huffman &
Hipp, 2003; Little, 1982; Louis, & Kruse, 1995; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001; Retallick,
1999; Wong, 2010). The term PLC is often used to describe an organizational context
where barriers that isolate teachers are broken down and teachers getinertm seek
new knowledge, critique their practice, and focus on student learning (Htakr@,

2001; Hord, 1997, 2000, 2004; Horn, 2010; Louis, 2006; Sztajn, Hackenberg, White &
Allexsaht-Snider, 2007; Shank, 2006; Supovitz, Sirinides & May, 2010; Louis & Kruse,
1995).

Based on an extensive review of research Hord (1997) concluded that schools that
are learning organizations demonstrate the five organizational condi{bnshared
vision; (2) collective learning; (3) shared personal practice; (4gdhard supportive
leadership; and (5) supportive conditions (Hord, 1997). PLCs are grounded in two
assumptions. First, that knowledge is situated in the day-to-day experieneashefrs
and, second, that active participation in PLCs will increase teachers’ dagavand
enhance student learning (Vescio et al., 2008, Wong, 2010). PLCs that function
effectively support ongoing teacher learning through professional development and
exchanging ideas. As a result, coherence is created across teachingyaact

collective responsibility among teachers for student learning (Shank, 2006).
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Although there is widespread agreement about the benefits of schools operating as
PLCs, several scholars argue that PLCs may not lead to teacher learmrapanges in
teachers’ instructional practice. Persistent privacy norms (Little, 1998, 1975;
Hargreaves, 1993; Putnam & Borko, 2000; Supovitz, 2002), contending with
disagreement (Achinstein, 2002; Grossman, Wineburg & Woolworth, 2001), insufficient
structural support (Levine & Marcus, 2010; Skerrett, 2010), and the urgency of multiple
tasks often related to high stakes testing (Quinn, 2009; Valli, Coninger, Chambiliss,
Graeber & Buese, 2008) may hinder teacher collaboration. Despite thaltéd
involved in attempting to develop and maintain PLCs focused on instructional practice,
the decision was made to utilize PLC conditions to characterize the organizationa
context because research consistently finds teacher collaboration to beieasigfattor
in the success of school reform (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Little, 2003; Louis & Kruse,
1995; Louis & Marks, 1998; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001; Strahan, 2003; Youngs &
King, 2000). For example, studies demonstrated that PLC conditions in a school
contributed to higher levels of support for achievement and improved pedagogy (Louis &
Kruse, 1995; Skerrett, 2010; Sargent & Hannum, 2010). Researchers have also found
PLC conditions to be linked to differences in student achievement between schools
(Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu & Easton, 2009; Bolam, McMahon, Stoll,
Thomas & Wallace, 2005; Goddard, Goddard & Tschannen-Mora, 2007; Hughes &
Kritsonis, 2007). For example, in their large-scale study of school reform iagohic
Bryk et al. (2009) found measures of PLC conditions predicted student outcomes in

reading and mathematics.
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The purpose of the study was to explore how the organizational context of the
school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and inteigmeteaf the
sources of efficacy. Each PLC condition will be described in turn.

PLC condition: shared vision

The first PLC condition, shared vision, is the mental image of what is imptotant
a school that is consistently referenced for faculty’s work and used as a gtuislkepos
making decisions about teaching and learning (Hord, 1997; Leo & Cowan, 2000). Louis
et al., (1995) emphasize the need for communities to have “a core of shareddelief
institutional purposes, practices, and desired behavior” (p. 29). Specificatlyetean
PLCs should envision students as academically capable and picture the learning
environments and instructional processes needed to produce success for all students
(Hord, 1997). Leo and Cowan (2000) suggest that shared vision will lead to a sense of
collective responsibility for student learning.

Social cognitive theory suggests that the emergence of collective teffotecy
as a school property is fostered by school cohesiveness. It is therefgréhidtehe
consensus that emerges from having a shared vision will positively influence the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

PLC condition: collective learning.

PLCs are based on the premise that collective learning provides the means for
sharing responsibility for student learning and working together to improvenstude
learning outcomes (Reichstetter, 2006). Collective learning consists df/facul

discussing student learning and teaching, identifying related issues and g;ahkimg
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plans to address student needs, and assessing the impact of their actions (Hord, 1997).
Vescio, Ross and Adams (2008) state that PLCs are based on the assumption that
teachers benefit from the resources each brings to the group and collectiveylesar
therefore central to PLCs. Putnam and Borko (2000) also argue that the knowledge
sharing and creation that occurs in collective learning is central to PLU@y. wirite,
“When diverse groups of teachers with different types of knowledge andis&pmnne
together in discourse communities community members can draw upon and incorporate
each other’s expertise to create rich conversations and new insights ihtogeac
learning” (Putnam & Borko, 2000, p. 8).

Underscoring the need for collective learning in schools several studissdioc
ways to enhance teachers’ conversations and teacher learning suggesttogestand
conversational routines that foster opportunities to learn (Horn, 2010; Little, 2003; Shank,
2006; Skerrett, 2010). Studies have shown positive relationships between teacher
collective learning and instructional change (Curry, 2008; Elster, 2009; LeCornu, 2010)
For example, Elster (2009) found that participating in collective learning anitoes
Biology teachers’ instructional practice became more student focused andearepe
based.

Related to the purpose of this study Ross et al. (2004) suggest that by interacting
with their colleagues teachers might acquire teaching strategiesitizatoe their
perception of the capacity of the faculty.

PLC condition: shared personal practice.

Shared personal practice, which entails visiting other teachers’adassrhelps

to strengthen the connections between teachers by serving as a means of egfrenti
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privacy norms that persist in schools (Dearman & Alber, 2005; King & Newmann,
2000). As teachers visit each other’s classrooms, they mentor and coach eaafdother a
discuss real teaching problems. In this way teachers more openlygtheticcratft.

Hall and Hord (2001) argue that it is in the context of shared personal practice that
teachers make a commitment to making significant changes in their tepchotige.

The structure of schooling is such that even with increasing attention beteac
collaboration opportunities to visit other teachers’ classrooms are not oftesbéey &il
teachers. However, it is likely that these opportunities would allow teatthebserve
the instructional successes and challenges of other teachers, thereyngritam with
vicarious information about the teaching competence of the faculty.

PLC condition: shared and supportive leadership.

Shared and supportive leadership focuses on empowering teachers by sharing
power and decision making responsibility which, in turn, increases the schoolidicelle
ability to respond to students’ needs (Feger & Arruda, 2008; Hord, 1997). Wahlstrom
and Louis (2008) argue that the ways in which principals and school leaders share
leadership is not well understood and suggest broadening how supportive leadership is
defined to include both the formal and informal enactment of leadership roles.

Studies have continued to investigate the role leadership actions play in
promoting PLC conditions and outcomes. Researchers have found leadership actions to
impact teachers’ opportunities for collective learning and teachersgalirelationships
(Barnett & McCormick, 2004; Leithwood, Patten & Jantzi, 2010; Printy, 2008; Singh &
Billingsley, 2001; Supovitz, Sirinides & May, 2010). In addition, school leaders set

conditions for PLC by the ways in which they manage resources, intetadeachers
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and students, support or inhibit social collaboration, and interpret policy (McLaughlin &
Talbert, 2001). These actions are likely to influence the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs by creating a sense of well being tnseas teachers to feel
confident about their faculty’s ability.

PLC condition: supportive conditions.

Supportive conditions are the factors that determine when, where, how, and if the
faculty come together to learn, make decisions, problem solve and cre&e@gtord,
1997; 2004). Two types of conditions are necessary for PLCs to function (1) structura
conditions, and (2) social and human resource conditions. According to Louis, Kruse and
Bryk (1995) structural conditions include time to meet, physical proximity,
interdependent teaching roles, communication structures, and teacher emgawérhe
social and human resources include openness to improvement, trust and respect, access to
expertise, supportive leadership, and socialization.

Supportive conditions provide the infrastructure and basic requirements for
faculty to be able to function as a PLC (Hall & Hord, 2001). It is likely that therngss
and trust present in a PLC engenders a sense of cohesion that might fosterlgmsd fee
about the faculty.

In summary, the five PLC conditions provide an appropriate way of
conceptualizing the organizational context for this study. By fosteringbwottion and
teacher learning PLC conditions are likely to influence teachers’ toesfficacy

beliefs and their perception of the sources of efficacy information.
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The Conceptual Framework

This study integrated social cognitive theory, the research on colléstigieer

efficacy and the research on PLCs to explore how the organizational contelxbolss

conceptualized as PLC conditions, influenced the development of teachers’ellecti

efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and intéiqgmetaf the

sources of efficacy information. Figure 1 depicts the conceptual frarkewed in the

study. Teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs were not measured isttldg and so are

not included within the boxed section of the framework.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This study focused on how the PLC conditions; shared vision, collective learning,
shared personal practice, shared and supportive leadership, and supportive conditions
influenced the development of the collective efficacy beliefs of three foratieg
teachers in one elementary school by contributing to their perceptions ancetaterps
of the sources of efficacy; mastery experiences, vicarious experisoced persuasion,
and affective states. The study did not focus on measuring their colldttaeye
beliefs; the aim of many prior studies on collective efficacy. Instbadstudy explored
the antecedents of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by fogusirhow the
organizational context of the school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs and influenced thieetesac
perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficacy.

This chapter outlines the rationale for the study design and describesathe da
collection and data analysis procedures used in the study. The chapter concludes wit
presentation of the steps that were taken to validate the study’s findings.

Rationale for a Qualitative Case Study

Creswell (1998) defines qualitative research as “an inquiry process of
understanding based on distinct methodological traditions of inquiry that explorala soc
or human problem. The researcher builds a complex, holistic picture, analyzes words,
reports detailed views of informants, and conducts the study in a natural settihg).(

For Denzin and Lincoln (1994) qualitative research involves “the studied use and
collection of a variety of empirical materials...that describe routine aridgmnatic

moments and meaning in individuals’ lives” (p.2). This study sought to answer the
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guestions; (1) How do the professional learning community conditions influence the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs? (2) How do profeddearning
community conditions influence teachers’ perception of sources of efficawyniation?
Social cognitive theory holds that collective efficacy beliefs emasgadividuals
cognitively process efficacy information. The research question, therefqrered
participants to give voice to their perceptions and explain their thinking, the assumpti
being that data from their verbalized cognitions was valid. The underlysnghasons

in qualitative inquiry are that social experiences are given meanitigelparticipants

and that their responses to questions about beliefs, behavior, and effects are valid as
evidence of the existence and nature of the phenomena (Maxwell, 1996). These
assumptions also underlie my research question and provided a rationale for my decision
to undertake a qualitative study.

Creswell (1998) also advanced several reasons that enhanced the ridronale
undertaking a qualitative study. They included (a) detailed exploration of ticertapi
needed because the phenomena is not well understood, (b) the study focused on
individuals in their natural setting, and (c) the researcher constructeadldas an active
learner who told the story from the participants’ perspectives, and not aeemé
expert who passes judgment. Creswell’s third reason was particularlytamipfor this
study. Teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs are not fixed adsliir measures of skills
(Bandura, 1997) but beliefs about faculty capability in the future. It wadahere
important that, as the researcher, | focused on their perceptions and not pasatgidgme
on their beliefs. Qualitative methodology allowed me to collect and analya&édaays

congruent with the assumptions of the study’s conceptual framework. Further
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justification for my undertaking a qualitative study came from the calls fcholars in

the field advocating the use of qualitative methods to explore the ways the aigaalza
processes of the school impact teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Henson, . 2{@i1e, 2004;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Wheatley, 2002). For example, Labone (2004) wrote,
“Researchers investigating the development of teacher efficacy béleflsl consider

the use of more intensive qualitative methodologies that enable detailed iricstda

the processes involved in such reflective practices, and the impact of theszpen

the development of teacher efficacy beliefs” (p. 346).

Answering the research question required a qualitative method that took into
account the variety of variables (i.e. personal factors, behavior, and environmental
factors) involved in the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliethose the
case study method because it would enable the uncovering of significant factors
characteristic of the phenomenon (Merriam, 1988). In addition, the study fittéréacri
of a case study outlined by several researchers (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998 riv|et988;
Stake, 1995 Yin, 2003). This study explored a little-known phenomena (i.e. the
organizational antecedents of teachers’ collective efficacy belietaised on a bounded
system (i.e. each teacher participant), took into account the participantsil mantext
(i.e. the personal factors, behavior, and environment) and privileged their peegpecti
(i.e. the teachers’ perception of sources of efficacy).

Defining the Case

Miles and Huberman (1994) define a case as “a phenomenon of some sort
occurring in a bounded context” (p. 25). When considering what the case is, and is not,

they suggest that there is a “heart” or focus of the case and a boundary th& may
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defined by the setting. In this study the case or unit of analysis wasdleéised on the
conceptual framework. The purpose of the study was to explore how the organizational
context of the school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers
collective efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions angr@t&gions of
the sources of efficacy. The unit of analysis in this study was the indivehchlgr. The
study therefore focused on three cases. The five PLC conditions served as theybounda
of the case. Bounding the case in this way helped me make strategic amtieegald.
For example, when | wanted to observe opportunities for collective learning, | used
examples of collective learning discussed in the literature, such asgnetliscuss
issues, meeting to plan lessons, and meeting to analyze data, to selecoplasesve
the teachers interacting with their colleagues.

Social cognitive theory is clear that although collective efficacy israergent
group level property it is the result of individual cognition about group capability
(Bandura, 1997). In addition, Bandura (2000) suggests that focusing on individuals along
with their interactions with the group may provide more understanding of the
development of collective efficacy in contexts where group members functi@wbamn
independently. Bandura’s arguments also underscore the appropriateness of the study’
focus on individual teachers because although teachers are part of a fagultfiyeihe
work independently. This qualitative case study explored how the organizationak contex
of the school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions angr@t&gions of

the sources of efficacy.
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Site Selection

Stake (1995) advocates selecting cases “to maximize what we can(feath”
To this end, purposive, theory-driven sampling strategies were used to selectral sit
cases likely to generate data to answer the research question. The @igdy fan three
fourth grade teachers in Centerville Elementary School (a pseudonym). Therdegis
based on prior knowledge of the school district’s efforts to foster PLCs in sctimols
school’'s improvement in student achievement, the school’s student demographics, and
access to the participants.

The names of the study patrticipants, the school and county have been changed to
maintain anonymity.

District-wide school improvement initiative.

Centerville Elementary School was located in the Brown County Public Schools
(BCPS), a school district that had undergone a large scale improvemenvéndimed
at increasing teacher instructional capacity and student achievememtunnguPLC
conditions in schools, thereby increasing teachers’ collective efficdieysbe
(Mawhinney, Haas, & Wood, 2005; Mawhinney, Wood, & Haas, 2006a, 2006b). BCPS
district leadership created a Central Leadership Team that collaletratieered the
changes being made. Several personnel changes were implemented to pooeated
instructional support to teachers. Although school principals maintained resptynsibil
for their schools, instructional supervisors, previously housed in a central office, w
moved to school buildings. These instructional supervisors assisted with teacher
evaluations and were also available to provide professional development training. In

addition, a non-evaluative teacher mentor position was created and assigtemn ks tec
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provide professional development and individualized instructional support for teachers.
School principals were to encourage the development of school wide PLCs that would
focus on instructional challenges and try to collaboratively develop strategreset

those challenges.

BCPS also wanted to study the initiative and surveyed all teachers in June 2003;
prior to implementation of the BCPS district initiative in an effort to gaugeheys’
perceptions of PLC readiness and their collective efficacy beliefs. Ttleetsavere
again surveyed after two years of implementation, in June 2005. The first sunzey util
items from two instruments, the School as Learning Organization survey, t® asses
readiness for professional learning and the Collective Efficacy Scaleasune teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs (Mawhinney et al., 2005). Analysis of the finstes found
teachers’ perceptions of PLC conditions and collective teacher efficaeyhgher in
elementary schools than in middle and high school, teachers’ perceptions of PLC
readiness and their perceptions of collective efficacy were related,cainets’
collective efficacy beliefs were a significant predictor of readimdigiency in
elementary schools (Mawhinney et al., 2005). The 2005 results found correlations
between total PLC scores and the Collective Efficacy scores. In additiofotimelythat
three of the five PLC conditions, collective learning, shared vision and shared and
supportive leadership had strong correlations with collective teacheaasffi
(Mawhinney et al., 2006a).

Sampling decisions for the study were made in an attempt to maximize what
could be learned to answer the research question. The policy focus of BCPS on the

development of PLC conditions and developing teachers’ collective efficdeyskedbng
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with empirical evidence of correlations between PLC conditions and teachésstivel
efficacy beliefs made the district a potentially rich location for theystldhe decision to
focus on an elementary school was also guided by the data. Other studies have found
measures of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs to be highdéemmeatary schools. That
these findings were corroborated in BCPS informed the decision to focus on an
elementary school.

Student achievement and student demographics.

Social cognitive theory states that collective efficacy beliefsnpialey impact
results because they guide actions (Bandura, 1997) and in educational settings,
researchers have found that teachers’ collective efficacy beleetsaociated with
student achievement (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000;
Ross et al., 2004). This study did not measure teachers’ collective efficeaty,bel
however, the findings of several other studies suggest that higher student aehtevem
might indicate higher collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Thea¢ Centerville was
selected because of the steady improvement in student performance on the state
assessment in the two years prior to the study. The fourth grade wasdsbiruse
their scores on the state assessment showed the most improvement throughout the school.
In 2005 the percentage of fourth grade students scoring a passing grade or above on the
state math assessment was 73.5%. In 2006 this number increased to 81.3%. Centerville
was also selected because of the demographics of the student population. Research
suggested that teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs might be mlesant and most
difficult to foster in schools that serve minority, low-income populations (Evans, 2009).

The diversity of the school had steadily increased and in 2007, at the time of the stud
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the student body was predominantly comprised of minority students of low
socioeconomic status and was designated a Title | school. That Cente®ville
specifically the fourth grade teachers, served a low-income, predomginandrity
community and had increasing test scores provided a compelling reason to conduct the
study at the school.

Access.

After selecting Centerville ES as a potential site and the fourth gradedrs as
the desired participants, contact was made with the district resear&h dffital contact
was facilitated by my advisor who had supported the district’s effortseanesits
actions. After reviewing the IRB the district research officeg permission to
conduct the study but left the decision to participate up to the school principal and the
fourth grade teachers. No agreement was made to provide the district with mgdindi

| contacted the principal with a description of my study and requested p@mis
to conduct the study at her school. Pleased by the request, because she saw it as
indicative of the progress Centerville had been making, the principal agreedttwithe
me. After our initial meeting at the school she gave her support to conduct thatstudy
Centerville ES. Again, no agreement was made to provide the principal with my
findings. The principal informed me that the fourth grade team had changed and only
one member from the prior team remained. One teacher had retired and another
transferred to a different grade level. | decided to meet the new foadé tgam. The
principal shared the project description with the team and let the teachers khtweitha
participation was voluntary. The team asked to meet me to discuss the study befor

agreeing to participate. When we met in February 2007 | described thestuidy
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discussed what would be required of them in terms of time for interviews and
observations. One teacher wanted assurances that their names would not be used. |
assured them that when reporting the findings their names as well as thibse of a
participants, the school and the county would be changed. All three teachers agreed to
participate in the study.

The new team comprised Ruth Samuels, a longstanding fourth grade teacher,
George Whitman, a fifth grade teacher who moved to fourth grade, and Jennifgraerr
teacher who was in her first year as a teacher at Centerville heaiséetred from
another BCPS school. The decision to continue data collection focusing on the new
fourth grade team was based on several factors. First, | felt that thsituaere
teachers move across grade levels is relatively common and so would be aynaturall
occurring aspect of any school context. Second, the opportunity to focus on a new team
might also provide insight into how PLC conditions influence the development of a
collective identity and so influence the development of teachers’ colletfigacy
beliefs (Gibson & Earley, 2007). Third, the personal differences in the teaclgts mi
provide information about other factors that influence the development of téachers
collective efficacy beliefs. Finally, both the principal and teachers waling to
participate in the study.

