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The objective of this research is to compare tlifee$iécacy of teachers from schools
implementing Positive Behaviour for Learning (PB(gxperimental group) with

teachers in schools who are on the wait list (@ngroup). PBL is a behaviour
management innovation adapted from the United $Statositive Behaviour

Interventions and Supports (PBIS), which has baegrpssively introduced across
schools by the NSW Department of Education andnimgi Western Sydney Region
(DET WSR). It was hypothesised that teachers imphlaing PBL (experimental)

would report higher teacher self-efficacy than thas the control group. The Ohio
State Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale was used to meamacher self-efficacy. The
sample comprised 394 primary and secondary teadtfmrsthe WSR. Interestingly

the results revealed that PBL teachers had eghiglyself-efficacy of instruction and
management compared with the control group ance twass no significant difference
between teachers from PBL and non-PBL schoolséin gelf-efficacy of engagement
and classroom management. The implications ofetHfeslings are considered.
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Teacher self-efficacy

Self-efficacy refers to the beliefs people holdoatb their capabilities, which
determine how they feel, think, motivate themselaed behave in given contexts (Bandura,
1994). Teacher self-efficacy strongly predicts thibe and how a teacher will respond in
different contexts. In the classroom, a teacheegsision to modify disruptive student
behaviour is dependent upon their self-efficaclthéy feel confident about their abilities,
then they are more likely to be effective (Gibb802). Teachers with high a self-efficacy
have been shown to: preserve in the face of aarigdl (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), take more
risks and employ innovative approaches to desigamdyimplementing learning experiences
for their students (Allinder, 1994; Cousins & Walk&000; Ghaith & Yaghi,1997; Guskey,
1988), and adopt new teaching strategies and agigeavhich meet the individual needs of
their students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Other bienaiclude higher levels of enthusiasm
and commitment to the profession and reduced hkelil of burn-out and therefore these
teachers tend to remain in the profession (Burldgll, Villeme, & Brockmeier, 1991;
Coladarci, 1992; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2009).

Students benefit from teachers with a high serisgelf-efficacy. When teachers
have a strong positive self-efficacy, the reseasbbws that there are gains to students’
academic achievement, increases in the levelsudieats’ motivation and improvements to
students’ self-efficacy (Anderson, Greene, & Loewd888; Brookover, Beady, Flood,
Schweitzer, & Wisenbaker, 1979; Margolis, MacC&@)3; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles,
1989). Students further benefit because teachithsgneater self-efficacy are more patient
with students who experience difficulties and legical of them (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Although high levels of teacher efficacy have bassociated with positive learning
and teaching outcomes, a minority of studies haggeasted that there are associated benefits
with having doubts about abilities and having logwdls of efficacy (Wheatley, 2002).
Having uncertainty in your ability can induce dabie behaviours such as increasing the
likelihood that self-reflection occurs and it cgrus motivation to learn. Furthermore, when
teachers’ beliefs about themselves and their egjgtractices are challenged, they are more
likely to transform their thinking because the disdibrium associated with the experience,
causes them to act and this action can resultlininggrovement (see for example Boulden,
Hiester, & Walti, 1998). On the other hand, doubbnes’ abilities could lead to avoidance
behaviours (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). Over#fle majority of researchers agree on the
importance of maintaining higher rather than lovesels of self-efficacy because consistent
and positive associations have been found betwiginsklf-efficacy and critical educational
outcomes (Ross, 1998).

Individuals’ self-efficacy judgments are based tbeir perceptions of competence
rather than the actual level of competence. Caresgty, it is possible for individuals to
either over or under-estimate their level of apilitJudgments by an individual on their
perceived level of competence can determine whethdrhow an individual will respond to
different contexts and govern the amount of efeoqpended. Under-estimators tend to: (a)
avoid challenging tasks, (b) be less persistentgawel up, (c) avoid taking risks, and (d) be
inflexible. These characteristics explain, to soment, why under-estimators of self-
efficacy have poorer performance than those wha-estmate their abilities (Bandura,
1997). It is also evidence substantiating the fisnef over rather than under-estimating
ability.

Self-efficacy has been an area of research tisatdwived considerable attention and
has been comprehensively investigated howeverhéggcefficacy in relation to classroom
management has been underexplored (Morris-Rotlids&hBrassard, 2006). An example of
under exploration is evident from the debate on lamd whether self-efficacy can change
over time. Some researchers argue that once twackelf-efficacy has formed, the
likelihood of it changing is minimal because “onefficacy beliefs are established they
appear to be somewhat resistant to change” (G&Gakiroglu, 2007, p. 665). Contrary to
these findings is the research suggesting thahésaelf-efficacy declines with more years in
the profession (Anderson, et al., 1988). More asgeers however, support the notion that
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self-efficacy can change over time and this it issmmalleable in the earlier stages of
learning, suggesting that the initial years of besdraining are fundamental to the long-term
development of teachers’ self-efficacy (Woolfolky\H& Spero, 2005). Rather than having
self-efficacy beliefs that fluctuate, experiencedchers have more stable levels of self-
efficacy (Lin & Gorrell, 2001; Romi & Daniel,1999).This may however, be harmful,
especially for those who have developed a lowemiopiof themselves.

Classroom management

Student behaviour and its implications for leagname a frequent concern of teachers,
parents and policy makers in Australia and elseaihBisruptive student behaviour not only
impedes learning outcomes for students but als@dtspnegatively on teacher efficacy and
wellbeing (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001;wiis, 1999). Importantly, research
shows that teachers’ self-efficacy levels are daset with their classroom management
approach (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Teachers with highels of self-efficacy favour
management strategies that are more effective dreading misbehaviour compared to
teachers with lower levels of self-efficacy (MorR®thschild & Brassard, 2006).

Teachers who have a lower self-efficacy are mikayl to feel overwhelmed and
undermined by: (a) poor student behaviour, (b) Etwdent engagement, and (c) lack of
student motivation. These teachers are less effent the classroom and experience less
satisfaction (Brouwersk Tomic, 2000). Although these teachers perceivécdifies in
managing student behaviour, they do little to inwerthe situation. The lack of belief in their
ability leads these teachers to feel the needdwtfol’ their students. This control orientation
relies on teacher-directed instruction and uponitmenmeasures such as punishment to
coerce students to behave. Research findings gtaivweoercive discipline can have aversive
effects on students’ behaviour and can aggravaitgdgm behaviour (Lewis, 2001). They are
more likely to resign from their positions, leaditqy an exacerbation of poor educational
outcomes and associated behavioural problems amdluding to the problem of ‘hard-to-
staff’ schools (Howard & Johnson, 2002).

Teachers who have a higher self-efficacy belidwey thave the capacity to manage
student behaviour and consequently persist in dce bf a challenge. These teachers use
more preventative measures to promote good behaveather than employ a reactive
approach (Jordan, Kircaali-Iftar, & Diamond, 1993)eachers, who hold a greater belief in
their ability, are more inclined to be trustingtbeir students and therefore promote student
autonomy. These teachers tend to foster a hun@nig¢ntation to classroom management
(Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Corresponding with a hunigtic approach, the high efficacy
teachers employ constructivist approaches to tagchincluding designing hands-on
experiences (Riggs & Enochs, 1990) and reducedhé¢eatirected lessons (Ashton & Webb,
1986; Gencer & Cakiroglu, 2007).

Although the management approach adopted by teaelith higher levels of self-
efficacy is more inclusive, since they are moreliikto include students who have learning
and behaviour difficulties (Ashton & Webb, 1988)ey too can experience challenges. A
recent study of primary teachers in Western Syditemd that even teachers who felt
confident about their teaching abilities expressmhcern about student disobedience,
distractability and disruption of others, as we#l Bess frequent but more challenging
behaviours such as physical aggression and bulgtephenson, Linfoot & Martin, 2000).
Focus group discussions conducted by DET WSR id 28@ealed widespread dissatisfaction
with the ways that behaviour problems in schooleevizeing dealt with.

Research on classroom management across Austraiafound that teachers
frequently revert to coercive and ineffective forofsdiscipline when they are challenged
with difficult behaviour (Lewis, 1997). Further, DBAVSR noted disparities across the region
in the capacities of different schools to deal @ffely with student behaviours. For instance
some schools in the WSR have adopted the Glas86R)YInodel of discipline. Glasser's
model advocates that students should be given pipertunity to take responsibility for
making their own behavioural choices, however, tiais been frequently invoked by teachers
as a means of threatening students to choose lretweeaversive teacher-imposed ‘choices’.
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The Glasser model has been misunderstood and aherefisused. Consequently, the
establishment of workable, positive and sustainpbbeesses for dealing productively with
student behaviour has been an educational chalfengfee WSR region and others.