Data Collection

Tschannen-Moran, et al., (1998) asserted the need for interpretive caseistudies
the study of teacher efficacy arguing that “interviews and observatiatekcan provide
a rich, thick description of the growth of teacher efficacy....[and] are neededn® oefi

understanding of the process of developing efficacy” (p. 242). This study relied on
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teacher interviews, administrator interviews, and observations of teactezesiing with
their colleagues. | also used documents to provide information about the school context.
In the following sections | describe the data sources in greatek detai

Interviews.

The purpose of the study was to explore how the organizational context of the
school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and inteigmeteaf the
sources of efficacy. Stake (1995) stated that “The interview is the mainoroaultiple
realities" (p. 64). Based on the assumption that interviews provided the besttoneans
access the cognitive processing of teachers they were relied on heavigystutiyi.

Each teacher was interviewed twice using a semi-structured intervievegrot
(see Appendices A and B for teacher interview protocols). The semi-staifbumat
allowed me to include a list of questions that | determined to be critical to my
understanding of the influence of PLC conditions on the development of the teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs, while permitting me the flexibility fopaoach each
participant differently, depending on the opportunities for understanding that emgrged a
the conversation evolved. In this way the semi-structured interview forméegHead me
with a rich description of each participant’s perspective (Bogdan, & Bike98).

Interview questions focused on understanding the ways in which the PLC conditions
influenced teachers’ beliefs in the faculty’s capability to accommpiie teaching task. In
these conversations teachers voiced the past outcomes, experiencevitied dtie
sources of efficacy) that they referenced as evidence about thelicapéline faculty to

accomplish the teaching task.
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The first teacher interview had three major sections. First, initialignestiere
asked to provide comparative personal information on all teachers. These questions
focused on their teaching experience, education and motivations for teaching. Social
cognitive theory suggests that collective efficacy beliefs are ¢dated; individuals
develop beliefs about the group’s ability to accomplish particular tasks.e®&dethe
theory the second set of questions was posed to determine how teachers corexptualiz
the teaching task and teaching competence. The third set of questions focused on
teachers’ perceptions of the PLC conditions and how they contributed to teachefs’ bel
in the faculty’s capability. The second teacher interview occurred neanthef data
collection. These interviews followed a similar format but asked spdbifatzout the
observed faculty interactions. This interview was also used to clarify respfsom the
first interview and preliminary data analysis.

Using the conceptual framework as a guide, interviews focused on understanding
how the teachers’ developed their collective efficacy beliefs. Howtheeterms of the
conceptual framework were not used in the interview questions. For example, to
understand each teacher’s vision of the teaching task teachers were askpdrio e
the statement: “Teachers are asked to meet many goals and accomplishskanf
all the things you do as a teacher, identify the one you think is most importantt” Afte
their initial response probing questions were asked to until | had a clear sémse of
teacher’s primary objective (Ashton, & Webb, 1986). In order to ascertain the solurces
efficacy teachers perceived they were asked “How can you tell théyfaanl achieve

the objective you identified?”
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To gain a better understanding of the school context | also interviewed the
principal, the instructional supervisor and the teacher mentor once (see Appendix C for
administrator interview protocol). These interviews focused on understanding the
school’s organizational structure, the opportunities all teachers in the sctdolwark
together, and the ways in which school administrators supported teachers. B&sed ont
literature that suggests school leaders, particularly the principal, plggiicant role in
the faculty’s vision each administrator was asked about their vision of thenigaabk
and teaching competence. Because the focus of the study was on the teacéetisecoll
efficacy beliefs, references to the administrators are provided fropethpective of the
teachers rather than from the perspective of the administrators. Admaimisitatviews
signaled questions to ask teachers, potential places to observe, and facilitated
triangulation of the data. However, administrator perspectives are ndepothe
findings unless their actions were surfaced by the teachers.

All interviews were recorded with the consent of the participants and then
transcribed using Microsoft Word. | transcribed the first three teacleeviews and
hired a professional transcriptionist to transcribe the other interviews.eweyieach
interview for errors. The transcripts were stored as word processmgshieed in rich
text format and entered into NVivo 8 for analysis. Each teacher was intedviasice.

On average the first interview lasted 1hour and 30 minutes and the second 1 hour. Each
administrator was interviewed once for an average of 30 minutes. In all lceddiesl on
the participants to secure a quiet space prior to conducting the intervidwsteriews

were conducted at the school either during or immediately after the sclyool da
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Observations.

Stake (1995) cautioned researchers using observations in their data collection
methods to remember that the case is the target. Observations work thehezsear
toward greater understanding of the case but issues determine whatvedSetake
1995). | bore this advice in mind when selecting spaces to observe. Here again the
conceptual framework determined the decisions made in the field. The study&xplore
the ways by which PLC conditions influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs. Research on the development of collective efficacysisdghat group
interactions are particularly important to the emergence of the groupleperty
because in their interactions individuals monitor performance, addressigkallshare
impressions, and negotiate meaning, and through their interactions, develop their
collective efficacy beliefs (Jung & Sosik, 2003; Tasa, Taggar, & Seijts, 2007}higor
reason, observations targeted instances where the study teachersohigithcbther
faculty members and with administrators.

The understanding of PLC used in this study reflected Hord’s (1997, 2000, 2004)
conceptualization of the construct. Hord’s (1997) School as a Professional gearnin
Community survey outlined four characteristics of collective learnthgcussing issues
and sharing information with colleagues about substantive student-centerededlicat
issues, discussing the quality of their teaching and learning, making andempileg
plans and assessing the impact of their actions. Teachers were asked toereddimes
and events in their daily routines when | would be able to observe them engaged in these
activities. The teachers suggested faculty meetings, grade laneiteetings, team

meetings where they graded student work and professional development sdssions.
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initially used the teachers’ suggestions when | chose places at which teectheen
interacting with their colleagues and with administrators. However, @ity

progressed | realized that much teacher interaction occurred in spontaneous amal infor
spaces. As aresult, | also observed the teachers at lunch in the faoudgy. |

During the observations | took field notes, which | read immediately after the
observations and filled in any gaps. In addition to the descriptive field notes, after
rereading the notes | wrote reflective memos where | outlined my ingmess what |
had observed, questions it raised, and ideas to follow-up on in the second interview.
Many of the observations took place with other teachers present. In these giingp,set
such as faculty meetings, | sat with at least one fourth grade teacfeegmdtion from
the observations informed the questions posed during the second teacher interviews.

Document analysis.

Marshall and Rossman (1999) contend that the “history and context of a specific
setting come, in part, from reviewing documents” (p. 116). While I relied heavily
interviews and observations | collected and examined several documentigtchedi
text from the school's website, the school’s profile on the state’s websitehiba s
improvement plan, agendas from meetings, the school calendar, and the stasteexgse
reports for 2005 - 2007.

All of the documents collected focused on the school as a whole and provided
insight into the official goals and values of organizational members and thebroade
school context. | also used the information from the documents to refine interview

guestions.
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Data collection activities and timeline.

For this study, all of the interviews occurred at mutually agreed upon tima&a D
collection began in February 2007 when the teachers invited me to observe them gradin
an assessment and continued until June 2007. | observed both regularly scheduled
meetings such as grade level team meetings and faculty meetirgal spents such as
the all day professional development session, and informal interactions such as the
teachers talking in the faculty lounge. Very few problems were encountéhed
scheduling interviews or gaining access to the primary participants. Howex® were
changes to the published meeting schedules that | had planned to observe. The grade
level team meetings, for example, were changed from twice a month ta omweth.

Also during the five months both George and Ruth had family emergencies and were
away for some time. For this reason, only two of the three primary parteivans

present for some of the scheduled observations. In addition, there were a few ahanges t
scheduled faculty meetings. For example, in March | was supposed to obsendeya fac
meeting in which there would be teacher led professional development but thos sessi
was cancelled. However, | was fortunate in that the teachers wersteoni their
participation and observations and interviews occurred as scheduled. Table 1
summarizes the data collection activities that occurred in this study.

Table 1

Data Collection Activities

Date Activity | Participant(s) Data Sources Collected
February 1 Introductory meeting withPrincipal Field notes

principal and school tour
February 6 Meeting team Jennifer Merry Field notes

George Whitman
Ruth Samuels

February 12 | Faculty meeting Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman Agenda

60



Date Activity Participant(s) Data Sources Collected
Ruth Samuels
Faculty
February 22 | Team grading assessment  Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman
Ruth Samuels
March 6 Interview Ruth Samuels Interview transcript
March 22 Interview Jennifer Merry Interview tranptr
March 22 Lunch in faculty lounge Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman
Ruth Samuels
Math specialist
ESL teacher
Fifth grade teacher
March 26 Faculty meeting Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman Agenda
Ruth Samuels School newsletter
Faculty
March 28 Interview George Whitman Interview tramscr
March 29 Grade level team meeting Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman Hand out — data sheet
Ruth Samuels
Principal
Specialist teacher
April 2 Professional developmerit Jennifer Merry Field notes
day George Whitman Agenda
Ruth Samuels Handouts
Faculty
April 16 Faculty meeting Jennifer Merry Field notes
George Whitman
Ruth Samuels
Faculty
April 16 Lunch in faculty lounge Ruth Samuels Field notes
Math specialist
ESL teacher
April 24 Interview Principal Interview transcript
School improvement plan
School newsletter
April 26 Interview Instructional supervisor Inteew transcript
May 11 Peer observation Jennifer Merry Field notes
Third grade teacher
Students
May 11 Interview Teacher mentor Interview transcrip
May 16 Peer observation George Whitman Field notes
May 17 Peer observation Ruth Merry Field notes
Third grade teacher
Students
May 22 Peer observation Jennifer Merry Field notes
debriefing Third grade teacher
June 4 Interview Jennifer Merry Interview transtrip
June 4 Grade level team meeting  Jennifer Merry Field notes

George Whitman
Third grade team

Fourth grade team
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Date Activity Participant(s) Data Sources Collected

Principal

Instructional supervisor
Specialist teacher
Math specialist
Reading specialist

June 5 Interview George Whitman Interview trandcrip

June 13 Interview Ruth Samuels Interview transcript

Data Analysis

Marshall and Rossman (1999) caution qualitative researchers about the messiness
of qualitative data analysis and the non-linearity of the process. Miles andhéube
(1994) concur with Marshall and Rossman’s (1999) depiction of the complexity of
gualitative data analysis but attempt to provide tools to impose some structure on the
process. Miles and Huberman (1994) conceptualized qualitative analysis asngposist
three sets of activities that often occur concurrently until the study igleted. These
are data reduction, data display and conclusion drawing and verification. | used the
categories to describe how the data analysis in this study occurred.irichigled the
section data management to describe how the data was organized before | lzegan dat
analysis.

Data management.

All interviews and field notes were transcribed into Microsoft Word and then
stored electronically. Each document was labeled with the date, the partcizané
and a brief description of the focus of the interview or observation. Interviewrigasc
were sent electronically to the participants for checking. Hard copiesiofeaitiews,
field notes, and documents were also kept in files in my home office.

The transcribed data were uploaded into NVivo and stored in labeled folders
based on the type of data such as interviews, observations, documents, memos, and field

notes. | created a tree node called Interview Sections and all the data codezhuahde
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section heading was coded at a child node of the same name. This allowed me/éo retrie
and analyze everything coded under a particular heading in the interviewifisnsc

created three case nodes in NVivo, one for each of the three fourth gradesteatieger
decision to treat each fourth grade teacher as a case in NVivo allowed nmgto bri
together all the data that related to a particular case. Also, cases/mddn be

assigned attributes. | assigned the following attributes to the thgses: c&ender,

Teaching Experience (in years), Years at Centerville ES, EducatidiGareer Goals,

and used the attributes to compare cases in data analysis.

Data reduction.

Codes are “tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or
inferential information compiled during a study” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 56).
Qualitative researchers often suggest developing a preliminary liste$ grior to
fieldwork (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994). Using the research
guestion and conceptual framework as a guide | created a list of broad cdadguyiea.
The first category, sources of efficacy, contained the codes masteryeexpsti
vicarious experiences, social persuasion and affective states. The secgoycate
organizational context contained the codes shared vision, collective learnimgl shar
personal practice, shared and supportive leadership and supportive conditions. The study
sought to understand how PLC conditions influenced the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs. The third category was called influences BRag his
colleagues (2004) found school conditions to be predictors of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs. In their discussion they suggested possible ways bly thiei

organizational context could influence these beliefs by influencing teapleecsptions
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of sources of efficacy. Their implications were used to create the corbss do
teachers, collegiality, and goals in the influence category. The faatdbary was
analysis and included the codes teaching task and teaching competence. The fifth
category, called issues, initially contained no codes. The issues categotyeated to
store codes that did not immediately fit into one of the four coding categorie=ehbued
relevant to the question (Beazley, 2007).

Miles and Huberman (1994) caution that clearly defined categories ardiaks
I, therefore, created a definition for each of these preliminary codese @eénitions
became decision rules that guided what was coded into each categorypaadidel
ensure that, over time, my coding, was consistent. For example, mastergreogwamas
defined as, the interpreted result of previous performance. Mastery expesiante i
equivalent to outcomes but rather the interpreted result of the process leadingdip to a
including the outcome.
Whenever | coded at the mastery experiences node and when | reviewed myl coding
used this definition to decide if what was coded met the criteria for magsgiences.

Coding began with the first set of teacher interviews and progressed to other
sources. Bogdan and Biklen (1998) suggest that coding move from descriptive to
explanatory and from larger general codes incorporating a wide raaggwities to
smaller subcodes from which patterns and explanations are inferred. Coding began by
using what Beazley (2007) calls bucket coding and Miles and Huberman (19949 refer
as descriptive coding. As | read through the data, portions of text were plexedtial
coding categories. For example when a teacher described meeting te disaas and

share information, examine the quality of their teaching and student learnkegpiaas
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to address student needs or assess the impact of their actions, the text wastbeded i

node collective learning. Large passages of text were coded to enstine tt@ttext of

the event or the story was not separated from what was being described. I@lso use

multiple codes to capture what was happening in a single passage of text. Hadegxam

when Ruth was asked how she knew the teachers in the school could meet the objectives

she had outlined she said,
We have our meetings for academically meeting their needs.sitAdown, we
look at data. It's changed now, it’s only going to be once a monthasltwice a
month. It's a formal situation where we sit down and look at dataallyRwe
track to see what’'s going on with a student, why aren’t theygbsiccessful and
we track what we have done. And we make, we used to call itaanpy of
intervention. You know like very general interventions, you know classroom,
things that we’ve [the teachers] done, then out of room stuff daatsl up to

helping them be successful.

This passage of text was initially coded at the nodes collective learapupriive
conditions, mastery experiences, and access to teachers.

For example, this study sought to explore the events, activities and outcomes
teachers perceived as sources of efficacy. When the data revealed an gvigniprac
outcome as a source of efficacy a subcode was created under the relevanbcode. F
example, the teachers often talked about student growth or academic improveaent as
success outcome. Under the code mastery experiences | created th@wtiae ¢r
repeated this process several times, reading the transcripts and fieltbrestesgre a

consistent and more complete set of codes was developed. During coding | also bega
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writing memos that reflected the broad categories initially cileatrurces of efficacy,
PLC conditions, influence, analysis and issues. | used the memos to record mysthought
about emerging patterns and themes.

After the first round of coding | used the NVivo reporting function to generate
node reports that included all the text coded at a particular node. Each coded passage
was reviewed to ensure that it fit the definition of the code. Passages that didheot fit t
definition were removed. | also checked to see that the coded passages included
complete meaning segments. When in doubt, | checked the data sources and, if
necessary, expanded the code to include more text.

The second round of coding proceeded in a similar manner to the first. | moved
between the raw data and the coded data and continued to memo to capture my thoughts
and to keep a record of decisions that | had made. The large codes were divided into
smaller subcodes as needed. For example, | made the decision to createsshbtode
described particular activities under each of the PLC conditions. The categere
drawn from the literature as well as from the data. For example, sevaeratles were
created under the code shared and supportive leadership. Hord (1997) outlined one
leadership action, shared decision making, as relevant to the development of PLCs. A
node titled shared decision making was created. However, when | reviewed the coded
data it was apparent that the teachers in the study perceived othemligeaeisns and
subcodes were also created to reflect the data. These included inteiquitorges,

managing resources, buffering, providing spaces for learning, and suppathgrse
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Data displays.

Miles and Huberman (1994) define a display as ‘t@anized, compresst

assembly of information that permits conclusiondng” (p. 11). The coding that | h¢

done so far primarily consisted of placing segmenhtext into ceegories. To mov

beyond descriptive coding to answer the questianfafence | reviewed the themes ¢

patterns | had described in memos as well as theegdual framework and develope

list of If-Then statements to further reduce the data andate displays. For example

created the statement: tifre principal interacts with teach¢THEN teachers willearn
instructional strategieviCarious experienc). To explore this relationship | creates

matrix coding query witlshared ansupportive leadership amitarious experienc: by

case(i.e. each teacher). Figur shows a screenshot of the qusihyared ansupportive

leadership andgicarious experienc (VE).

Figure 2

Screenshot of NVivo Query

: 1a Teacher decisionmaking and VE
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Conclusion drawing and verification.

Miles and Huberman (1994) identify conclusion drawing and verification as the
third stream of qualitative analysis. In this section | describe hom ¢a produce the
findings presented in chapters four and five. | continue to use the example provided in
the preceding section. The query in figure 2 returned very few results. Yin (2003)
underscored the importance of actively looking for disconfirming evidence and thinking
about rival explanations. Before drawing conclusions from this query | rarabtasdr
gueries to search for possible data related to this relationship that | mighhisseel.

For example, | searched for the words principal, training, demonstrationpuieesit,
and Valerie (the principal's name). | read the results of these texésgtesee if | had
missed data that indicated a relationship between the principal and vicapeueeses.
After verifying that the matrix query results were accurated szech coded segment and
drew conclusions about the ways leadership actions the teachers describadadflue
their perception of vicarious experiences.

That the query returned few results | interpreted as a finding, that is, the
principal’s actions were not a significant factor influencing teachpenseption of
vicarious experiences. The queries located the relevant text based on my coding. In the
guery depicted in Figure 2 a coded segment from George read as followaallyAall
three of us ended up this past fall taking a Ruby Payne course on poverty. It \laés taug
here, Valerie got it here because she figured it would encourage people to take it.”
George went on to express how much he and his colleagues had learned that wds releva
to teaching at their school. After reading the actual text for each mas®@mparing

them | realized that the teachers expressed similar views. | codc¢hatehe principal
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indirectly influenced teachers’ perception of vicarious experiences by prowpawes
for teacher interaction and professional development. | repeated the procesging
matrix coding queries based on If-Then statements, running the queries andgheeki
results, comparing the case and drawing conclusions. The results of the datis analy
presented in chapters four and five.

Validity

Maxwell (1996) defined validity as “the correctness or credibility of arj@son,
conclusion, explanation, interpretation, or other sort of account” (p. 87). That the district
in which this study was conducted had implemented a policy aimed at increasing
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs was a potential validity thveaause the teachers
could have felt pressured to participate and speak favorably about the school &td distr
To help ensure the internal validity of this study | openly discussed with theipeants
the voluntary nature of their participation, that every effort would be madeitdama
anonymity and that no report would be made to the principal or the district. | ré@rde
interviews, reviewed the transcripts and had the participants review theewefor
accuracy.

Data source triangulation (Stake, 1995) was also used to ensure the
trustworthiness of the findings presented in this study. | made every efiatity what
teachers were describing in their interviews using other data sourceficalpgci
observations, memos and documents. Mathison (1988 as cited in Merriam, 1988)
suggests that in addition to using multiple data sources triangulation should focus on
ensuring that the researcher has a holistic understanding of the situation or. cGitext

develop a robust understanding of the school | visited the school regularly during the time
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of data collection. | also took advantage of opportunities to observe both formal and
informal interactions among the faculty. For example, all three teactsensbael their
low anxiety levels as they prepared for the state assessment and the l{miradga the
reduced stress of the faculty. Being at the school on a regular basis alleted m
observe the calm in the school during the final weeks before the state asseS3dme
interviews and my own impressions together created a holistic understanding of the
faculty that | used to construct the findings presented in the chapters linat fol
Creswell (1998) also suggests that qualitative researchers examinegenegsés or
discrepant data during analysis. | used the query function in NVivo to search for and
verify associations and to look for disconfirming evidence.

In chapters four and five | present the findings of the study.
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Chapter 4: Findings: Case Descriptions and Shdigdn

The purpose of the study was to explore how the organizational context of the
school, conceptualized as a PLC, influenced the development of teachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs and influenced the teachers’ perceptions and inteigmstaf the
sources of efficacy. The study, therefore, focused on the antecedents afveollect
efficacy rather than the measurement of the teachers’ collectica®ffbeliefs. PLC was
defined as an organizational context where barriers that isolate teahérsken down
and teachers come together to seek new knowledge, critique their practice usnohfoc
student learningTo operationalize organizational context five PLC conditions were
focused on; shared vision, collective learning, shared personal practice, shared and
supportive leadership, and supportive conditions. Figure 1 shows the conceptual
framework used to guide the study and the encased boxes show the focus of thhestudy:
antecedents to the development of teachers’ collective efficacysbelieimplicit in the
conceptual framework is that organizational conditions influence the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by influencing their perioepof efficacy sources.

The results of the study indicated that PLC conditions influenced teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs by creating conditions in which teachersepexd the four
sources of efficacy information: mastery experiences, vicariousierpes, social
persuasion and affective statdhe structure of the findings chapters reflects the
conceptual framework. In reporting the findings there are five major seatio@gor
each PLC condition. | described the PLC condition as perceived by the partiapdnts

how the particular condition influenced individual teacher’s perceptions of the sources of
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efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, sociabgasiand affective
states.

| chose to explore the way PLC conditions influenced the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by using case studies @ thdividual teachers
Ruth Samuels, George Whitman, and Jennifer Merry. The unit of analysis in this study
was the individual teacher. | interviewed each teacher and observed thactimgen a
variety of settings with each other as a team and with the faculty ade vihohe
findings | described each teacher’s perception of the way the PLC conditiloes a&d
their perception of the sources of efficacy. The unit of analysis in this shedy,
individual teacher, is warranted when considering that although colledliva&cgfis a
group level construct to better understand how collective efficacy baletesaeloped
researchers must focus on individual teacher’s perceptions of efficacy sounces
addition, schools have been described as operating with mid-level degrees of
interdependence and by extension that collective efficacy beliefs in sohaplse
constructed from reference to the individual as well as to the group.

This chapter includes descriptions of the school and the individual teachers
followed by a detailed description of the shared vision that influenced teachers’
perceptions and interpretations of efficacy sources by determining the,events
opportunities, and outcomes that were relevant to accomplishing the teaching task.
Chapter five reports the way the PLC conditions collective learning, shasshakr
practice, shared and supportive leadership, and supportive conditions each idfthence

teachers’ perception of the four sources of efficacy. |then describegaitiat resulted
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from multiple queries across cases that show how each of the five PLC conditions
influenced the perception of the sources of efficacy.

Centerville Elementary School

Centerville Elementary is located in a rural/suburban area in the Mid i&tlant
region of the United States. The school opened its doors in 1969 and had a capacity of
just over 500 students with an average enrollment of 450 in Pre-K to Grade 5.
Centerville is part of Brown County Public Schools (BCPS), a school districhge
predominantly White, middle income community. The diversity of the school had
steadily increased and in 2007, the time of the study, the student body was 50% African
American, 35% White, 12% Hispanic, 2% Asian and 1% American Indian. More than
half of Centerville’s students (54.5%) participated in the Free and Reducell Lunc
Program and the school was designated a Title | school.

Centerville had a highly qualified teaching faculty, 96% of the teachers wer
certified and 47% had masters’ degrees. The faculty had been very stable myith ma
teachers having taught at the school for over seven years and some for as i2@ny
years. The principal was in her fourth year as principal at the school but had been a
principal for 7 years at another school district. The assistant principah\as first
year in administration after having been a resource teacher for 15 yeaothat a
elementary school in the county. Scores on the statewide assessment had seen
improvement from 2004 to the time of the study and the fourth grade students had done
particularly well. The increasing academic achievement of the school, irajemal the
fourth grade, in particular, were two reasons for the sampling decisions madg in thi

study. Next | describe the three fourth grade teachers.
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Ruth Samuels: Grade Level Team Leader

Ruth Samuels was a fourth grade teacher at Centerville Elementary School and
had been teaching for twelve years. Eleven of those years had been atilecBter
Ruth’s discovery that she should be a teacher came through experiences she bad as a p
time employee while she was still in college. Initially she had detlB@sychology as
her major but did not enjoy the courses and found herself becoming much more
passionate about the work she did with kids on her part-time job. She changed her major
to Elementary Education and went on to become a teacher. Ruth chose to start her
teaching career in Brown County, where she had grown up. After her first WWasht
Elementary School, a school in the county serving wealthier families, sheawsfetred
to Centerville.

Ruth defined the goal of the school as focusing on learning, “making kids feel
successful, be successful, and preparing them for the next stage of thelioaduca
Describing the student population at Centerville Ruth said:

We’'re serving a military [base] so we have a lot of trartskeds coming and

going to where their parents are being stationed. We've gotHatibave parents

going to war. We’'ve got homeless families here that amgglsent here. We've
got families that you know at the end of the month they're moving, mpving
moving.
Always aware of the student demographic, Ruth’s goals were tahestplearn and she
wanted to reach them and ensure they were “learning, well roundete fe Ruth was
well respected at Centerville and also believed herself to ledfective teacher. When

asked to assess her practice she attributed her success étatienship with children
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and said, “I just care about the kids and in return they care almainththey want to
please me and then that means they learn.” Improvement in studemmestwas also
very important to Ruth and she spoke with pride about the growth in speléotmance
and the high expectations she had for her students. She took studeiotshanece

personally and was concerned that they show improvement annually. lighedr was

a sign of her and the faculty’s effectiveness.

In addition to being the most experienced fourth grade teacher in termgobfea
teaching experience, Ruth was also a teacher leader. She was part loddtthe sc
leadership team and a member of the school improvement team; she talked about the
positive, supportive relationships that she experienced as part of the faculty. tBoth of
referred to the school as a family and a community. Her years of exgeaad
positions of leadership gave her a broader view of Centerville ES. Ruth was very
knowledgeable about the school and often spoke of the way things were done “at
Centerville”. She talked often about the information she got in different medistgs t
gave her knowledge of the whole school and not just her classroom. She believed in the
school and the education it provided its students. She said:

We're very lucky here and we know it. We think that we’re like best kept

secret. Because a lot of people have a bad image of Centeruillgo® think

what you want but a lot of people who say those things don’'t have kids at our

school. They're just talking from I don’t know what. But I'd have my child here.
Ruth was also able to compare Centerville to other schools when she interdeted wit
other teachers in her masters with Administrator certificationrprogHer belief in the

school was validated. She recalled many times when describing how they dsdathing
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the school the teachers in her classes would be amazed. She concluded, “I tleink we'’r
better, well not better but we do things here differently that | think are morevpodits
much more cohesive here.” She thought she was fortunate to be at Centervilie,and sa
“I don’t plan on going anywhere.”

George Whitman: Second Career Teacher

George Whitman was a fourth grade teacher at Centerville ES and had been
teaching for 11 years. Ten of those years had been at Centerville. George had been
lawyer in the coastguard before becoming a teacher. He had wanted to beeaoiea
as a child but didn’t. However, teaching was always at the back of his mind. He taug
Sunday school regularly over the years and when he retired from the Coast Guard he
began working as a substitute teacher in Connecticut. George enrolled in aoiege t
his teaching credentials and had a job lined up at an inner city Catholic school. When the
school was closed for financial reasons he and his wife decided to move back home to
Brown County. He enrolled in education courses and got his teacher certification. Not
getting a full time position immediately he accepted the position as longtdrstitute at
Children’s School. In the following year he was offered a full time position a
Centerville and had been teaching there since.

George defined his goal for education as developing good citizens. He believed it
was his job to develop traits such as respect, honesty, and hard work. He also believed
that he was to foster a love of learning in his students that would help them to sacceed i
the future. George lamented the push for test scores because he believed that althoug
success on these measures “might be a decent goal” there were other, more

fundamentally important things that were needed to have children become successful
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adults. In addition, he felt that the highly transient nature of the student populagon m
that the tests were not a true measure of the learning that had taken place. §er Geor
growth was important and he often suggested different ways to assess studemts
comparing advancements in reading level from year to year. When hedaiated he
admitted thinking “I'd rather teach at a private school.” However, he planned &mrem
at Centerville until it was time to retire.

George was cognizant of the fact that many Centerville students lived inypove
and believed that they needed extra support and care to be successful. He was a big
advocate for extra role activities and said, “l feel | am being paidsfer professional to
show the flag at the occasional school dance. To take part on family math night or
reading night, things like that.” When asked why extra role involvement was so
important to him he said that it conveyed to students that they were cared for \akich w
essential to their learning.

George reported that he enjoyed and benefitted from the camaraderie of the
faculty. As someone who came into teaching the nontraditional way he workdg close
with his colleagues often seeking them out for advice. He talked about the impoitance
being able to “bounce ideas off of each other” and admitted that he did not think he
would be as good a teacher if he worked in isolation. In addition to learning from his
colleagues he valued their feedback. Although he believed he was a good teéeher he
personally validated by certain interactions with his colleagues. He ¥aid Khow
whenever | come up with something and they want to borrow it | say well, “Good I'm
doing something right.” Especially not having come up with a traditional education

background where you majored in education.”
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Jennifer Merry: The New Teacher on the Block

Jennifer Merry was a fourth grade teacher and had been teaching foedosir y
At the time of the study she was completing her first year at Centee@lle Jennifer had
grown up in Brown County and attended Brown County schools. She always wanted to
be a teacher and by seventh grade was volunteering in BCPS summer schooégén coll
she majored in Elementary Education and spent many of her summers during her
undergraduate years teaching summer school in the county. After gradbating s
returned to Brown County and was hired by the district as a fourth grade taacher
Highland Elementary School. Highland ES was in an affluent part of the county and was
known for low teacher attrition rates and high test scores. Although Jennifer fielsthe
years at Highland were a “baptism by fire” she did not regret the erperand believed
it was the reason for much of her instructional skill. She said, “I think it [Highlaasg] w
a great place for me to cut my teeth the first three years, and leanulcumri’ Her
experience at Highland was not perfect but it set a standard for her thatdhe use
evaluate other schooling experiences.

After teaching for two years Jennifer enrolled in a master’s degoggeam in
Human Resources and Administrator | certification. She loved learning new #ndg
enjoyed the coursework, the collaborative conversations with colleagues, and the
opportunities for reflection. Jennifer described the impact of her gracdiiatat®n on
her teaching practice. She said, “When | started my masters degreptbgt's when
| learned so much more...it's what administrators are looking for in the classimbm
I’'m thinking | need to do that.” She welcomed learning new strategies addarie

incorporate them into her teaching. Enroliment in the program also increaseduser foc
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on school leadership and often allowed her to identify effective and ineffecitker$hip
and teaching behaviors. Jennifer also attributed her success as a teatia¢iste
learned in her master’s program. Although she was a novice teacher attlo¢ i@
study she had very definite ideas of what it meant to be a teaching profesBiotmaher
graduate courses and the leadership and faculty at Highland ES emphasizivda
instruction. Jennifer believed that she was responsible for students’ testasubtbat
those scores were a measure of her effectiveness. Referring @i¢htest she said, “It
does reflect on me. My name goes home on these kids’ scores.”

An avid learner, Jennifer valued working with colleagues and sharing erpertis
She looked forward to times when she could exchange ideas with her colleagues and
believed her collaborative nature was a mark of her teacher professionallsn own
estimation her best year at Highland was her last year there when sleel wlodely
with her team, meeting regularly to plan instruction and monitor curriculum pakieg
worst year, the “year from hell,” was when there was significarttdngn the team and
most of the time she worked in isolation. Although she wanted the opportunity to make
her own decisions for her classroom she said, “I like to share ideas. | like to know | don’t
have to reinvent the wheel. [And] | think when you work together the results can be
better for the kids.” She was very aware of district policies and knew tHa% Bad
restructured their district level leadership and created a new mentorrtpasttien.
Jennifer wanted to be a mentor teacher and believed that having her masteats’ woul
qualify her for the position. However, she reasoned that to really set her applagzart
she needed more than one type of school experience and began looking at the Title |

schools in the county. She said, “The reason | wanted to come to a Title | school was so
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that | could learn and get a different experience.” Jennifer looked a&sthecbres and
teacher stability of the county’s Title | schools and decided to trams@erterville ES.
Table 2 summarizes the attributes of the three teachers in the study.

Table 2

Case Comparison Summary

Attributes Ruth George Jenifer

Years Teaching 12 11 4

Years at Centerville 11 10 1

Teacher Bachelor’'s degree  One year education Bachelor's degree

Certification Elementary coursework for Elementary
Education certification Education

Highest Teaching Masters in Teacher Enrolled in Masters

Qualification Education with certification in Education with
Administrator Administrator
certification certification

Holds Teacher Yes No No

Leadership Position

Rationale for Presentation of Findings

The sections that follow explore the ways in which PLC conditions; shared vision,
collective learning, shared personal practice, shared and supportivehgacerd
supportive conditions influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. dimeeptual
framework theorized that PLC conditions would influence teachers’ collesfificacy
beliefs by contributing to the four sources of efficacy; mastery expesericarious
experiences, social persuasion and affective states. The findings showchdi._€a
condition contributed to the perception of each of the sources of efficacy.

In each section the ways in which PLC conditions influenced all three teachers
perceptions of the sources of efficacy are discussed highlighting thargiesland

differences in the teachers’ perceptions and interpretations. The teadherstudy did
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not explicitly discuss sources of efficacy or PLC conditions. Instead they spgkals,
experiences, challenges and overcoming challenges that reflectqueticeptions and
interpretations of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, gexsahsion and
affective states. In addition, PLC conditions did not have equal influence on téachers
collective efficacy beliefs. The data showed that teachers refereneedht
conditions more than the others in their description of sources of efficacy: l@aving
shared vision, opportunities for collective learning, and shared and supportivelgaders
The data also showed that while all three teachers held very similar \ivesro
colleagues’ abilities and often perceived similar sources of effiteyydiffered in the
value they placed on some sources of efficacy information as opposed to others. These
differences were often the result of their personal beliefs about saipoddawn from
their experiences and sense of personal teacher efficacy. For sois tiea findings
reported depict each teacher’s perspectives and highlight areas of ddferenc

The exploration of the ways in which PLC conditions influenced the teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs begins with the PLC condition Shared VisioneCole
efficacy beliefs are based on individual teachers’ beliefs in the groypabitiies to
produce successful outcomes. The result of the study was that the shared atsierste
articulated was a vision of the teaching task, that is, the goals or outcomasuthe f
outlined for their context and the actions/activities required to accomplish Them
shared vision of the teaching task also influenced the interpretation otitteofaces of
efficacy. For this reason Shared Vision is presented first. In the follahegter the

ways in which the PLC conditions collective learning, shared personal praticed
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and supportive leadership, and supportive conditions influence the participants’
perception of sources of efficacy are reported.

Shared Vision: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

Shared vision is defined as a mental image of what is important to a school, and is
used as a guidepost when making decisions about teaching and learning. Having a
shared vision was not explicitly talked about but was reflected in the sgodis,
activities and outcomes that guided the teachers’ instructional practicengtéasihared
vision influenced the perception of sources of efficacy by focusing attention auaart
past performances, models and feedback and guided their interpretation of the
information as mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social peraras
affective states.

In interviews as well as when observing the teachers working togethead sha
vision was comprised of a vision of the teaching task and a vision of teaching
competence. The teaching task was defined as the goals or outcomes the fdindty out
for their context and the activities required to accomplish them. Teachirmetemse
referred to the skills, knowledge and attitudes that teachers must possessssfsligc
accomplish the teaching task. Shared vision was evident in the decisions they made, the
priorities they shared and the actions they took. It also influenced thertgach
perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficacy. The significbsicared
vision as an influence on teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs was maeapparent
when cross case analysis revealed that this PLC condition operated in wgticetter
PLC conditions to influence the teachers’ perceptions of mastery experienaesugic

experiences, social persuasion and affective states. For this reasombledbe
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teachers’ vision of the teaching task and teaching competence and then repaystire w
which shared vision was central to their perception of the sources of efficacy.

Vision of the teaching task.

Ruth, George and Jennifer all articulated a similar vision of the teachknthéds
was school specific and focused on addressing student poverty and supporting student
learning. They did, however, differ in the aspects of the vision they emphasizgd whi
was borne out in their perceptions and interpretations of the sources of efficecyilll
be discussed later. For all three teachers, addressing the issues thdtfommsudents’
low economic status was central to their work. However, differences in the @mpha
placed on actions to address students’ poverty varied depending on the years of
experience working at Centerville. Ruth and George clearly were stradgecates of
the vision of the teaching task as requiring an almost missionary attitudelsowa
students’ needs. They were clear that successful teaching at Centequired that
teachers do all that they could to address issues related to students’ poverty Saebrg
“Just about any study you find there’s a correlation between poverty and academ
success. As one goes down, the other usually goes up.” He often spoke of the importanc
of teachers taking actions to support low-income students’ needs. Ruth concurred and
elaborated on the way teaching at Centerville included addressing stumsats. She
said:

Well a lot of times we’re aware of situations. Like we knowstfdents that are

living in motels. That are homeless. We know what they're dgabut we still

have the same expectations for them, so we, as a school, weosgemout of our
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way to support them as a family, as students, to get them hdyaneed to be
successful.
For Jennifer, this was her first year in a Title | school. Having rectathgferred
from a school serving a much more affluent community the “baggage” that Cdatervil
students came with had a significant impact on her vision of the teaching task. dShe sai
“The way | look at what | do really changed being in two very different envirotsrie
Jennifer spoke about her caring for her students, how she made time for them to do thei
homework because they might not be able to do it at home and how she encouraged them
to see themselves as successful in the future. She believed the focus had to be on “doing
what was best for the kids.” However, Jennifer expressed limits on the ababishe,
as a teacher, could take to address students’ needs. She said:
Other than to be a supportive influence in their life you can’ttfixYou know
what | mean? You know we can’t go around giving everybody rent mgmey
just can’t, you can’t. You do what you can. | mean we give thenathkets and
breakfast and you know what | mean. There’s only so much we can do for them.
Jennifer had been teaching at Centerville for only a few months at the timestidige
and her vision of the teaching task did change to include actions and activities 8saddre
student poverty. It is likely, however, that being new to the school, she felt somewha
overwhelmed by the needs of her students. In addition, her short time in the school did
not allow her to adopt the commitment to teaching as addressing the non-aaaeksisic
of her low-income students reflected in Ruth and George, longstanding memibers of t

Centerville faculty.
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All three teachers shared a context specific vision of the teachingptasietl on
addressing student poverty and supporting student learning. The mission statement
“Empowering all to Achieve”, developed by the faculty in the months preceding the
study, encapsulated a broader view of positive student learning outcomesrtpign si
meeting benchmarks. Jennifer, Ruth, and George envisioned a value-added view of
student learning. Many Centerville students came to school lacking tiseesiattcted of
children in their age group and although teachers believed that studenecosriatable
for their learning, each teacher recognized that, in many cases, studemtambehind
their peers in other schools. Therefore, while meeting county and state benclvasags
central aspect of the teaching task, and they all wanted their kids to perfdrmroweth
in student performance, even if it did not meet the benchmarks, was also important.
Their discussions provided a good example of the way the vision of student learning
outcomes was used. The vignette below describes a conversation that occurred in the
faculty room among the three teachers as they discussed student performance on a
reading assessment:

Over lunch the teachers talked about a reading assessment thgwéa and

how their kids had done. Jennifer (who taught the high reading group), spoke

excitedly about her class. She said, “Except for three kids ewergon A’s”.