The DET WSR has highlighted the need for schoal$ ®achers to employ more
effective behaviour management programs and engdthghe adoption of a consistent
region-wide professional development program fohadweour management (NSW DET,
2006). The initiative implemented into WSR schoatsa voluntary basis, to address these
concerns, has been Positive Behaviour for Lear(i&l.).

Behaviour Management Intervention

The DET WSR adapted Positive Behaviour Intervergtiand Supports (PBIS) and
developed the Positive Behaviour for Learning (PBhijtiative. This initiative was
implemented to address the inconsistencies andoimpthe management approached
employed by teachers in the WSR. Consistent wiBiISP PBL emphasises positive
behaviour using established and research-valiqatectices of behaviour management. The
approach aims to teach and reinforce identifiedefabehaviours and minimise the use of
punishment (Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1994). “Teadhirbehavioural expectations and
rewarding students for following them is a much enpositive approach than waiting for
misbehavior to occur before responding. The purmdsschool-wide PBIS is to establish a
climate in which appropriate behaviour is the no(@SEP Center on PBIS, 2006). Thus, the
PBIS model encourages schools to use data to infleenadoption of systems and practices
that apply sound behavioural principles in theipraach to managing student behaviour. It
aims to equip schools to identify and teach behasiahat they have determined are
appropriate for their students.

Instead of reacting to misbehaviour, PBL focusasdeveloping and maintaining
primary (school-wide), secondary (classroom), artiary (individual) systems of support
(Lewis & Sugai, 1999). The PBIS (and hence PBL) el@xtends the use of behavioural data
to focus on observing patterns of behaviour inngesof school settings, for example, school-
wide (school expectations for all), non-classrosautines, procedures, playground, hallway
assemblies, cafeteria), classroom (classroom maragesystems and learning environment
and pedagogy) and individual (small proportion e student population whose behaviours
have a disproportionately high impact on schooleyitbn-classroom and classroom systems)
(Lewis & Sugai, 1999). These data are analysed Bam of school staff and are used to
inform decisions as to whether changes need toduke o systems and/or practices. The aim
is to make the smallest change that has the bigagsict. The team uses data to determine
which behaviours need to be taught to studentsvendh settings or locations need to be
monitored for improvements (Lewis-Palmer, Sugai &4on, 1999; Todd, Horner, Sugai &
Sprague, 1999). Staff are involved in developinghatrix of up to five key behavioural
expectations to be taught systematically to aldemts, with an emphasis on behaviours
indicated for specific settings. This forms the ibasf a universal-level intervention to
prevention of problem behaviours, referred to inlISHBterature as universal prevention,
which targets all students and staff in a schodbE®, 2004). As shown in the Figure 1
below, the PBIS model acknowledges that universalgntion needs to be supplemented for
approximately 20% of students by more specialisegeted interventions at targeted group
interventions (5-15%) and intensive individual mmtion levels (1-5%).
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Tertiary Prevention:
CONTINUUM OF Specialized
SCHOOL-WIDE Individualized
INSTRUCTIONAL & /\S Systems for Students
POSITIVE BEHAVIOR \ with High-Risk Behavior
SUPPORT

Secondary Prevention:
Specialized Group
Systems for Students
with At-Risk Behavior

Primary Prevention:
School-/Classroom-
Wide Systems for
All Students,
Staff, & Settings

Figure 1: School-wide continuum of instructional and posthehaviour support

A noteworthy feature of the PBIS model is its eysit focus. This was explicit in the
design of PBIS from its genesis, where the aim wwadevelop a means of changing school-
wide discipline practices so as to achieve betippsrt and reduce the risk for children with
special education needs placed in mainstream getfinterview with Tim Lewis, 9/10/07).
PBIS emphasises the need for schools to comprefednsnonitor student behaviour as a
basis for developing and applying school-wide agather-initiated behaviour management
strategies. Furthermore, to address issues ofisabiity, the PBIS model promotes an
explicit, structured, team-based, problem solviragpss for developing schools’ capacities to
assess and address behaviour issues (OSEP CeRBi®&m2004).