Ruth and George congratulated her and shared their own students’ pederma

Ruth (who taught the lowest reading group) said, “I'm happy with kidg.

These scores are so much better. No one got below a C.rg&had not

completed scoring his test but so far the students were partphatter than they

did on the last assessment (observation, May, 11, 2007).
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The vignette shows the way in which success was evaluated based on studaents’ pri
performance and although students’ in the lowest group might only manage to get B’s
and C’s, their performance was celebrated as a successful learrmomeutLearning

was envisioned as value added and not simply meeting a certain benchmark.

Vision of teaching competence.

The teachers’ vision of teaching competence was derived from their vision of the
teaching task as context specific and focused on addressing student poderty a
supporting student learning. A vision of teaching competence is an imageskiiithe
knowledge and attitudes the faculty outlines that teachers must possess tefglcces
accomplish the teaching task. In interviews with teachers, two aspectsuéteoce
emerged as central to accomplishing the teaching task: experience sypiheriearning
of students in poverty and care.

Central to teaching competence at Centerville was experience waritimpw-
income children. Experience was about knowledge of both specific instructional and
behavioral strategies. Repeatedly in interviews the teachers used ssioe oEthe
term “dealing withthesekids” [emphasis added] to indicate that teaching students in
poverty required a particular set of instructional and behavioral managembnthskil
could only be gained by time in the classroom with such children. When asked why
experience dealing with students in poverty was so important, George responklied, “I t
the more years you've been teaching you've had more of the kids with diféesdegmic
problems and behavior problems and hopefully you're going to draw on that experience.”
Ruth, herself an experienced teacher, also placed great value on experiestesh to

teaching competence. Referring to Centerville’s faculty and the gkaxperience
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many teachers had at the school Ruth concluded, “We’re more competent working wit
the population that we work with.”
Interestingly, although Jennifer was the least experienced teacher and had not
taught students in poverty prior to transferring to Centerville, she too expredasezha
of teaching competence in which experience with the particular student dgrnicgrvas
essential to successfully carrying out the actions necessary thbthdfteaching task.
Jennifer transferred to a Title | school to learn how to successfully ¢bddhen from
low-income families. She chose Centerville because of the years of exgemany of
the teachers had at the school and concluded, “I would think that most of them know how
to deal with these students.” For all three teachers years of expexierkieg with low-
income students was necessary if teachers were to successfullgtiastiident learning.
One exception to this was raised in the case of Jennifer. Although she did not
have previous experience teaching in a Title | school, both Ruth and George valued her
experience with the Math curriculum. Jennifer had transferred from a scholeathat
piloted the Math curriculum that was being taught in Centerville for the fingt tthat
year. Both teachers drew on her expertise with the curriculum. In this E@smnte
curriculum knowledge was also perceived as necessary to accomplish thegtéasdhin
Demonstrating a caring attitude towards students was also seen asniriporta
accomplishing the teaching task. Analysis comparing the attributesate@esnterville
and care showed that while all three teachers articulated the need to demoastréor
students, only George and Ruth, the teachers with years of experiencegeachi
Centerville articulated a vision of a competent teacher as a caraigete&eorge often

spoke about the need for students to feel that their teachers cared for them. When
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explaining his belief in the faculty’s ability to be successful he said, “kthimall care

about our kids. That's kind of intangible, but you can tell.” Ruth also was explicit in her
articulation of care as essential to teaching competence. Similaotge;&uth

expressed the belief that the teaching task necessitated kids fedlifspthaone cares

about them.” She believed in the faculty’s ability to be successful becausbe'Al

teachers here really do care about their kids.” Jennifer did take note of thenwayich

the faculty was “very supportive of the kids” and described ways in which she put her

kids first. However, she did not explicitly articulate a vision of care r@isat¢o teaching
competence. This may have been a reflection of both her being new to the school and her
prior experience in an affluent school where the vision of the teaching tssttifferent

and fulfilling the teaching task might not have required overt demonstrationsrag.cari

Table 3

Shared Vision Summary

Component lllustration
Vision of Teaching Task
Addressing Poverty A lot of them come from terrible home

situations so we just try to make life better for
them (Ruth)

Dealing with a lot of our students having grown
up in poverty (George)

There’s only so much we can do for them.
(Jennifer)

Facilitating Learning The kids learning is their first prioriRu¢h)
The goal is to get them one year along or even
better (George)
The scores are going up and getting better

(Jennifer)
Vision of Teaching
Competence
Experience There’s something to be said for teachers who

have more experience...we’re more competent
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working with the population that we work with
(Ruth)

She taught all of her years at this school...I just
respected her a lot. (George)

They've done this longer and they know
(Jennifer)

Care Letting kids know someone cares about them
(Ruth)
We're all darn good teachers....we all care
about our kids (George)
Teachers are very supportive of the kids
(Jennifer)

Table 3 summarized the teachers’ vision of the teaching task and teaching
competence for Centerville ES. In the next sections | describe themwaisch the
shared vision of the teaching task and teacher competence influenced tezutleets/e
efficacy beliefs by shaping their perception of mastery experiencesious
experiences, social persuasion and affective states.

Shared vision: contributor to mastery experiences.

Mastery experience is the interpreted result of previous performancehefgac
engage in a task, interpret the results of their actions and use their exptridecelop
beliefs about group capability. When all three teachers described magtengeges
the commonly held vision of learning as growth over time was central to theappien
of past successful performances and the interpretation of those performammes S
vision, therefore, influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beligimtiuencing the
definition of successful outcomes. However, the data showed that their pers@fs| bel
where different from the shared vision, also influenced how they interpretedvpdrce
mastery experiences. Teachers filtered the shared vision of leammuogtittheir own

personal beliefs/vision.
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Ruth, Jennifer, and George all perceived success when students met benchmarks,
however, they also all perceived, as successful, performance improvemeatsiirgle
outcomes that might not meet state and county benchmarks. When describing mastery
experiences all three teachers talked about the school’s value-added visionioflea
Perhaps most notable was Jennifer who had transferred from a school whereresst
were the main measure of success and she admitted that in choosing totwansfer
Centerville she looked at their test scores. In the months at the schoologgitren of
the needs of the students altered her vision of the teaching task and influenced her
interpretation of the data. When describing mastery experiences theaddke vision
of learning influenced her interpretation of past performances. Using amplkexiom
her own practice Jennifer said, “I had a little girl, the first couple of matk tenean
bombing them, | mean like thirty-three percent. Well when she got like assxgn |
mean | was putting a sticker on that thing because that’s huge, that is huge. And no |
know it's not an A but that has shown growth.”

Ruth was also a proponent of the state assessment and thought it was “a great
test” that provided a true reflection of the students’ ability becausenealigith the
state curriculum. Similar to Jennifer, when Ruth described mastery expgstidmne
vision of learning as growth over time was central to her interpretation s#ssat
results that did not necessarily meet state or county benchmarks wereratsved as
successful performances because they were an improvement over previossSasult
referenced her own practice in which she taught the lowest math group and recalled how
she perceived their C grades as success because, prior to the instructiwesitiote

they were failing. When asked about why she believed the faculty would be fuldcess
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the future, Ruth’s words conveyed the sense of value added with each year in the school
She said:

Because | know the students I'm receiving. You know there havedmeeany

pieces put in place for them to be successful in fourth gradd.kiSow that if |

was getting kids that weren't able to read or didn’t love school,itiveould alert
me. But that's not the case. | get kids ready to learn, watdinearn. They
come with a lot of knowledge, skills. So | know somebody along theputay
them there.

George expressed a somewhat different view from his colleagues that added
complexity to the concept of a shared vision and its influence on teachers’ gellecti
efficacy beliefs. Although he believed in the shared vision of learning as value-added
and interpreted outcomes on assessments in this way George admitted that he was
personally opposed to the emphasis on testing. Referring to performance on high stakes
tests he said, “That’s the measure Valerie [the principal] gets neelasy We get
measured by it. | think it's unfortunate because I think again it's [about] turningdsut ki
who are going to help society rather than hurt society.” George recoghi&edeeting
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) was a school goal and although he could notlignore
state test, he consistently focused on other measures such as reading laeel that
perceived as more beneficial to student. Referring to his own practice hdfsaikid"
comes into my classroom in fourth grade reading at a second grade level astidne or
leaves reading at a third grade or better level | consider myseéissfict” Similarly,
George perceived mastery in the efforts the team made with studenesthstd in

improvements in reading that showed students had “moved one grade level or more.”
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When all three teachers perceived past successful performancaay mas
experience, the shared vision of learning as value added was central toligifsir Bée
findings also showed that personal beliefs also impacted the perceptiomcadeffi
sources.

Shared vision: contributor to vicarious experiences.

When all three teachers described instructional modeling, the shared vision of
teaching competence as experience with the population was used as a guidepost to
interpret the credibility of the modeler and the relevance of what was modieled.
addition, the data revealed that years of teaching experience and yequsr@nee
teaching at Centerville impacted the extent to which the shared vision influéeced t
perception of vicarious experiences; George and Ruth, the two teachers who had been at
the school longer, more often referenced the shared vision when interpreting modeled
experiences.

Both George and Ruth had taught at Centerville for over 10 years and perceived
effective models as relevant to their teaching context, that is, those rtiatels
demonstrated experience dealing with their student population. They both talked about
an experienced teacher whom they often sought out for advice because she had worked
with low-income students for over thirty years and “knew how to get to kids.” Thay bot
also cited other faculty members who they admired and in each case, noted their
experience with their student population. Also interesting was the wayetsisted
some modeled experiences because they did not deem them relevant to the schaol contex
and the students they served.

George and Ruth both advocated using instructional practices that had a track
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record of working with their kids and both outlined the way in which the shared vision
negatively influenced their perception of modeling. George admitted that he and his
colleagues often did not implement instructional strategies from the dstfesssional
development sessions because they did not believe they would lead to future success for
their kids. He said, “When somebody suggests doing something and you know that’s
been tried or at least I've talked to other teachers about that and itdeadly’'t work,

you're more likely to just turn that off and say ok and nod my head but I'm not going to
do it when I'm in the classroom.” Ruth expressed very similar sentiments abowtythe w
the faculty’s shared vision of student learning influenced their interpretatiooadedled
instructional strategies as relevant. She said:

They want you to try new things which we are very open to. Weydbut if

they're not working we like to go back to what we do know that woA«d a lot

of times the people who are asking us to make these changesimarefth a

classroom of kids or in with the population of kids that we have.

For both George and Ruth the shared vision of schooling influenced theitiveeg
perception of some modeled instructional strategies.

Jennifer, the least experienced teacher, valued the experience of heraesm m
and believed them to be excellent models because of their experience. When describin
her choice to seek out models she referenced the need for experience. At thadeginni
of the study Jennifer had shared that she was not happy with her kids’ math Rioee
decided to go to her teammates because of their experience with the students and sa
“They've been here longer”. She also chose not to seek out the mentor teacher because

she believed “these kids learn differently” and the mentor teacher did not have the
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experience dealing with the kids because it was her first year in d Jatheol.

However, Jennifer did not describe rejecting observed behaviors because they did not
align with the vision. It is possible that her short time in the school lessened tes @af|

of the shared vision. Also her relative lack of teaching experience might havénerade
more susceptible to modeled behaviors.

Shared vision: contributor to social persuasion.

Social persuasion consists of faculty members persuading one another that
together they make a successful team. When asked to reflect on the efésstioEthe
group all three participants talked about the cohesion in the faculty. Having @ share
vision of the teaching task and teaching competence operated as a souicaayf eff
persuading the teachers that the faculty was an effective team workingddha same
goals. However, the teachers varied in the aspects of the vision from which they
perceived persuasion. The differences suggest that length of time as part of the
Centerville faculty impacted teachers’ identification with the vision ancepéions and
interpretations of efficacy sources.

Both Ruth and George paid attention to the care for students teachers
demonstrated. Working with the faculty and seeing their efforts to cateefartiole
child persuaded them of the faculty’s effectiveness. Reflecting on wipetibeed the
faculty had the ability to address issues of student poverty and support stuadtndjea
Ruth focused on their caring behaviors as evidence of their effectiveness. She spoke of
how teachers attended student games and visited them in the Boys’ and Girls’ I@&dub. S
said, “You’'ll see teachers go out of their way for the students. You know we dhyays

to make that effort to make them feel we do care about them. 1 just think it's eWident
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we care about our students3imilarly, George was persuaded to believe in the faculty
when he saw behaviors that aligned with the vision of competence as caring. Also
focusing on extra-role behavior he was somewhat discouraged when teachers did not
participate in any of the after-school events. Extra role involvement gracant
because, he said, “for the kids to see their teacher there on a Saturday mornsiganea
much to them. [It means] My teacher cares enough to come outside of the eighd thirt
three thirty.” George interpreted high levels of involvement by teachexsdenee of
caring and it persuaded him that Centerville had a very strong faculty.

Jennifer also perceived social persuasion in teachers’ actions that aligméue
shared vision. However, Jennifer did not focus on the care teachers exhibited but on the
high expectations for student learning. She said, “I've been in faculty meandgther
meetings with people and | feel that people are very encouraging and sugppbthie
kids in that goal to help these kids achieve.” Jennifer described the faculty a%imeing
the same wave length” with a common focus on supporting student learning and wanting
students to succeed and she was persuaded of the faculty’s ability to be successful

Although the teachers focused on different aspects of the shared vision, for all
three teachers, the faculty having a shared vision was central to their bsuadeel of
the faculty’s effectiveness. Ruth’s words summed up their thoughts, “It's a gdiog fee
to know that that's how the school operates and to be a part of that.”

Shared vision: contributor to affective states.

Affective or emotional states provide information from which persons can gauge
their confidence when contemplating performing a task. In the literdteiienpact of

affective states on collective efficacy beliefs is not clear. Thestiataed that when

95



contemplating the teaching task Ruth, George and Jennifer demonstrated confidence i

the faculty’s ability. Having a shared vision created a feeling of unified thetigave

teachers the confidence that their faculty had the ability to be effe&wdence of a

shared vision conveyed the sense that the faculty was on the same page, working towards
the same goals and this sense of unity contributed to teachers feeling @sitiv¢heir

future success. Through the perception of mastery experiences, vicariousreogsri

and social persuasion, having a shared vision contributed to teachers feelinghtonfide

about the faculty’s continued success in the future.

Figure 3

Shared Vision: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy
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Tles';\?:ﬂigg outcomes | ! Relevance)
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(Created sense of cohesion)
Affective State

Figure 3 summarizes the ways in which shared vision contributed to thessource
of efficacy. Shared vision, filtered through teachers’ attributes andselikfenced the
definition of successful outcomes in the interpretation of mastery expesieSbared
vision also influenced the interpretation of modeling as vicarious experiences by

establishing criteria for teaching competence that was used to evalmaidel's
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credibility and the relevance of the modeled activity. Shared vision also acesbarce
of social persuasion. Teachers’ consistent actions encouraged them to beheve in t
ability of the faculty to successfully accomplish the teaching task.

Summary of Chapter Four

Centerville ES served a predominantly low-income student body. The three
teachers in this study articulated a shared vision of the teaching task andgeachi
competence that reflected the context of their teaching and influenced tlceptmers
and interpretations of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences psosigsion and
affective states. The teachers espoused a vision of the teaching taskstbantgat
specific and focused on addressing student poverty and supporting the learning of their
studentsThe teachers’ vision of teaching competence focused on teachers’ experience
supporting the learning of students in poverty and care. The shared vision afthedge
task and teaching competence defined goals, outcomes and competenaidsi¢inaed
teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of mastery experiencemuscxperiences,
social persuasion and affective states.

Ruth, the most senior teacher on the fourth grade team identified with the vision
of the teaching task and teaching competence. Her perception of sourceEscy &fas
influenced by the shared vision as well as her years as a teacher atill=ntgeorge
had also taught at the school for a number of years. A second-career teadier, he a
envisioned teaching as context specific and his perception and interpretatomncessof
efficacy reflected the shared vision of the teaching task. However, while Geaovge
testing as an inescapable measure of student learning his perceptioin@&iest

measure of success and a valid source of information about their future capatslit
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reluctant. Jennifer was the newest teacher to Centerville and the teébheeveast
experience. Jennifer transferred to Centerville to learn how to teach studegovgity
and she accepted the shared vision of the faculty. However, she did have different
perceptions of efficacy sources that reflected her being new to the school and her
previous experience in a very different teaching context.

The following chapter presents findings of the way the four remaining PLC
conditions, collective learning, shared personal practice, supportive leadership and
supportive conditions influenced teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of ttessour

of efficacy.

98



Chapter 5: Findings: Collective Learning, Sharets&eal Practice, Shared

and Supportive leadership and Supportive Conditions

In this chapter | report findings of the ways that the four remaining PLC
conditions, collective learning, shared personal practice, shared and suppadarshe
and supportive conditions influenced the teachers’ perception of sources of efficacy
previously reported on the way having a shared vision shaped teachers’ peradytiens
sources of efficacy by focusing attention on particular experiences and estc@rata
showed that the four remaining PLC conditions also influenced teachers’ pansegti
experiences and outcomes in ways that reflected the vision teachers held imncomm
The ways each of the four PLC conditions influenced perception of masteryeexasti
vicarious experiences, social persuasion and affective states will bbedsarturn.

Collective Learning: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

The PLC condition collective learning refers to opportuniiieseachers to
engage in collaborative work where they discuss issues and share informatioimeex
the quality of their teaching and of student learning, make plans to addresd stels,
and assess the impact of their actions. During the study | observed severairifpor
for collective learning including the team grading student work and anglgaident
data, the faculty working together in vertical teams at a professional geeio session,
and teachers working across teams to assess students and shape cktssientsrrising
to the next grade level. | also saw teachers working in the learning gemgboped in
response to the county mandate for PLCs and comprised teachers based ominierest i

topic focus of the group.
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Collective learning had a significant influence on teachers’ perceptiohs of t
sources of efficacy. In the sections that follow | will present findings ewty
collective learning influenced teachers’ collective efficacy belsf fostering
communication and interaction among group members, out of which emerged definitions
of goals and negotiated interpretation of outcomes that influenced the inteoprefati
past performance as mastery; shared expertise and recognition ohéealoers’ ability
that produced vicarious experiences and social persuasion; a sense of unified focus and
cohesion that created positive affective states. The way collectiveniganfiuenced the
perception of each source of efficacy will be reported in turn.

Collective Learning: contributor to mastery experiences.

Opportunities for collective learning influenced the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs. When teachers described interpretiligsts’ past
performance as mastery experience, they referenced conversattdnshkhaace in
which goal definitions surfaced that reflected their shared vision, andrettgrpns of
outcomes were negotiated in ways that shaped teachers’ perception of pastgreré
as mastery experience.