Studies of teacher self-efficacy indicate thas istrongly linked to effective teaching
practices and that self-efficacy is enhanced byitipesclassroom experiences (Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1993; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy998; Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Teachers’ levels of self-effy vary as a function of the instructional
context and nature of the group of students (Rauasn Rown, & Cheong, 1992). Since
PBL aims to improve student behaviour and learninig, hypothesised that the instructional
situation and group of students will be better BLPschools compared with non-PBL
schools. Consequently, teachers’ self-efficaciespredicted to be higher in PBL schools
than in non-PBL schools. Furthermore, if PBL leadsichers to establish effective
educational practices we can consequently expesteoa corresponding increase in teacher
self-efficacy. We employed The Ohio State Teachi-Efficacy Scale (OSTES; Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) to evaluate teacherfsdficacy. It comprises three key
factors: efficacy for instructional strategies,i@ty for classroom management and efficacy
for student engagement.
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Method

Participants

The participants were from 31 randomly selectedegowment schools in the WSR which

represented different phases of PBL implementatiior. instance Phase 1 schools invited to
participate in the research belonged to the firetig of schools trained in PBL (November

2005) who had been implementing PBL for 18 montiheneas the control group were 10
schools on the waiting list to implement PBL. Tablprovides an overview of the number of
staff from both the experimental (n= 319) and agingroup schools (n=75). Table 2 presents
an overview of the staged implementation of PBL Hrarelevant phases from which the 31
schools in this study were invited to participate.

Table 1: Satisfaction survey participants

staff

Males Females
Experimental and Control group
Number 79 315
Percentage 20 80
Total 394

Table 2: Phases of PBL schools — training and padipation

Schools

PBL Training

Length of participation

Phase 1 Schools
Phase 3 Schools
Phase 4 Schools

November 2005
September 2006
May-June 2007

18 months
9 months
1 month

Material and Procedure

Teacher self-efficacy refers to the beliefs peopt#d about their capabilities, which
determine how they feel, think, motivate themselaed behave in given contexts (Bandura,
1994). Studies of teacher self-efficacy indicatat this strongly linked to effective teaching
practices and that it is enhanced by positive obass experiences (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993;
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998; TschamiMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

If PBL leads teachers to establish effective edanat practices we can consequently expect
to see a corresponding increase in teacher sakeff. We employed The Ohio State
Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (OSTES; Tschannen-Mé&ralioolfolk Hoy, 2001) to evaluate
teacher self-efficacy. It comprises three key fextaefficacy for instructional strategies,
efficacy for classroom management and efficacysfadent engagement. Table 3 provides a
sample of the OSTES scales.

Teachers’ self-concepbuld have changed as a result of the implementatid®BL
within the school setting. As teachers engage terasn-based process that supports their
efforts at improving student behaviours, positivefts in problem solving self-concept,
general self-esteem and emotional stability seffeept were expected. Relevant scales from
the well established Self Description Questionnllrstrument developed by Marsh (1993)
were selected to assess these dimensions of tesdfieoncept. Sample items from the SDQ
Il are displayed in Table 3.
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Table 3: Sample items from The Ohio State TeachereS-Efficacy and SDQ Il Scales

Efficacy for instructional strategies

To what extent can you use a variety of assessstetegies?
To what extent can you craft good questions farygiudents?

Efficacy for classroom management

How much can you do to control disruptive behawiouthe classroom?
How much can you do to get children to follow sl@®m rules?

Efficacy for student engagement

How much can you do to help your students valaeiag?
How much can you do to foster student creativity?

Emotional stability

| am usually pretty calm and relaxed.
I am happy most of the time.

Self-esteem

Overall, I lack self-confidence.
Overall, | am pretty accepting of myself.