At Centerville the principal instituted biweekly grade level team megetinat
focused on reviewing student data. During these meetings teachers artedygedlity
of student learning, interpreted student scores, and made plans for futureiarstribe
following vignette depicts the ways the teachers collaboratively intechboettcomes as
mastery experience:

Kathryn Banks, the Title | teacher gives instructions. “Look at wherkidiseare

at this point of the year based on the reading assessment and thinkwhabwie
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can do to move kids forward.” Ruth asks, “So we are looking at linme &’

Valerie [the principal] responds, “Well you have a good picture of kalg as a

whole. You can't just look at one assessment piece.” Ruth resgbrdatavely

and adds, “Because one question really was not a good question.” George

concurs. Kathryn responds, “So use the question but put your kids wdhere y

think they really are.” The teachers begin going through tkee steeet. They

work together talking about the performance of different childiging the data

as well as knowledge of their regular classroom performance pasd

performance on other assessments. Each teacher points to kieldeand talks

about how well they did or the fact they must have been having addad

because they did not do as well as they could. They seem to cotithtidbe

students did pretty well considering the one Brief Constructed ResgB@R)

that was poorly written. They continue to move through the listunfesits and

talk about what they would do to increase their performance. Rys#h ‘4 know

they will get it next time but we have to go back to somegthin George says,

“Yeah, text features.” Jennifer adds, “And we should look at main idea again.”
In their conversation Ruth, George and Jennifer looked at the county’s goal but éso at t
poor questions on the test and other assessments that they deemed more acaelogite, ther
negotiating the interpretation of success. Although the teachers did not speekyexpl
about their vision of the teaching task during their opportunities for collectin@riga
meanings of success and interpretations came to the surface. A veay patigrn was
observed when the teachers graded the assessment. After gradicgntiegied that

although there were topics they had to go back and re-teach it was successfé beza
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kids did fairly well despite the poor questions. Their discussions influenced the
perception of past performance as mastery.

While all three teachers talked about opportunities for collective learning as
central to their interpretation of students’ past performance as magpagence there
were differences that reflected their years of teaching at Cdlgexnd their personal
beliefs. Jennifer, the teacher newest to the school, expressed the griatest oa
these discussions for interpreting student outcomes. Perhaps, Ruth and George, having
worked in the setting for a longer time might have had a better defined sense of the
teaching task and successful outcomes. Referring to their discussionrJasmitéed
that collaboratively analyzing data helped her define and interpret past parteras
success or failure for Centerville. She said:

A lot of times as a team we see some areas of weaknassasr of strength and

we have dialogue during those times about why. You know thisnsa&kness

well let’s look at this question. We knew that this question wasggo be tough

for our kids because... Or if this was a success, we know thisuscass because

all three of us have had a focus on ...So it opens up that kind of discusgion so

think it's also good to get feedback from your teammates.

Collective learning provided opportunities for teachers to interpret successful
outcomes which shaped their perception of mastery experiences. The infludreseof t
opportunities on teachers’ thinking varied by years teaching at Centerville.

Collective learning: contributor to vicarious experiences.

In addition to influencing the perception of mastery experiences, collective

learning also influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefdlapisig the perception of
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vicarious experiences. The emphasis on teacher collaboration in the school thcrease
teacher interaction with their colleagues thereby providing opportunitiesrtoffem
each other. When the study participants reported interpreting the actions of other
teachers as evidence of their own capability and the capability of the g¢neyp
described how interacting with teachers allowed them to observe the abihsir
colleagues and furnished them with a sense of the shared expertise of tiye fEoal
teachers’ interpretations of what they observed was filtered by theadshigion of
teaching competence that saw expertise as residing primarily in teatieerad
experience with students in poverty or particular knowledge that was neededltthéulf
teaching task. Differences in teachers’ interpretations suggestelddindbtus on
observing their colleagues as models and their interpretation of observed actered di
based on their personal efficacy beliefs and years of experience.

Below | describe an interaction between Jennifer and Ruth as part of the Math
Learning Group, as they work together to plan math lessons using a new instructional
strategy. At the Learning Group meeting in which the actions describedext;dine
instructional supervisor verbally modeled an instructional strategy thdieiag
successfully used at another school in which math lessons were taught useng) cent
Ruth and Jennifer (George was not a member of the Math Learning Group) decided that
they were going to attempt to structure their math lessons in a simyar wa

Armed with the state syllabus, the new Math curriculum, and the ceyraging

guide Ruth went to Jennifer’'s classroom. Both teachers seeme@x@tgd to

begin planning. Jennifer said, “Let's look at what skills they expected to

know.” They both looked at the curriculum and the unit test to determimat
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skills students had to master and then quickly began sharing idedsadrutted
that she had never had to teach percentages. Jennifer openecdhticarmmatlum
planning guide and shared two strategies that she found effedise t@aching
the topic. She also talked about a game that “really helped kids."gRuth

seemed to welcome her suggestions.

Jennifer asked Ruth what they should do for the first center. Ruthagave
suggestion and Jennifer followed with another. They continued to worksin thi
way; asking each other for suggestions and discussing matertasincluded in
each center. Each teacher described strategies and materiahad used before
that they found effective. When it was almost time to |dawéhe day Jennifer
asked, “I am wondering how we are going to assess the studamgscesiters?
We did not talk about that with the group.” Ruth described a method stie use
before in which she made the assessment a center. “I put ot obghe quiz, a
folder with the answer sheet and one for the completed quiz. Theyalquiz
and score it for themselves.” Jennifer looks doubtful, “We havéveoup some
of that control. Because | would want to walk them through thissth Rssures
her that the students will be able to handle it.

Collaborating with other teachers allowed teachers to talk about their irgstalct

practice and demonstrate their expertise to their colleagues as vgekatheir

colleagues work and learn instructional strategies that they could thert@gpyr own

practice. In the preceding vignette both Jennifer and Ruth displayed their knowiddge a

expertise by sharing ideas, prior experiences with students and the swdiject m
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Collective learning opportunities influenced the teachers’ collectiveaeffibeliefs by
providing a window into their colleagues’ practices that allowed them to sealbiigy.

Although George was not in the vignette because he was not part of the Math
Learning Group, all three teachers described how interactions like the onbeatkscr
contributed to their perception of vicarious experiences. However the teacheneddiff
terms of their perception of vicarious experiences.

Jennifer and George focused much more on how collective learning oppestuni
allowed them to learn from their colleagues. Jennifer had traedfeo Centerville to
learn how to be effective with a different student population. Shesd the experience
and expertise of her colleagues and expressed a sense ldGiveolearning interactions
always yielded opportunities to learn. She said:

| think you get a whole other knowledge base when you work with somebody

else. So, even though you might know a lot of things, you might know a tlo¢ of

same kinds of things, somebody else is bringing to the tableu—kiyow nine
years more experience than me, or you know six years more enqgethan me

and a whole bag of tricks that | might not know anything about. €, lythink

that's a huge benefit working together.

Somewhat surprising was the fact that George spoke in a similar manner whénrdgsc
how often he sought out the expertise of his colleagues. Collective learningtioterac
allowed him to benefit from the capability of his colleagues and he concluded, tI don’
think I'd be as good a teacher if | didn’t have the people to bounce ideas off of, or say ‘do
you think this would work?’ George often spoke of his having not come up in teaching

the traditional way, that is, with an undergraduate degree in education. Perhaps his

105



alternative certification impacted his personal teacher efficacyfbal increased his
reliance on interactions with his colleagues.

Ruth, the most senior teacher in the team, expressed the least reliance on the
learning and modeling that occurred as teachers interacted. When askeeaditars
from whom she learned instructional strategies Ruth reminisced about intesacith a
very experienced, recently retired teacher whose expertise she attdrorel However,
with the team that was observed in this study, she was the most experienbed tS&he
expressed a much more selective view and focused only on strategies regardiimg the ne
math curriculum. Ruth said, “We’re doing a new math program this year and dennife
actually piloted it at her other school before she came here. I'll look atsgwland I'll
be like, “Can you tell me more about this? What are we supposed to do?” So we are
always sharing ideas.” When Ruth described vicarious experiences she balked/laat
she learned from Jennifer and expressed the belief that their team wasffieainee
because of Jennifer’s prior experience with the Math curriculum.

When the study participants described interpreting the actions of other teachers a
evidence of their own capability and the capability of the group, working withrtuwp
was essential. However, the teachers did differ in the extent to whichdreived
vicarious experiences based on their years of experience and their perfscag} ef
beliefs.

Collective learning: contributor to social persuasion.

Social persuasion is defined as organizational members persuading one another
that they constitute an effective team. Opportunities for collective tepmiluenced

the teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by allowing them to erpes firsthand the
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group as a cohesive unit that worked well together. In addition, when teaahers s
displays of teaching competence to accomplish the task, already reportedicadens
experiences, they were persuaded that the faculty did constitute arvefteatn. The
data suggested that the teachers differed in the level of the collective to wiich the
referred (team or whole faculty) based on their years at Centerville.

The fourth grade team was a new team in the sense that all three teaghmts ha
worked together as a group before the 2006-2007 academic year. Opportunitids to wor
together resulted in positive working relationships and Jennifer, Ruth and George all
described the emerging sense of cohesion as persuading them of the aHfsstofehe
group. The teachers talked about the way they came together to deal withgthglle
students in ways that they spent as little time out of the classroom as possikengW
together allowed the new team to develop ways of operating that influenced their
perception of their effectiveness.

Collective learning opportunities afforded teachers the opportunity to interact
with the teachers face-to face and by the time of the study Jennifendehad a good
sense of how the team worked together as a unit and loved it. She said, “I think we build
each other up. | don’t think we tear each other down. | think we can complement each
other.” George pointed out the sharing of ideas that occurred when they met to plan.
Ruth also was impressed by the way team members shared resources aamtideas
appreciated that they were a good team because, “nobody’s out there tryingeto ruffl
anyone’s feathers or outdo each other.” Where they differed was in théoleviach
these references referred. Jennifer referred mainly to the teamdeatans collective

learning opportunities focused on the grade level team. However, both Georgeland Rut
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having taught for years at the school and having worked with many teachers on the
faculty spoke more expansively about the cohesion at the level of the wholewmllect
Ruth said, “It's a good feeling to know that that's how the school operates and to be a
part of that.” Jennifer had less exposure to the whole school than George and Ruth
differentiating her perception of social persuasion by the level of thetode

Although most of the references teachers made were to feeling positivetabout t
cohesion of the group, Jennifer did talk about the way friction in the group also
influenced the perception of social persuasion in ways that potentially decrease
collective efficacy beliefs. She often referenced the toxic relationshhger iprevious
school. At Centerville she recalled one negative experience in which a tesfokedrto
work with the Gifted and Talented Learning Group or expend effort on the taskethey s
for themselves. Collective learning opportunities are often the only experteacbsrs
have with many of their colleagues and after interacting with this platiteacher
Jennifer said of her behavior, “that’'s going to make me feel like this personagynotl
teacher.” Negative working relationships signaled for Jennifer a lackatfitea
competence that could act as negative persuasion and decrease her collezoie effi
beliefs.

Ruth’s leadership experience may also influence the way she assessed the
interactions among teachers. Ruth had taught at the school for 11 years and was a
member of the school’s leadership team. Ruth was most explicit in assesskeltpher f
teachers. She articulated a very clear sense of the teaching task asfdeggaing
professional that Centerville students needed and participation in colleetinete

activities allowed her to assess teachers’ fit for the school. Waniafér and George
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emphasized how, as members of a team, they complemented each other, Ruth also
focused on assessing their abilities. When asked about the team’s effectifieness s
assessed her team mates:

Just how | see them interact with the kids. Planning. The anoduithe and

effort that's been put into instruction. You know we get a chancalkoott in

free play and the conversations we're having about kids and how thergs
handled and situations were handled. If they didn’t care they would mauedon
just said, “Oh well they'll get it next year.” So | know thhe kids’ learning is
their first priority. Even behavior wise they have expectationdé&havior and |
hear about situations and they’re not off the hook, they're beingdrebuntable.

So | think we do a good job in fourth grade.

Ruth held a very definite sense of what teaching competence would look like for
Centerville ES and the tasks that teachers were required to perform to bringlato@ss

for students. Working with other teachers Ruth assessed their effectivenggegsia
terms of how they displayed the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to meethe ne
of Centerville’s student population.

Collective learning: contributor to affective states.

Affective states refer to perceptions of levels of arousal, exciteoneiitess,
concerning the teaching task that is interpreted as the organizatioetigellability to
function effectively in the future. Working with their colleagues figured pnemtly into
teachers’ sense of a positive mood in Centerville. Jennifer, Ruth and Georgeedescrib
the excitement that they experienced when working with their colleaguelseanay the

positive interactions, already described as contributing to masteryenqges, vicarious
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experiences and social persuasion, also contributed to affective states.

Jennifer came from a school where teachers were not happy, so she noticed the
contrast in the mood of Centerville almost immediately and most frequently dpmkte a
what she referred to as the “positive energy” in the school. She was partiauarby of
the positive mood of the school because, for her, it stood in contrast to the awesome
challenges associated with teaching students in a Title | school.

While the mood of the school stood out most for Jennifer, for all three teachers
discussing issues, sharing information, making plans, facing challengessasdiag the
impact of their actions allowed teachers to gain information about the emiateadf
their colleagues. Ruth often spoke of how teachers did not give up on students in
Centerville and that it was a good place to be and George spoke of being strehigthene
faculty interactions and noted that he did not see anyone wanting to leave the school.
Jennifer said the positive interactions with faculty “leaves you exditedtavhere
you’re working and what you'’re doing.”

In addition to the positive mood that characterized most faculty interactions the
perception of each of the sources of efficacy already discussed ryreagteriences,
vicarious experience and social persuasion) all provided cues about anticyzaests
that contributed to teachers’ perceptions of a positive emotional state. Fglexam
when, in their work with their colleagues, the teachers discussed and intkpaste
performances as successful, this reduced the negative emotions assathatteel task
and created a sense of optimism and confidence about the likelihood of future success.
Collectively interpreting past performance not only provided information about the

group’s ability to be successful in the future but also provided positive emotional cues
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about the task. The same held true for the perception of the other sources of. efficac

Where the teachers perceived vicarious experiences and social persuagialsothe

perceived a positive emotional state that influenced the development of thesticell

efficacy beliefs.

Figure 4

Collective Learning: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy
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Figure 4 depicts the ways in which opportunities for collective learning

influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by contributing to theceswof efficacy.

During the dialogue that took place when teachers worked together goatedurfa
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interpretations of learning outcomes were negotiated, the teacheghized their
colleagues’ abilities, and a sense of shared expertise and of unity drttexgdiltered
through personal beliefs, influenced the perception and interpretation of sources of
efficacy.

Shared Personal Practice: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

Shared personal practice is defined more narrowly than collective leamingfers
specifically to visiting other teachers’ classrooms. The one opportunity tandier
teacher’s classroom did not have a strong influence on the perception of efficagssour
and there were only two references to the visits influencing the perception cégsofir
efficacy.

During the period of data collection the school developed a peer observation
program in which all teachers observed a colleague’s classroom and providedkeedb
on what they saw. Ruth, who got the idea from one of the courses in her master’s
program, suggested it at a School Improvement Team (SIT) meeting. Shectdwmtqunt
the idea to the faculty who expressed interest. The principal supported the prggram b
providing substitute teachers to cover classrooms when teachers were iognduct
observations, but the faculty determined the program structure. Teachetedseleom
they would observe, then met with that teacher to determine the boundaries of the
observation. The fourth grade team decided to observe third grade teachers to see the
structure of the reading lesson being used because it would be expected of them in the
following academic year. The third grade teachers also decided to obsemverthe f
grade. The teachers decided that they would observe a whole reading lesson so they

could see how the third teachers moved through the various aspects of the stiagegy. T
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third grade teachers also decided to observe an entire reading lesson.

When asked directly about her observation of the third grade teacher Jennifer
expressed disappointment because she did not see the entire lesson as agreed upon and
she knew that the third grade teacher had observed her teaching an entire3&gson
said, “l didn't really see any direct teaching. By the time | had come thedime she
had wanted me to come in, the kids were reading a chapter book.” Having visited the
classroom intent on seeing the structure of the reading lesson and not being able to
observe any teaching, Jennifer did not find relevance in the experience andetlsmiss
Although she had the opportunity to observe another teacher the experience did not
influence her perception of sources of efficacy suggesting that simply ineanother
teacher’s classroom will not influence teachers’ collective efficatigfs.

Ruth and George each made one reference to the peer observation and | report
these in the sections that follow. The low results might be because the témcherdy
one opportunity to visit other teacher’s classrooms. Visiting other teaclessiaoms
influenced Ruth and George’s collective efficacy beliefs by providing the aypiyrto
learn instructional strategies and see firsthand the competence of theigeedie

Shared personal practice: contributor to vicarious experiences.

Ruth was the only teacher who perceived vicarious experience in the opportunity
to visit other teachers’ classrooms. Reflecting on the experienazestieed the peer
observation program with gaining her entry into another teacher’s class®oaned
personal practice influenced Ruth’s collective efficacy beliefdlbwang Ruth direct
access to a colleague’s classroom to observe their teaching. Being alietve

another teacher’s classroom practice and see her implement the ney meattiad

113



influenced Ruth’s personal efficacy beliefs. Reflecting on the lesson shéWaiat her
lesson was, | could do that and adapt it. This is a really good lesson | could lgefaate
me doing this in my reading class.” Observing the lesson contributed to Rutkfs beli
that she would be able to successfully implement the new reading method in the
upcoming school year. Benefitting from the experience increased Ruth’gtpmmas
the faculty as comprised of capable teachers and made her enthus@stvsting
other classrooms. She said, “I thought it was valuable | would want to do it again to see
what’s going on and take new ideas back.”

While George also appreciated the instructional practice of the third geacheet
he visited, unlike Ruth, he did not interpret the teacher’s actions as vicariougegeeri
because he considered the classroom structure different to his own. The third grade
teacher whose class George visited had a number of special education stuthents
classroom that, as part of their accommodations, had an additional adult working wit
them in the classroom. George believed that his classroom context was \e¥gntliff
from Mark’s and did not interpret the instruction he observed as conveying infammat
about his ability because he saw the teaching behaviors as very different teasha
required in his classroom. He said, “It was very distracting when the Speceddbeit
was working with that group, really separately [because] the kids who are such a
disparity they can’t be doing the same thing as the others. | wish thesomasother
way to handle that.”

Ruth was the only teacher who perceived vicarious experience from her visit to
another teacher’s classroom. She saw most of the lesson and it was welldgxecute

classroom context that was similar to her own.
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Shared personal practice: contributor to social persuasion.

George was the only teacher for whom the query shared personal practite/socia
persuasion produced results. Reflecting on his visit to the third grade teachssteain
he was impressed by the competence of the teacher he observed. Although, adyprevious
discussed, he did not view the teacher’s instructional practice as a modekhedies
very different composition of their classes, he did appreciate his skill in marthgi
very diverse classroom needs. In more than one conversation George mentioned that he
often spoke with the teacher he observed, the only other male teacher on the faculty.
They talked about instruction, shared strategies for dealing with challentipes
classroom or just talked about sports. Opportunities to work with the teacher influenced
George’s perception of him as capable; however, the classroom visit increased hi
knowledge of the teacher’s skills and his value to the faculty. George said the
opportunity to observe the third grade teacher in his classroom with the kids “canhfirme
my feeling that he is a very competent, good teacher.”
Figure 5

Shared Personal Practice: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy
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Figure 5 uses the conceptual framework to illustrate how shared persaniaepra
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influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. Visiting otherhees classrooms,
teachers witnessed firsthand their colleagues interacting with the Kisobservations
influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by providing the opportumigairn
instructional strategies and see firsthand the competence of their aeeabich
teachers interpreted as vicarious experiences and social persuasion. However
opportunities for shared personal practice did not automatically influend¢estsac
perception of efficacy sources. Teachers had to consider the experiencedalid a
relevant to the classroom practice for it to impact their beliefs.