Statistical Analyses

Reliabilities. In preliminary, we examined the alpha estimatemtafinal consistency of each
a priori scale and conducted confirmatory factor analySiBA) to examine a four factor
measurement model. Figure 2 displays this modeshbws the structure of the model
positing two teacher self-concept factors (seléest and emotional stability self-concept)
and two teacher self-efficacy factors (Instructiamd Management). Procedures for
conducting CFAs have been described elsewhere @&yme, 1998; Joreskog & Sorborm,
1993; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991) and are not éurtietailed here. All CFAs outlined this
paper were conducted with the SPSS version of PREIOd LISREL (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1988). The goodness of fit of the CFA models weseated based on suggestions of Marsh,
Balla, and McDonald (1988) and Marsh, Balla, andi H8996), with an emphasis on the
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) as the primary goodnesdibindex. The chi-square test statistic,
the relative noncentrality index (RNI) and root mesguare error of approximation (RMSEA)
are also reported. For an acceptable model fitytthees of TLI and RNI should be greater
than .9, whereas for RMSEA, values of .05 or lesgaken to reflect a close fit and values of
.08 or less are taken to reflect a reasonabled# Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Marsh, Balla, &
Hau, 1996). Then based on the scales establishadeinCFA model, we conducted a
repeated-measures multivariate analysis of varigh®NOVA) with the two self-concept
scales (self-esteem and emotional stability seficept) and two self-efficacy scales
(Instruction and Management) and as dependentblasia

Self-estee Management

Figure : Four teacher self-concept and self-efficacy factorderived from 24
measuredvariables

Note N = 394
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Results

The means and standard deviations of the scalgwesented in the Appendix. The
analysis found that one of the items for Instructiself-efficacy and three items for
Management self-efficacy tended to lower the alpdigbilities of the respective scales.
These items were deleted from subsequent analysisscales with 5 items for self-esteem, 5
items for emotional stability, 7 items for Instriact self-efficacy, and 5 items for
Management self-efficacy had acceptable alphahiétiaestimates, which were higher than
the target reliability of at least .70 (Garson, 20George & Mallery, 1995; Lewicki & Hill,
2006; Nunnally, 1978). The alpha estimates aregpites in Table 4.

CFA. The CFA model tested the ability of the four fastty explain the relationships
among the 24 items. The model provided a reasorialite the data (TLI = .89, CFI = .90,
RMSEA = .073). The solution was fully proper and factor structure was well defined with
all factor loadings being positive and significandm .30 to .91. However, the TLI value was
< .90. Because there were negative items in thfeesedem and emotional stability scales
which might have errors due to a negative wordimghmd effect, a second model was tested
with the error terms of the negatively worded itesugrelated within each of these scales. For
the two negatively worded items in self-esteenmidlveas one correlated uniquenesses added,
and for the three negatively worded items in enmatictability self-concept, there were three
correlated uniquenesses added. Hence because dafigadd total of four correlated
uniquenesses in the model, tifevas reduced from 246 to 242. This model provideped
fit to the data (TLI = .92, CFl = .93, RMSEA = .064 he solution of this model is presented
in Table 4.All factor loadings were larger than .30. The clatiens were mostly medium.
Although the correlation between self-esteem andtiemal stability was fairly highr(= .85),
they were still distinguishable from each othersimm, there was support for the four-factor
model. Since the four factors have been validdtezke factors derived from the CFA were
used for subsequent analysis.

Table 4: Alpha reliability and CFA solution of a 4factor teacher self-concept and self-
efficacy model

Self-esteem  Emotion Instruction Management Uniqueness
Alpha

.84 73 91 91
Factor Loadings
Self-esteem 1 73 -- - - .46
Self-esteem 2 .63 -- -- -- .61
Self-esteem 3 .78 -- -- -- .40
Self-esteem 4 91 -- -- -- .18
Self-esteem 5 .58 -- -- -- .66
Self-esteem 6 .61 -- -- -- .62
Emotion 1 -- .63 -- -- .61
Emotion 2 -- .54 -- -- 71
Emotion 3 -- .75 -- -- 44
Emotion 4 -- .64 -- -- .59
Emotion 5 -- .69 -- -- .52
Emotion 6 -- .30 -- -- .90
Instruction 1 - -- .78 -- .39
Instruction 2 - -- .70 -- 51
Instruction 3 - -- .76 -- 43

Instruction 4 -- -- a7 -- 41
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Instruction 5 - - .76 - 43
Instruction 6 - - .79 - .38
Instruction 7 - - a7 - 41
Management 1 -- - - .87 .24
Management 2 -- - - .75 44
Management 3 -- - - .85 .29
Management 4 -- - - .79 .38
Management 5 -- - -- .84 .29

Factor Correlation

Self-esteem --

Emotion .85 --

Instruction b1 42 --

Management 43 41 T7 -

Note N = 394. Parameters estimates are completely swdisddr All estimates were
statistically significantg < .05).