Shared and Supportive Leadership: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

The PLC condition shared and supportive leadership is defined broadly as the
leadership that fosters professional learning community. When the tegoblezsabout
their belief in the faculty’s ability to be successful in the future, selemder actions
were described. Jennifer, George and Ruth paid attention to the way the principal
interpreted student outcomes, recognized and celebrated whole facultyssucces
maintained open communication and provided individualized support, buffered from
environmental challenges, managed resources, and created spaces for learning. The
behaviors listed above expand beyond the scope of the original conceptual framework to
reflect leadership actions participants reported as central to theeptiercof mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion and affective states.

Shared and supportive leadership had a significant influence on teachers’
perceptions of sources of efficacy. As teachers described sources aysfifoamation,
it was the principal’s actions that were central to their perception. Thisevaewhat

unexpected because of the changes that had been made to school leadership in the four
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years since the district began its initiative. Centerville had a leapédestmn comprised
of the principal, assistant principal, instructional supervisor, mentor teacher tienid Ti
Teacher. However, references to other administrators were few, witkctyation of
the instructional supervisor. The sections that follow will present findings on ththeva
principal’s shared and supportive leadership influenced teachers’ collefftozey
beliefs. By establishing and clarifying goals and expectationsudest learning and
interpreting past performance, the principal influenced teachers’ perceptidn
interpretations of past performance as mastery experiences. By cesatiggarding
spaces for learning she facilitated teacher-to-teacher etutarahat contributed to the
perception of vicarious experiences. By conveying her belief in the facubtlity o be
successful and effectively providing resources to accomplish the tagiersiiaded the
teachers that the faculty was able to be successful; by maintainmgncaigh stress
situations she contributed to teachers feeling confident about the facbityis arhe
way leadership actions influenced the perception of each source of effithoe
reported in turn in the sections that follow.

Shared and supportive leadership: contributor to mastery experiences.

Interactions with the principal in which she discussed student data and interpreted
past performance influenced teachers’ perceptions and interpretationgderfymas
experiences by establishing and clarifying goals and expectatioriadenslearning.
The principal articulated both academic and behavioral goals and outcomasrtnat
reflected in the teachers’ shared vision of the teaching task. The priratigabss and
expectations which figured prominently in the performances teachersveeresi

mastery experiences. For example, success on the state assessraesigmBsant part
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of what the principal outlined as constituting student success and all three<eeicbe
describing mastery experiences reported the influence of the pringpalson their
perceptions. This is perhaps most telling in George who, as previously discussed, would
have preferred that the focus be on other measures of success. He attributedingterpr
actions leading up to success on the state assessment to the principal shygit'sylé
measure Valerie gets measured by. We get measured by it.” Ruth wasgpétsbabout
the direct influence of the principal on her ideas of what constituted success.idShe sa
“I've worked under many different principals and it's like every timeutches | have to
prove myself all over again. And if it's something that they’re focusing on youtavant
do it because you want to do well.” Jennifer, who was new to Centerville, focused on
the goals the principal articulated to better understand the expectations in her new
environment.

All three teachers also looked to the principal for her interpretation of past
performance. The way the principal interpreted the test scores set érpedta
student performance and influenced the teachers’ interpretations of stlei@misig
outcomes. The principal influenced the teachers’ interpretation of students past
performance regardless of the experience of the teachers. Ruth, the mosheage
teacher in the study, said even though she checked the scores at home she étiieipate
principal’s talk to the faculty about the scores. Jennifer, the teacher witlashe le
experience, was accustomed to very high test scores at her previous school. g&bé admi
her intention to seek out the principal to interpret the performance of the students. “I
might go to her and say “What are some of the good things here? What are some of the

positives that | can focus on?” And then of course you're looking at it as whehesee t
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areas that they still need to grow?” Like Ruth and Jennifer, George a¢sbaelthe
principal’s interpretations of student learning outcomes and attributed hreceeba the
principal to her years of experience, “Valerie’s been in education a lot |dragel have
and if she thinks I'm doing a good job then it just reinforces.”

By setting goals and interpreting student outcomes the principal influenced the
collective efficacy beliefs of all three teachers by influencing then expectations and
their perceptions and interpretations of past student performances ay mgséeiences.

Shared and supportive leadership: contributor to vicarious experiences.

The principal had indirect influence on teachers’ perception of vicarious
experiences. Her influence on teachers’ perception of modeling came from her
commitment to teacher learning manifested by regular professional deesiband by
her creating and guarding spaces for teachers to interact with and-ézarthéir peers.
These opportunities for learning have been discussed under collective learning and wi
not be reported here.

It was clear that the teachers did not look to the principal to demonstrate
instructional strategies. George expressed a sentiment shared byé&dénaifer. He
said:

I've definitely developed an opinion, held by other teachers. Peaple i

administration, for the first few years when they move froracheg to

administration are still on top of things. After a while when teybeen
removed from the classroom it's becoming a little too theoreficahem. And
you go to another teacher, who's probably maybe not experiencesathe

problem this year but maybe last year, a couple years agaandlate to it a lot
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better....Because they're [administrators] too busy, not fundraisindyamatling,

being accountants, being disciplinarians, being managers and they'eactors.

They were teachers but they're really not teaching anymore.

The principal therefore was not perceived as a resource for learningtinsiaic
strategies. However, she did influence the teachers’ collective effiedieys through
vicarious experiences by providing opportunities or spaces for the teacher&to wor
together both in the grade level team and with the faculty as a whole.

Shared and supportive leadership: contributor to social persuasion.

The principal’s actions had the greatest influence on teachers beingdieer siiat
the faculty constituted an effective group. When teachers spoke of their mercdhe
faculty as effective they described the principal verbally encougdgafaculty by
celebrating whole faculty success. They also described the way the pnnaiptained
open communication, provided individualized support and effectively managed
resources. These actions conveyed the principal’s belief in the facultyt\s afd the
manageability of the teaching task and were interpreted as persuasitie tiagulty was
and would be effective in the future.

Ruth, Jennifer and George all described the way the principal celebratgd gro
success and how it conveyed her belief in the group’s ability. Her words of
commendation persuaded them that the faculty was an effective group. In addition, to
talking about data the principal often commended the faculty for their efforts wdfds
conveyed her belief that Centerville teachers were committed, ablegpoofgs and

persuaded the teachers that the faculty was and would continue to be effective.
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At a faculty meeting | observed the principal praising the faculty for thethey
went about implementing the new Math curriculum. The following vignette depicts this
meeting:

Standing at the front of the room, Valerie expresses her gratitude to the faculty

how they dealt with the new math program. She said, “There have been

challenges. It's a new curriculum. It is not completely alignet thi¢ state
curriculum and you have to do the work to be sure to cover the indicators in the

curriculum.” The teachers focus on Valerie expectantly. A few nod their heads i

agreement. She continued, "l see grade level teams planning together. | see the

effort you are putting in and because of your commitment the transition to the
new curriculum has been a relatively smooth one. There were and still @e som
difficulties but that is to be expected and | know you will deal with them as you
always have.” Valerie then announced that to thank the staff each teacher will be

given a letter thanking them for their professionalism and commitment afid a g

certificate for $150.00 to spend on instructional materials as they see fit. When

the announcement was made the room seemed to erupt with excitement as
teachers talked with their neighbors about what they had just heard. Over the
noise a smiling Valerie reminded the teachers that the letter could be putron thei

file. (Observation, March 26, 2007)

The vignette illustrates the way the principal encouraged the facudognizing the
challenges they faced but focusing on the positive aspects of their effertsvokls
influenced the teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by conveyirenaesthat the whole

faculty had transitioned to the new Math curriculum with a high degree of
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professionalism. When asked about what encouraged him to believe in the faculty’s
ability to bring about student learning George immediately describadtéraction
related in the preceding vignette as an example. He said, “It shows tlapipsbeiates
what the staff is doing here.” The principal’s words conveyed her belieé¢ ifatulty’s
ability.

Each teacher in the study was persuaded by the principal because they believed
she had knowledge of the whole school and was well placed to speak about the ability of
the faculty. According to Jennifer she knew more than the teachers did because she sa
more than just one classroom. And more than once the teachers referred to Valerie as
being “in touch.” George believed that her years of experience as an eduxhteader
lent credibility to her assessment of the faculty. Ruth also paid attention tanttipadis
feedback. For her, the feedback was valid “because she’s [the principal’s] beem in othe
rooms.” The principal focused her encouragement on the whole faculty. Ruth was the
only teacher who expressed a desire for more individualized feedback. She said, “Wha
wish | got and | don’t get is just that acknowledgement, “Thank you for those great te
scores. | can really tell you worked hard with those kids.” It is possible tiiat Ru
wanted more individual recognition of her abilities.

Already reported under vicarious experiences was how the way the principal
created spaces for learning influenced teachers’ perceptions of vicaqmmgeaces.

When describing what persuaded them of the faculty’'s effectiveness ther¢eache
described the number of professional development opportunities the principal made
available to the faculty. The principal was very focused on providing relevant

professional development to the faculty. In addition to the district mandated oééss
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development days, most of the weekly faculty meetings focused on professional
development. Although not often in their colleagues’ classrooms the provision of ample
teacher learning opportunities by the principal influenced the teacherd'thati¢hey

were part of a capable group of teachers. When asked to respond to the iterar&Tigach
this school do not have the skills to bring about meaningful student learning” all three
teachers expressed strong disagreement. Jennifer said, “I think they do havésthé skil
think that we’re given professional development. If something new comes down the pike
| think that she [the principal] tries really hard to make sure that yowganeped to do

it.” Like Jennifer, Ruth and George also disagreed with the statement areti affe

ample professional development at the school as proxy for the ability of the whole
faculty. Ruth said, “I disagree with that. | feel that we’'ve had so much, we’'velbad a

of training needed to put this into place.” By providing learning opportunities to build
the capability of the faculty, the principal nurtured teachers’ beliefs ialitigy of the

faculty.

Related to creating spaces for learning, the principal facilitatedfaculty
communication that also conveyed information about the ability of the group and
persuaded Jennifer and Ruth that the faculty could be effective. Sometimes she had
teachers and grade level teams share plans or innovative ideas that viarg wibih
their kids. She also featured grade level teams in her biweekly bulletin éndelaoiifer
and Ruth attributed their being persuaded of faculty’s effectiveness taithesabe
principal took to furnish them with knowledge of the members of the faculty. Ruth
expressed it this way: “We're able to share good things about what other people ar

doing. You know we get to hear things about the faculty that you wouldn’t normally
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know. And I think then you start respecting other teachers.” The principalctreate
conditions that supported knowledge of other classrooms and a sense of the faculty as a
team working together. Although George expressed belief that the faadty good
team he did not attribute this judgment to the principal providing information about what
was occurring in other classrooms but more to his personal interactions widgaeke

Ruth was the only teacher that made reference to the way the principal allowed
teachers to make decisions. She was persuaded to believe in her own and the team’s
effectiveness by the trust the principal displayed by allowing her to neskgahs. She
said, “You're left alone. You don't feel like there’s always someone there swalydt
feel supported that she trusts me to make good decisions. And when | go to Véterie wi
a concern she always follows up.” Ruth also described decisions that the team made to
ignore the county’s pacing guide when teaching Science and Social Studieg sould
deliver the curriculum in a way better suited to the student population. The prindipal di
not micromanage her or the faculty and Ruth was persuaded to believe in their
effectiveness. Ruth had years of teaching experience, served as a mehtorftea
student teachers and was part of the school’s leadership team. That Ruth was the only
teacher persuaded to believe in her and the faculty’s effectiveness bsh&haterpreted
as the principal’s trust might be related to her years of teaching exqeedaed her
position as a teacher leader in the school.

Jennifer, George and Ruth described several actions of the principal that cbnveye
information about the ability of the faculty and persuaded them that the facultyamade
effective team. However, they all saw the role resources played in nthkitgaching

task manageable and all spoke of the principal’s effective resource provision as
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persuading them that the faculty could be effective. Jennifer was adjustireg t

challenges of teaching in a Title | school and expressed some surprispagitive

mood of the faculty considering the challenges. She attributed it to the fatiethat t
principal made aspects of the teaching task more manageable. Retethieg t

principal’'s resource management she said, “It's perceived among therg#hat I'm

going to be supported. And you know I'm going to get this kid who has this, this and this
wrong but here’s the kind of things that I'm going to get for help.” George and Roth al
often described the principal as an effective resource provider when talkirtgladiou

being persuaded of the faculty’s effectiveness. George believed that wittinitipal’s
management teachers were amply supplied with instructional materials nvade the
teaching task more manageable. And Ruth said, “We have tons of materials. Ifgou nee
something Valerie [the principal] will find a way to get it.” The principaksions

persuaded the teachers in this study that the faculty could be effecteevsying
information about the competence of the faculty and by providing resources thadreduc
the challenges associated with the teaching task.

Shared and supportive leadership: contributor to affective states.

All three teachers attributed the positive mood of the school to the principal’s
buffering actions. The teachers described the way the principal reducey $a@ds by
reducing anxiety associated with high stakes testing and supporting seatieer faced
with parental challenges. This study occurred during the two months prior tatie s
assessment when the sense of urgency about meeting AYP is often at its Higkest
calm mood of the school was noticeable. When the teachers discussed prepdnag f

test they expressed awareness of what their students knew and still neededktot lea
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did not dissolve into panic, instead using words like “optimistic’. When asked about the
absence of the frenzied activity often associated with test preparation atidgwe/P,

all three teachers attributed their calm in the school to the principal. Ruth argeGe
however, were more explicit about the principal’s role in reducing testingtgnRuth
believed “the principal sets the tone for the school” and she “did not go around making
people anxious.” George also credited the principal with the relative calmsnoltbel.

He said, “Valerie’s great. | mean she makes it [the state assessney enough deal so

the kids are not going to slack off but it's low key enough to say this is another day at
school, we’re going to do our best, and that sort of thing.” The principal’s approach
conveyed a vision of the teaching task that saw the state assessmeraremirbpt “just

one piece of the puzzle” and thereby helped to manage the anxiety for teachefsr Jenni
recognized that Centerville was not “a test happy school” and that no one was pushing
testing but she did not talk frequently about the stress of the test itself or thpgbsnc

role in reducing anxiety associated with it. Perhaps her having come fidmod where
there was a lot of focus on testing made her accustomed to handling the presswe® and le
likely to look to an external source even if in a new environment.

Jennifer, George and Ruth all spoke of the way the principal protected the faculty
from challenges from parents. Jennifer had come from a school where the pwaspal
often holed up in her office and seemed to only come out to investigate teachers when she
received parents’ complaints. By contrast she perceived that she and thewWaceilt
more trusted at Centerville. Ruth also believed that the principal “trusts us t@owke
decisions.” Ruth recalled an incident in her own practice when a parent camg in ver

angry with a decision she had made. The principal, she said, “was always backing me
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up.” George summed up the way the principal’s buffering actions reduced fdoedty, s
George had worked for a short time as a long term substitute in another school in the
county. He compared the principal-faculty relationships at that school with those at
Centerville and said:

It seemed to a lot of the faculty there, that the prindipah would often back

down in the face of parents, would support a parent rather than therted&ven

where the teacher was right. Teachers can be wrong; | magibe sometimes
the parent does need to be supported. But where the teacher mgashdoright
thing and the principal would kind of back the parent. And | don’t seeri¥ale
doing that. | see Valerie, if we're doing things the right whg’s not going to
cave.
The principal played a significant role in reducing teacher stress andrfgsigositive
mood in the school by acting as a buffer between teachers and environmentafjekallen
such as state testing pressures and parental challenges. Her suppohertteonveyed
belief in their abilities which contributed to their confidence about the fasalbility to
be successful.

Figure 6 summarizes the ways in which shared and supportive leadership
influenced teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of sources of efflodogr actions
as principal, goals for student learning were outlined, meaning was gipasttstudent
performance, belief in the faculty’s ability and trust in their commithto students was
conveyed, opportunities to learn from colleagues were provided, and stress was redu

all of which influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacgfbeli
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Figure 6

Shared and Supportive Leadership: Contributor to Sources of Efficacy
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1
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Buffering from
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Reduced stress
Confidence

Managing Resources

Creating spaces for
learning

Supportive Conditions: Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

Supportive conditions are the factors that determine when, where, how, and if the
faculty come together to learn, make decisions, problem solve and create as a
professional learning community. Supportive conditions included time and structures f
faculty interaction such as grade level team meetings and weeklyfamatings, and
dispositions necessary for collaborative learning such as trust and openness. The
supportive conditions of time and structures for interaction are reported under the PLC
condition collective learning and shared personal practice and will not beetpere.

Discussed in this section, the dispositions of trust, openness and caring amongst the
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faculty influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by edgeing a sense of unity in
the faculty that contributed to their perception of a positive mood in the school and their
confidence that the faculty would be successful in the future.

Supportive conditions: contributor to affective states.

When Ruth, George and Jennifer expressed feelings of confidence in the $aculty’
ability to accomplish the teaching task they often described the trustingangdecaring
nature of faculty relationships and often referred to the faculty as a comraufaiyily.

Of the three teachers, Jennifer spoke most often about the positive relationships perha
because she recently transferred from a school and constantly compargaehenees
at Centerville to those she had at Highland ES.

Jennifer transferred to Centerville from a school that most would consider highly
successful. While Jennifer did not dispute the success, measured by high tesslseores
often spoke of the toxic working relationships amongst the faculty. Coming to
Centerville with some sense of the challenges teachers faced sheowgly stpacted
by the positive relationships that she experienced amongst the faculty. Theposit
relationships gave Jennifer a sense of “positive energy”, a feeling oflenoé about her
and the faculty’s ability to meet the developmental and learning needs of stadents i
poverty. Jennifer felt confident in the faculty’s ability because of the opeusdisns
that occurred regularly. Teachers shared both successes and things thgodidnivell.

She felt that the “working relationship is vital to how we feel about ourselves” and
described the negative feelings she had about a team at Highland when te&cdesds re
to collaborate. The trusting, open, and caring relationships also increasedfidsnce

in her own ability and affected her personal efficacy beliefs. She said, “Ydheran
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work together with other people I think you just automatically feel more ssfates
because you don't feel so alone.”

After years at Centerville, George and Ruth had grown accustomed to theepositi
relationships in the school and while when they described their confidence in the facult
they talked about the openness and caring amongst the faculty they did not report this as
frequently as Jennifer. George expressed feeling confident in the fa@biity
because of the trusting, open, and caring relationship amongst the facultypokidet
the way teachers regularly sought advice from colleagues and talked of hearthe t
would regularly seek each other out “and bounce things off of them”. George
characterized the faculty as strong because of the caring relatioastopgst the group.

He said, “We all, at one time or another, have lent our shoulders for someone else to cry
on.”

The impact of the caring relationships on the teachers’ beliefs ia¢hty's
ability to accomplish the task of helping students learn was made evident when George
experienced a family emergency during the time of the study. Knoheéngaring
relationships that existed amongst the team he was confident that students waoilgk cont
to learn. He described how he got together about two days of work for his students but “I
knew Ruth and Jennifer would take care of anything beyond that.” Ruth also often
expressed feeling confident about the faculty’s ability because of thevposature of
their relationships. She talked about how well the faculty came together to support
students. She also talked about the open sharing that took place in the faculty room and
the way people shared things with no one trying to outdo anyone else. In graduate school

Ruth heard several teachers describe the negative relationships in theesfanua she
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was grateful for Centerville’s faculty because teachers were tegmrgl Reflecting on
the faculty relationships at Centerville Ruth believed they were effectivevauld be in
the future because, “we’re much more cohesive here.”

Figure 7

Supportive Conditions: Contributor to Sources of Efficacy
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Figure 7 summarizes the way supportive conditions in Centerville influenced the
perception of sources of efficacy. Structural supportive conditions such aaniime
structures for teacher collaborative work influenced teachers’ collefficacy beliefs
by making collective learning possible. Collective learning and mastpgyierces,
vicarious experiences and social persuasion are shaded gray in figuretohedr
indirect relationship to supportive conditions. The dispositions of trust, openness, and
caring amongst the faculty influenced teachers’ collective effibaliefs by engendering

a sense of unity in the faculty that teachers interpreted as affectee sta
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Summary of Chapter Five

The four PLC conditions presented in this chapter, collective learning, shared
personal practice, shared and supportive leadership, and supportive conditions all
influenced teachers’ perceptions of sources of efficacy. However, in tienmtens of
events and outcomes that they perceived as mastery experiences, Vicqanienees,
social persuasion, and affective states, collective learning and sharegpodige
leadership were more central to the teachers’ descriptions.

Collective learning provided access to the knowledge, skills, and attitudes of their
colleagues and influenced their perceptions of the four sources of efficacgacheits
interacted they negotiated meaning of past student performance as/reagtgience.
They observed their colleagues and perceived vicarious experiences, and reldbgnize
ability of their colleagues and the shared expertise of the faculty. Tsmpeaiceived
positive social persuasion, and experienced positive relationships that influesiced t
perception of affective states. Shared personal practice was not a argrabatributor
to sources of efficacy. One teacher perceived vicarious experience and anoidle
persuasion. The third teacher dismissed the experience as irrelevant.

Shared and supportive leadership was central to the teachers’ descriptioee of t
of the four sources of efficacy information. By defining goals, providing positive
feedback to the faculty, and supporting them the principal influenced the teachers’
perceptions of mastery experiences, social persuasion, and affective Kates/er, the
principal was not considered a resource for learning instructional steatddge actions
only influenced teachers’ perceptions of vicarious experiences inditeatlygh her

provision of opportunities for collective learning. The supportive conditions of the
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school included time to interact and the dispositions of openness and care. Tedchers di
not reflect on the structural supportive conditions separately but saw them to be
opportunities for collective learning. The dispositions of openness and care influenced
the teachers’ perceptions of affective states by providing the conditiopeditive
interactions that created a sense of community that teachers perceomdidence in

faculty ability to educate students in the future. Differences in teageeceptions of

the sources of efficacy were primarily mediated by the personialudttr years teaching

at the school. The findings will be discussed in detail in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6: Discussion

There is general agreement about the potentially powerful nature oétgach
collective efficacy beliefs in schools. Studies have documented the powerttlogffe
this group-level attribute on teacher behaviors and student achievement a9,
Goddard et al., 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Even more compelling, studies
have found collective teacher efficacy to be a stronger predictor of studemteanbint
than student socioeconomic status (Bandura, 1993; Hoy, Sweetland & Smith, 2002).
Scholars recognized that to mature the concept alongside the development of more
accurate measurement instruments, research had to begin to examine tlieristete
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. A few studies were conducted tostade the
extent to which school organizational processes contributed to teachersivellect
efficacy beliefs. These studies found that school processes were predictachefs’
collective efficacy beliefs (Mawhinney, et al., 2006a; Ross, et al., 2004), but they did not
provide an understanding of the mechanisms by which organizational conditions
influenced teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. This study adds totdhatlire by
exploring the ways in which the organizational context, operationalized &3Litve
conditions, influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficacydelief

In this study, | found that all five PLC conditions (i.e. shared vision, collective
learning, shared personal practice, shared and supportive leadership, andv&upporti
conditions) contributed to the development of teachers’ collective efficagfdbli
influencing teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of sources otgffiebowever,
not all conditions had the same influence on teachers’ perceptions and intergetation

sources of efficacy information. Collective learning, shared vision, anddstiade
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supportive leadership were most central to teachers’ perceptions and intensetbthe
sources of efficacy. In this chapter | will discuss how each PLC conditiloremced
teachers’ perceptions of sources of efficacy and then present implicatidasifer
research and practice.

Discussion of Shared Vision as a Contributor to Sources of Efficacy

In this study the shared vision defined goals and desired outcomes that focused
teachers’ attention on particular past performances, models and feedback, and guided
their interpretations of the information from the sources of efficacy. Enemstudy, |
determined that the students they served largely defined the teachers’ vision.
Recognizing that the majority of their students lived in poverty and often entéwsal sc
academically behind their peers they envisioned the teaching task asagdsasdent
poverty and supporting student learning. Similarly, their vision of teaching tencee
focused on attributes (experience and caring) that they deemed necaissacgéss with
the students served.

The shared vision of the teaching task influenced teachers’ interpretation of
academic growth as mastery experience even when the growth did not mexégroje
benchmarks. This was significant considering the pressures to meet acdibyintabi
requirements. It is important to note that although the teachers in the studgalid r
interpreting success on the state assessment as success, they alsedaademic
improvement as an indicator of success. Social cognitive theory states thaispires
knowledge structures called self-schemata influence what people look for ankeyow t
interpret efficacy information (Bandura 1997). This study’s findings suggeghthat

proximal environment, defined mostly by the students served, had the greatestampa
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how teachers envisioned the teaching task and what they interpreted exy mast
experiences. The findings suggest that schools as organizations may have an
organizational schemata, the shared vision of the teaching task and teachingooe)pe
that operates in ways similar to self-schemata in the development offegl&gfby
influencing teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of mastery expesie

The shared vision of the teaching task influenced teachers’ interpnstafi the
relevance of modeled performances. Teachers described interpretinganodele
performances as vicarious experiences when the content of what was beingdbser
directly related to the students they served. The finding suggests that school
characteristics, specifically the demographics of the student bodyeaffine perceived
relevance of modeled performances. Teachers also rejected models, ewgmovited
by the school district, when they did not seem relevant to their specific teacdkng ta
Related to this was the finding that teachers more often accepted the mod#imig of
colleagues rather than sources outside of the school. These findings can also be
explained theoretically. Bandura (1997) contends that attribute similagggmpreptions
based on certain characteristics, affects efficacy appraidéifube similarity has been
applied to collective teacher efficacy research to explain differenceadhdrs’
collective efficacy beliefs based on student body characteristicsydorpde, where
teachers serving low-income students have been found to perceive less coltictiog e
than those teaching in middle income, majority White schools (Goddard, LoGekfo et a
2004; Mawhinney, et al., 2005). Teachers in this study had a preconception of
instructional expertise as experience in a similar context. This sttelydsxknowledge

of the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by suggabtnattribute

136



similarity might also function on the collective level to affect the perdeigkevance of
modeled performances.

When teachers in the study described being persuaded that the faculty was
capable of success in the future, they talked about perceiving teachersessipgs
competencies needed to accomplish the teaching task. Specifically, wdteardesaw
evidence of teachers care for students they were persuaded that thectaddltye
effective. Research has found social persuasion influenced collectiaxgfheliefs.
This study confirms these findings and extends the research by highlightingythe
social persuasion often operated through nonverbal persuasory efficacy trdorma
Persuasory efficacy information has been primarily construed as verbakveipw
teachers in this study seldom gave verbal encouragement and feedback to each other
Instead, the findings suggest that teachers perceived persuasoryefficamation in
the actions of teachers that demonstrated competencies consistent wghahesr
vision. As teachers interact in the PLC their actions are interpreted baghe vision of
teaching competence and persuades or dissuades teachers of the tuilitiyte
facilitate student learning. That evidence of caring for students was so commonly
referenced as persuading teachers of faculty efficacy is alsgpantamt finding.
Perhaps with the emphasis on meeting accountability requirements, discussions about
teaching competence have focused almost exclusively on knowledge and slattkerse
in this study suggested that the disposition of care toward students wasegjsoement
for effective teaching in their context.

Perceiving the faculty as having a shared vision and working towards the same

goals conveyed a sense of unity and cohesiveness that contributed to teachers’
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perceptions of the capability of the faculty. Social cognitive theory deéifiective
states as the level of stress or excitement associated with task caimsiddParception
of affective states contributes to judgments of capability or inaldiperform a task.
Thus far, very little research has discussed the impact of affective stat®llective
efficacy beliefs. This finding extends the research by illustrating helvaiged vision
fosters a sense of unity and cohesiveness in the faculty that contributes tcsteacher
perception of positive affective states.

Discussion of Collective Learning as a Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

Collective learning had a significant influence on teachers’ perceptiohe tur
sources of efficacy. When teachers’ described their perceptions and iatespsedf the
four sources of efficacy they often spoke about their formal and informal opp@&$uoiti
work with their colleagues. As teachers talked about issues, shared indormat
discussed the quality of their teaching and learning, made plans for imstract
assessed the impact of their actions, goals surfaced and they negotiateaing wie
outcomes. They benefitted from their colleagues’ expertise in waysitdnaaised their
belief both in themselves and in the faculty as a whole, and persuaded them that the
faculty was an effective group. The positive relationships amongst theyfandithe
effective interactions also created a sense of cohesion which influencefeehrgs of
confidence about the future.

Data analysis showed that opportunities for collective learning figured
prominently in teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of past performanoestary
experiences. When teachers met to talk about student data they collaboratively

negotiated the meaning of data as evidence of success or failure. Bandura (1997)
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contends that efficacy information only becomes instructive through cognitivessing
and reflective thought. That teachers often described the perception and tatierpce#
mastery experiences occurring in the context of their collaborative convassaiay
illustrate the importance of teachers’ talk as the means by whichaa@tae cognitive
processing occurs. A central aspect of the opportunities for collaboration in the school
studied was the analysis of student performance on a variety of assesshheses

regular meetings influenced the perception of past performance bygraatiork cycle
that included not only teaching but assessing student learning. This study adds to the
research by suggesting that structuring regular opportunities foctoaiéearning

focused on data analysis can influence teachers’ perception of past pertoeménc
interpretation of these performances as mastery experiences.

Opportunities for collective learning influenced teachers’ perception afieisa
experiences by exposing them to their colleagues’ knowledge and skills. WHesrdeac
described observing modeling that they interpreted as vicarious experibecesdels
were most often their colleagues and the instructional strategies tieab@meg modeled
were directly relevant to their problems in their practice. The influencellettive
learning on teachers’ perception of vicarious experiences might also have beethdue t
proximity of teachers. Teachers in the faculty were proximal models isetiise of
operating in the same task context. They were also proximal in terms of beasgible
and thus the most likely resources to be sought out for immediate advice to resolve day-
to-day problems. The literature on PLCs sheds some light on these findings. Supovitz
Sirinides and May (2010) note the presence of instructional advice networks among

teachers and found that teacher peer influence had a strong and significahbmpac
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instructional practice. Studies show that within professional learning conmesunit
teachers replay, rehearse, and re-vision their practice (Horn, 2010) anddeagath
other in ways that impact their instructional practice (Coburn, 2001; Shank, 2006;
Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).

In this study, | found that collective learning influenced teachers’ perception of
social persuasion. Teachers benefitted from their colleagues’ knovdadgkills and
were persuaded of the effectiveness of the faculty through interactionolghgres and
exchanging information. Collective learning opportunities were a spacéh&r ga
information about their colleagues. The opportunity to experience their colleagues’
knowledge and skills in collaborative conversations convinced the teachers of their
faculty’s effectiveness. This finding suggested that vicarious expeseand social
persuasion were related. When teachers perceived models on the facultyranetéate
the modeling as a positive indicator of both their own and the faculty’s capabégitso
persuaded them of the faculty’'s competence and their ability to be effecthefuture.

Teachers in this study also perceived their good working relationships as
providing persuasory efficacy information. Studies of teachers’ colleetiacy
beliefs have not explicitly investigated the role of intrapersonaioakdttips in the
formation of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. With this stud@ylded to the
literature by illustrating that positive working relationships acted as aeofisocial
persuasion encouraging teachers to believe that the faculty was capadilegoéffective
in the future. Social cognitive theory also suggests that group dynamics phég/sna r
collective efficacy. Bandura (1997) defined collective efficacy agdap’s shared

belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute courses of actiorecetyuli
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produce given levels of attainment” (p. 477). Groups, however, are comprised of
individuals and their collective power to produce desired results is the product af share
knowledge and skills and the “interactive, coordinative, and synergistic dynaitinesr
transactions” (Bandura, 2000, p. 75). Results of this study suggest that it will beldiffi
for perceived collective efficacy to emerge as an emergent grouppl®garty in
schools without opportunities for collective learning. Collective learning moaetdes
beyond their individual classrooms and gave them access, albeit verbally, to other
teacher’s attitudes, knowledge and skills. Collaboration also allowed teazhssess
their colleagues’ teamwork behaviors (Tasa, et al., 2007). As the teachessstudlyi
experienced how well the group worked together they felt a sense of colleqianrtisx
and cohesion that persuaded them that the faculty would continue to be effective.
The study indicated that opportunities for collective learning influencetdesic
perceptions of positive affective states. As teachers shared suaassbsllenges and
worked collaboratively to address students’ needs they gained a sense of this facult
determination and commitment to accomplishing the teaching task. Working together
allowed teachers to have a sense of the general mood of the faculty. Posragtians
with teachers generated excitement about their work that engenderedsfeéling
confidence that the faculty could successfully help students learn. Bandura (19€97) ha
argued that moods provide affective information for judging personal efficasy. Fe
studies of collective efficacy have examined group affect. Gibson and Earley {2007
their proposed model of group efficacy beliefs suggested that group affaenicdls
group efficacy by interacting with perceptions of past performance. Thigdithdot

contradict their proposition but suggested another possibility. Positive working
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relationships created a positive affective tone that generated &eeficgnfidence
regarding the faculty’s ability to accomplish the teaching task.

Discussion of Shared Personal Practice as a Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

When describing their perception of sources of efficacy the opportunity to visit
another teacher’s classroom was not central to teachers’ descriptiopsgsiggly, the
peer observation did not have a great influence on teachers’ perceptions of vicarious
experiences. For one teacher observing another teacher effectivelytinstngathe new
reading program influenced her perception of her own capability to successfully
implement the program in the following year (vicarious experience). However, for
second teacher in the study observing the third grade teacher was not perceived as
vicarious experience because of the dissimilarity of the instructionsd@ta used. The
experience did, however, provide persuasory information about the capability of the
teacher. The third study participant dismissed the experience altogetagise she did
not observe what she considered to be actual teaching of the lesson but savhéne teac
facilitating student work. The teachers had agreed to have their cateabserve them
teaching a whole lesson and Jennifer had allowed the third grade teacher to observe her
teach an entire lesson. That Jennifer did not see any direct teaching was@wvadlithe
agreement the teachers had made and suggests a role for trust in the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. In addition, the findings ilaistthe task specific
nature of efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1986) and its impact on teachecsppien of
sources of efficacy. Efficacy beliefs are appraisals of ability ttope a task in the
future and sources of efficacy provide information about future capability watbka

Two of the three teachers dismissed the experience as not providing information about
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their own capability (vicarious experience) because the observation did not provide
information about the specific task, implementing the new reading curriculumtin thei
classroom setting. The literature on teacher collaboration suggests thHadredita in
and of itself does not necessarily facilitate learning (Little 2003; Horn Z&l4hk,

2006). Levine and Marcus (2010) concluded that the structure and focus of teachers’
collaborative activities need to be carefully planned if they are to im@atte¢elearning.
Similarly, the results show that simply having teachers visit othesrolass will not
necessarily impact teacher’s perceptions of vicarious experiencesadmsachers must
perceive what is observed as relevant to specific tasks.

Discussion of Shared and Supportive Leadership as a Contributor to the Sources of

Efficacy

The study showed the PLC condition shared and supportive leadership to be a
central feature in teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of the sourtfesaoy e
When teachers described mastery experiences, social persuasioneetickadtates they
talked about the principal’s leadership actions as influencing their perceptiuesef t
sources. This study indicated that the principal’s leadership actions had omtijraati
influence on the perception of vicarious experiences.

In this study the principal influenced teachers’ perceptions of mastery exgesi
by communicating goals for student academic achievement to the whole tawlity
holding faculty meetings that focused on interpreting student data. Social\w®gniti
theory posits that mastery experiences are the most powerful souraearfyeff
information because they reflect direct evidence of group capability tongtish the

task (Bandura, 1993, 1997). It was therefore, important to note the principal’s influence
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on teachers’ interpretation of mastery experiences. It was santiticat the teachers,
including the participant who resisted the emphasis on testing, described theapaaci
well placed to provide information about task accomplishment. The results of the study
provide support to the findings of other studies which have shown the significant role
played by the leader in the development of collective efficacy. Tabernenmb&ha

Curral, and Arana (2009) found task-oriented leadership focused on goal achievement
had a positive effect on group efficacy. The study carried out by Jung and Sosik (2002)
suggested that leaders are considered well placed to “express the impanthreties
associated with desired outcomes” (p. 316). Although this study did not expkgitly a
teachers why they perceived the principal’s actions as significantélspmnses suggest
that the principal was perceived as one who was knowledgeable of the context-specif
teaching task as well as the external policy mandates and so was well pletetptet
students’ past performance. The findings suggest that principals play ataimpole in
teachers’ perception of mastery experiences.

This study showed that shared and supportive leadership indirectly influenced
teachers’ perceptions of vicarious experiences. Through the creation of regula
opportunities for collective learning and professional development the principal
facilitated teachers observing their colleagues and thereby infludreiegérception of
vicarious experiences. The influence of collective learning on teachecsppiens and
interpretations of sources of efficacy has already been discussed andtw#i given
further consideration here. It is enough to say that by emphasizing teattakoration
and professional development the principal provided teachers with more opp@timitie

learn from their colleagues and judge their personal and faculty capaBibimewhat
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surprising was that teachers did not see the principal as a resource foiglearni
instructional strategies. All three participants strongly expressadeWethat the
principal was no longer a teacher. The school’s leadership structure provides some
explanation for this finding. The school had several administrators who were tagiked wi
providing instructional assistance to teachers. Social cognitive theoaysceshed
light on this finding. Bandura (1997) theorizes that the perception of attributergymila
or the similarity of models in terms of personal characteristics afédfitacy judgments.
The finding suggests that the teachers’ shared vision of teaching competédnce he
proximity to the classroom as a characteristic of performance tigpalit is therefore
possible that the perceived distance of the principal from the classroom prehented t
teachers from seeing her as a resource for learning instructioned)istsa

There was one instance in which an administrator influenced teachers’
perceptions of vicarious experience. At a professional development session the
instructional supervisor described a strategy for teaching the new matulcun using
centers that she had observed teachers in another school use. Her description of the
instruction was an instance of modeling, Ruth and Jennifer paid attention to her
description because they believed it was relevant to their practice. Thexeddhat
they could change their own practice in a similar manner and immediately bega
collaborative planning lessons to implement the new instructional stratégpretically
there are two positions on what serves as models in the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs. Goddard et al. (2000, 2004) suggest that in developing a
shared belief of a school vicarious experiences at the organizational leveésmsohool

observing other schools. However, Ross et al. (2004) argue that it is raeecfarseto
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observe other schools. Instead, they theorized vicarious experiences to be tlo¢ resul
teachers interacting with and having the opportunity to observe their colleaghds. W
most of the teachers’ descriptions of vicarious experiences centered ongeacher
observing their colleagues during their interactions, as Ross et al. suigigestging
sheds light on the way teachers might observe other schools.

By communicating confidence in the faculty’s ability to achieve school goals
fostering awareness of the competence of the faculty the principsnctd teachers’
perception of social persuasion. This finding provides support for previous theoretical
arguments that collective efficacy differs from self-efficacy inuh of agency but is
derived from the cognitive processing of similar sources of effiddagdura, 1997).
Specifically, teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs are inficed by the perception of
social persuasion. The principal provided the faculty opportunities to appreciate group
successes by commending the faculty on improvements in student performance or
displays of commitment to student learning, by encouraging inter-teamgheard by
providing a lot of professional development. Teachers considered the principal’'s
persuasive actions credible because they perceived her to be knowledgeable of the whole
school as well as of external governance structures such as the schat! distri

Shared and supportive leadership actions influenced the perception of positive
affective states by reducing stress associated with the environment &salcthiag task
itself. By serving as a buffer between the environment and the school ariddbyetfy
managing resources the principal influenced teachers’ perception of agosibd in
the faculty. The results provide support for previous theoretical argumentghigiyi

that organizational agency is also impacted by emotional states (Bar@RiraGbddard,

146



Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy 2000, 2004). The principal’s actions conveyed her support of the
faculty and fostered a positive mood in the faculty that influenced teachersppencof
confidence when contemplating their ability to accomplish the teaching taskfutuhe

This result is also in line with more recent studies of the impact of transfonalat
leadership actions on collective efficacy beliefs. For example Schaubrwck a
colleagues (2007) found that leaders’ supportive actions were significalatigd to
collective efficacy. They argued that providing support has the potential totseeng
group members’ beliefs that the group will be successful. Mawhinney, Wood and Haas
(2006b) found strong correlations between teachers’ perceptions of principal support of
the faculty’s persistence and coping capacity and their collectivaeyfbeliefs. This

study extends the findings of this line of empirical studies by suggestingspmtiéic
supportive behaviors that teachers’ perceived as influencing their collefficacy

beliefs.

Discussion of Supportive Conditions as a Contributor to the Sources of Efficacy

The presence of the supportive structural and relational conditions, time for
collective learning, and dispositions of openness and caring amongst the faculty
influenced teachers’ perception of sources of efficacy. By having time toamee
structures that supported learning interactions such as regular facatipgsdocused
on professional development and grade level team meetings to discuss student data,
teachers had opportunities for collective learning. In their interactionpéregived
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, were persuaded of thedacult

effectiveness, and perceived a positive mood that instilled confidence in thg'$acult
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ability to successfully accomplish tasks in the future. The influence offdino®llective
learning has already been discussed and will not be addressed further irtitims sec
The dispositions of openness and caring amongst the faculty influenced teachers’
perceptions of a positive emotional state. The presence of open, caring meracti
enabled teachers to recognize faculty members’ dependability and cominititeract
positively and feel a sense of community that imbued teachers with feelings of
confidence in the faculty’s ability. Here again the results provide support for the
theoretical argument that organizations also respond to information conveyed by
emotional states and offers insight into the ways positive emotional stdtes oaf
teachers’ perceptions of capability. The finding is in line with previousne&sea the
antecedents of collective efficacy beliefs. For instance, Matthieu, Rapmaw and
Mangos (2010) argued that positive group dynamics contributed to air traffic enstrol
feeling confident about the group’s ability because they conveyed information about the
ability of the group to work well together to achieve its objectives. The findaigas
consistent with studies on the role of trust in schools which have found relational
dispositions of openness and care amongst faculty members to be important ia laying
foundation of trust among teachers and trust has been linked to teachersveollecti
efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). \Niile t
study did not examine the emergence of the positive interactive dynamic actity,f
the findings suggest that concern cannot only be given to the content of teacher
collaboration but the nature of these relationships if teachers’ collectivacgfbeliefs

are to develop.
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Mediating Factors

This study indicated that differences in teacher attributes, most oftattribate
years at the school, explained some of the differences in teachers’ ereeypidl
interpretations of the sources of efficacy and the extent to which efscacges were
perceived at the level of the grade level team or the whole faculty. Ottientat
shaping teachers perception of sources included years teaching, educatioshileaoler
and personal teacher efficacy beliefs. The finding provides support to Bandura’s (1997
proposition that personal, social and situational factors mediate the cognitive
interpretation of experiences and offers insight into differences in groojens’
efficacy appraisals. Recent collective efficacy studies have also fonaegroup
differences impact the development of collective efficacy beliefs. Mashtly, DeRue
and his colleagues (2010) proposed a theory of team efficacy development that
recognizes within-team variability and suggested a framework for uaddnsg efficacy
dispersion. Given the finding that shows that differences in teachers pameepti
occurred most along the lines of years at the school it is possible thatukecsefof the
PLC on teachers’ perceptions and interpretations of sources of efficdeyandent on
teachers’ knowledge of and identification with the vision of the PLC. In addition, the
finding suggests that teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs maygehaver time. In the
future more attention should be paid to exploring how within-group variability impacts
the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

Implications for Future Research

These findings have a number of implications for research. The study

gualitatively explored the ways in which PLC conditions influenced teachahsttve
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efficacy beliefs looking specifically at how the organizational contexienited
perceptions of sources of efficacy information. Although there has been some
consideration of the organizational context of the school as a predictive vamiable i
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs, few studies examine the mischa through which
the organizational context influences the development of these beliefs andwmitost |
their focus to the perception of mastery experiences. The first theomeidiglation of
the study is that the school organizational context is a significant ant¢cédeachers’
collective efficacy beliefs and to understand the development of teacheestivell
efficacy beliefs future research should expand this line of researcht ddglaeizational
conditions, such as supervision and evaluative authority might also be included to more
completely reflect the organizational reality of schools.

Social cognitive theory postulates that sources of efficacy are pasiences
and outcomes that have the potential to influence beliefs about future capability.
However, Bandura (1997) cautioned that the sources of efficacy are not inherently
enlightening but the information must be selected and cognitively procestiscdf i
change a person’s efficacy beliefs. Results of this study suggettdlsalection and
cognitive processing outlined in the theory is guided by the shared vision of the school
the teachers noticed what they valued. Bandura (1986) theorized that personsl fact
behavior, and environmental factors interact to shape behavior. The study’s findings
support this argument and suggest the possibility that these factors shape lishavior
informing teachers’ vision of the teaching task and teaching competendeiwhicn
influences their perception of efficacy sources. For example, the teashared vision

of the teaching task as addressing student poverty and supporting student {gasning
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informed by the environmental factor student socioeconomic status. Their shared vis
then influenced their perception of sources of efficacy and their behavior. Undergta
how to develop teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs may, therefore, rexphcgars to
focus on the context-specific task and competence definitions teachers envisiair for
schools.

These results also illustrated the importance of the faculty envisioretfgais
responsible for the academic outcomes of the students served. The school in this study
was selected, in part, because it was a Title | school that had seen sigg#ics in
student achievement. The school stood in contrast to evidence that suggests that
students’ socioeconomic status positively predicted teachers’ collefficaxe beliefs
with low socioeconomic status being correlated with low collective teatheacy
beliefs (Goddard, et al., 2004; Mawhinney, et al., 2005). The teachers in this study
envisioned addressing student poverty as a significant aspect of their teaskiaugda
they believed that they had been successful and would continue to be successful because
of their focus on the social and academic issues that attend student poverty. However
scholars have found that schools serving low-income students often lack a sense of
shared expectations and shared responsibility for student achievement (Evans, 2009).
The findings of this study suggest that future research may benefit franingxg the
shared vision and its impact on teachers’ collective efficacy beliethooks that serve
low-income students. The finding implies that a shared vision of the teaching task that
addresses the reality of the school context by, for example, focusing on adyltessi

challenges associated with poverty and supporting students’ learning, campypieat
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to the creation of goals and outcomes that might mediate the impact of low
socioeconomic status on teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.

The finding that shared vision of the teaching task and teaching competence
influenced the perception of sources of efficacy raises questions about the most
commonly used theoretical model explaining the development of teachers’icellect
efficacy beliefs. Based on previous results Goddard and his colleagues (2000) dwdvance
a model of the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefptsits that
analysis of the teaching task and teaching competence occurs aftectiperand
initial analysis of the sources of efficacy (Goddard, et al., 2000). Howevertuihysss
findings suggest that the vision of the teaching task and teaching compésence a
influenced teachers’ initial perception of sources by defining goals and outcomes
Adams and Forsyth (2006), found that analyzing the teaching task and teaching
competence, accounted for a significant amount of the variability in teacbiestize
efficacy beliefs. They concluded that analysis of the teaching task ahdhtgac
competence influenced the development of teachers’ collective efficaefstabng
with the sources of efficacy instead of as a secondary analysis as sddge&oddard
et al.’'s model. Adams et al. proposed that contextual conditions acted as sources of
efficacy information along with mastery experiences, vicarious expesesocial
persuasion and affective states. This study offers another possible ezplératta
shared vision of the teaching task and teaching competence in some sense drives the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs by establistoats ghat influence
teachers’ perception and cognitive processing of efficacy sources. B&h@ara

theorized that cognitive processing is involved in the acquisition, organization, aofd use
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information. In line with this theoretical proposition | found that the sharednvdefined
goals for the teaching task and competencies of successful teachelry theding the
perception and interpretation of sources of efficacy.

The study indicated that as teachers shared information and learneddnom th
colleagues they saw the impact of the group on their practice and this, in turrgedcrea
their reliance on their colleagues. Thus far research on both PLCs and cotksativer
efficacy has concentrated primarily on the whole school level not consideririgegha
emergence of school based PLCs and collective teacher efficacgtiespenay be
derailed by the reality that teachers often work in teams. Even in eleynscitaols,
such as the one in this study, which have been assumed to be more tightly coupled
systems, the greatest interdependencies occurred with the gradedeveldt the whole
school. An important construct in the collective efficacy research literbdund to be a
necessary condition for the emergence of collective efficacy in teams o thak
interdependence (Alavi & McCormick, 2008; Gully, Incalcaterra, Josji &ubeen,
2002; Katz-Navon & Erez, 2005). However, this concept has seldom been referenced in
the research on teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs and when consitdeasdieen
mainly in the context of theoretical debates about measurement of cellefficacy
rather than as an antecedent to the development of teachers’ collectivey dfétiefs.
The findings suggest the relevance of task interdependence in the development of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs and the possibility that the comgoals and
outcomes and sense of shared expertise that collective learning producdacragise
the perceived level of task interdependence in a faculty. Schools are multi-level

organizations and teachers work individually, in teams and as a whole faculty. The more
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teachers interact, draw on the expertise of their colleagues and shaosvtheéhe more
likely they are to foster integration around particular problems (Bolmanai. Zn3).
This in turn impacts their collective efficacy beliefs by shifting tpeirceptions from
individual or grade level teams to the whole faculty. Teachers negotiatengéa
develop collective efficacy beliefs. | found that opportunities for colledearning was
the primary space in which teachers negotiated meaning suggestinduratdésearch
should examine teachers’ day-to-day interactions and the ways in whichyefficac
information is perceived and interpreted in the midst of these interactions.

The significant impact of certain shared and supportive leadership actions on
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs suggests that the ways schdelsbg contributes
to the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs should be intestigather.
The majority of sources of efficacy teachers perceived in the context prfitlcgoal’s
leadership actions were focused on the school as a whole rather than the team or
individual teachers. These findings underscore the importance of the PLCaronditi
shared and supportive leadership to the development of teachers’ collectiveyeffica
beliefs. Bandura (1993) noted the need for synergistic interactions in the development
collective efficacy. However, the multi-level, often independent nature of tsache
instructional practice might act as a barrier to the emergence of colletivae\e
beliefs. The findings of this study suggested that the principal played a key role i
fostering the interactive dynamics necessary for the developmentbéteacollective
efficacy beliefs. In her interactions with teachers the principal emmgubagiz school
mission, commended teachers for school success and celebrated the gayadit

whole faculty. Her actions not only influenced the perception of mastery expstience
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vicarious experiences, social persuasion and affective states but focubetsea
attention on the whole school. The literature supports these findings. Several studies
found certain leadership actions to be positive predictors of collective efbeaayse

they elevated the salience of the group and its capabilities for group members
(Walumbwa, Wang, Lawler & Shi, 2004; Wu, Tsui & Kinicki, 2010). Future research
might specifically investigate how the principal’s leadershipastinfluence teachers’
beliefs about the faculty’s capability.

This study indicated that teachers focused on the principal above all other
administrators. Future studies might consider looking explicitly at teageeceptions
of all school administrators. Current trends in research on educational leaeensseft
the framework transformational leadership. Many of the leadership actionisetisaimdy
participants perceived as contributing to sources of efficacy informaiidd be
categorized as transformational leadership behaviors. This suggeststhsatsiudy
using this framework to investigate the antecedents to teachers’ colkeftivaey beliefs
might prove productive. However, the findings of this study also suggest that it would be
important for studies to not neglect the managerial leadership actions such aseresour
management and the impact of these actions on teachers’ feeling confidenalmlity
of the faculty to successfully help their students learn.

The study explored teachers’ perceptions of sources of efficacy informestiog
gualitative methodologies. To better understand the development of teachersveollect
efficacy beliefs it will be important for researchers to conduct more eeétail
investigations of teachers’ reflective practices using qualitatitkodelogies. Most

current studies of teachers’ collective efficacy assume sourcesoaicgfbased on
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theoretical propositions. However, imposing externally derived proxies for safrce
efficacy may not provide accurate information about the development of teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs. For example, Ross and his colleagues (200#4jealchmat

their not finding prior student achievement to be the most significant predictor of
teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs might have been due to teachbesstudy not
deeming the success measure used as a proxy for mastery experieteeasto their
schools. A few of the indicators of future capability found in this study, such as student
growth as mastery experience and care for students as valued teachpetecme, have

not been specifically identified in research on teachers’ collectivaeyfioeliefs and

more research is needed on the events, behaviors, knowledge, and skills that teachers
value based on the school context in which they are situated.

Implications for Practice

In terms of practical implications, the county in which the study was conducted
had implemented a policy that encouraged the development of schools as PLCS to
increase instructional capacity and teachers’ collective efficdmfdeith the outcome
expectation of increased student achievement. First, the findings suggestethtzon
should be paid to nested learning communities such as the grade level team and more
authentic means of encouraging whole school collective learning will need to be
developed. Second, differences in teachers’ perception of sources based onlyears at t
school suggests that if teachers are to develop beliefs in the capabiléywdidke
faculty building leaders will need to pay special attention to novice teachtachers
new to the school to ensure that they have opportunities to get to know the faculty as a

whole. As part of the county’s efforts they restructured district lshgeplacing
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additional administrators in schools. However, the teachers in this studgcitged
almost exclusively on the principal. While this could be attributed to the newness of two
administrators to the school it also suggests that the county should focus some efforts on
finding ways to support the integration of the once external administrators intodhe loc
school community. The study illustrated some of the leadership behaviors that
contributed to teachers’ perceptions of the sources of efficacy. Althoughrtieat
study did not directly study the principal’s actions, teachers’ perceptionssefdlogons
played an important role in their perceptions and interpretations of sourcesaxd\eff
Using the perceived leadership actions as a guide school districts couldhthroug
leadership training, encourage the development of leaders who support PLGasnditi
and the development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs.
Conclusion

Research has demonstrated the potentially powerful nature of teachergialle
efficacy beliefs. Linked to the effort and resilience of teachers antivebscorrelated
to student learning outcomes, understanding the development of teachersveollecti
efficacy beliefs has the potential to positively impact teaching ancditegar This
exploration into the antecedents of teachers’ collective efficacy bedigfsl fPLC
conditions to be a potentially powerful organizational context conducive to the
development of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs. The press to improlenst
learning outcomes for all students heightened by federal legislation &and sta
implementation machinery has brought added pressure to teachers and suiggests |
more imperative for school faculties to develop a belief in their abilitysjoored to these

challenges and facilitate student learning. This study represengsfarstard in
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furthering our understanding of how the organizational context, specifically PL

conditions, influences the development of teachers’ collective efficacydelief
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Appendix A: First Teacher Interview Protocol

Interviewee Code:

Date:

Time:

Location:

Background Information:

How long have you been a teacher?

What led you to become a teacher?

How long have you been a teacher at this school?

What grade levels have you taught over the course of your teaching career?

How long have you been in your current position?

What are you strong points as a teacher?

Where do you think you need to improve as a teacher?

What kinds of experiences help you be effective in this school?

Are there constraints that limit your effectiveness?

Compare this school with others you are familiar with. How does it compareBe(Pr
here for teacher’s ideas about leadership, teacher quality, resourceppodsselimate)
School Goals/Vision:

Teachers are asked to pursue many goals and accomplish many thinggshe&Og@els
that teachers in this school are trying to achieve what stands out to you as the most
important?

Why do you believe this the most important goal of the faculty?

How do you work to achieve this goal?
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How does the faculty work to achieve this goal?

What limits the faculty’s ability to achieve the goal?

Do you think teachers in this school have what it takes to meet the goal you di&scribe
Why?

What kinds of things make it most difficult for the faculty to achieve the goal you
identified?

How do you know when the school has met the goal?

Are there other goals you would like to mention? (If not mentioned ask about the stat
assessment as a goal.)

Collective Learning:

What opportunities do you have to work with other teachers? (Probe for different kinds
of opportunities (formal and informal)?

Do you enjoy these experiences?

How do you benefit from them?

What are the most beneficial types of work with other teachers? Why?

Is it good for the school to have teachers work together? Why?

Do teachers in this school work well together?

When having difficulty who do you go to for help? Tell me why you choose these
persons? How did you know they could help? What type of help do you get from them?
(After the teacher responds ask, | would like to know why you did not mention these
persons that | thought you would. (If not mentioned ask about administrators, specialist
teachers, grade level team)

Supportive leadership
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Does the administration support teachers in this school? What kind of support do you get
form the administration?

When and where do you interact with the administrators?

What kind of support you value the most and why?

Is there support you think you should be getting that you are not?

Supportive Conditions

How would you describe the atmosphere of this school?

What helps create the atmosphere?

Do teachers get along well?
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Appendix B: Second Teacher Interview Protocol

Interviewee Code:

Date:

Time:

Location:

Shared Personal Practice

Can you tell me about the opportunity you had to observe a third grade classroom
teacher?

What did you think about what you observed?

How did you benefit from this experience?

Do you think the other teacher benefitted from your being in their classroom?
Is this a common practice at this school?

Would you want to do this again? Why?

Observations

| would like to discuss some of the meetings/interactions | observed

Refer to a meeting/interaction and ask questions (as relevant):

What was the purpose of the meeting/interaction?

What do you think went well?

What did not go so well?

What information was presented? How do you feel about the information that was
presented? Why do you feel this way?

Did you benefit from being there?

How often do you have this kind of meeting/interaction?
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Did you learn from the other teachers there?

How does this kind of meeting/interaction affect how you feel about the faculty?

Did you learn from the administrators at the meeting/interaction?

Do you think it was helpful to other teachers?

In our previous conversation you mentioned a main goal of the school. How does this

meeting/interaction help the faculty achieve the goal you described?
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Appendix C: Administrator Interview Protocol

Interviewee Code:

Date:

Time:

Location:

How long have you been an educator?

How long have you been in your current position?

Schools are asked to pursue many goals and accomplish many things. Ohailgthe t
this school is trying to achieve what do you think is the most important?

Do you think the teachers have the same goal? Why of why not?

How do you communicate this goal to teachers?

Do you think teachers in this school can achieve the goal you identified?

How can you tell if the school is achieving the goal you identified?

What kinds of things make it difficult for teachers to achieve the goal you ieeftif
How would you describe the atmosphere of this school?

What helps create the atmosphere?

How do you judge teacher success?

How do you recognize/celebrate faculty success?

What is the most important student success measure? Is the importancenefthise
conveyed to the faculty?

Considering the success measure you mentioned what occurs in this school whes student
are successful? What happens when students are not successful?

How do you discuss student success of low achievement with teachers?
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Could you describe the work you do with teachers focused on improving instruction.
When the teachers are having difficulty what kind of supports are availablerfo? the
How often do teachers in this school have opportunities to work together?

Could you describe some of these opportunities?

How do you encourage/help teachers work together?
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