Group differences

To examine whether PBL would have noteworthy impacteacher self-efficacy, the scores
for instruction and management self-efficacy scatethe experimental and control groups
were compared. The self-esteem and emotional gyabdlf-concept of the two groups were
also compared. The MANOVA with the four construdis not find any significant between-
group difference. The means and standard deviatibssores and the univarigkestatistics
are presented in Appendie presented in Table 5.

Both the experimental and control groups had sityilasigh self-esteent:(1, 392) =
0.00, MSE = 0.50, high emotional stabilityf-(1, 392) = 0.21,MSE = 0.53, very high
instruction efficacy,F(1, 392) = 0.26 MSE = 0.37 with a mean of 5.24 and 5.28 for the
experimental and control groups respectively, amy iigh management efficady(1, 392)
= 0.01,MSE = 0.42 with a mean of 5.24 for both groups. Noh¢hese comparisons were
statistically significant (alp > .05). This is an interesting aspect for furthesearch in a
future time phase especially when exploring theaff of PBL embedded into classroom
settings.

Table5: Means and (Standard Deviations) of teachers’ selfseeem, emotional
stability, and instruction and management efficacyscores

Experimental Control F (1,3921f) MSE

N= 319 N= 75
Self-esteem 4.95(0.71) 4.96 (0.71) 0.00 0.50
Emotional Stability 4.69 (0.74) 4.65 (0.67) 0.21 0.53
Instruction 5.24 (0.61) 5.28 (0.59) 0.26 0.37
Management 5.24(0.63) 5.24 (0.72) 0.01 0.42

Note Because of missing data, for this analysis, t§tal394. *p < .05. **p < .001.




BAR091305

Discussion

Levels of teachers’ self-efficacy are determinedtiy nature of the student group
and by the instructional situation (Raudenbushlet1892; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007).
PBL aims to bolster students’ behaviour and refesehers’ instructional approaches. Rather
than employing a collage of individual behavioum@agement plans, PBL offers a systematic
continuum of positive behaviour support which islerpinned by evidence-based practices
that enhance the capacity of schools, families,cammunities to respond effectively. It was
hypothesised that since PBL focuses on enhancindest learning through improving
student behaviour, teachers in PBL schools, woelgont higher levels of self-efficacy
compared with non-PBL teachers. Although teacheRRBL schools did report higher levels
of self-efficacy of instruction and management aet-esteem, these differences were small
and not significant. Teachers from PBL and non-P#8hools did not differ in their self-
efficacy of engagement and classroom managemeeseTtesults attest that teachers in the
WSR have a high sense of self-efficacy.

Emmer and Hickman (1991) conducted research irdachers’ classroom
management and discipline self-efficacy. Theirdifings highlighted disparities in self-
efficacy ratings between the classroom teacherdtandatings of their supervisors. That is,
teachers rated themselves more highly than th@ersisors. Emmer and Hickman (1991)
supported the accuracy of the supervisors’ ratovgs the teachers. This was due to the fact
that the supervisors completed extensive obsenatad the teachers. Furthermore, they
argued that the unrealistically high teacher siit@&cy ratings could be a result of protective
mechanisms kicking in, whereby a high self-efficdmips avoid negative feelings which
would naturally occur with more accurate rating&otecting oneself from negative feelings
could be an explanation for why teachers in the WA&R high levels of self-efficacy. If this
is true, it is possible that this denial may impedeacher from improving their performance
since they believe they are already good.

Teachers in this research reported high leveleadher self-efficacy. If we believe
the minority of studies that suggest having a ledt-sfficacy is important because it induces
desirable behaviours such as self-reflection angrsspeachers’ motivation, then these
findings could be seen as problematic (Wheatle®220 Having uncertainty in your ability
can induce desirable behaviours such as incredisengjkelihood that self-reflection occurs
and it can spur motivation to learn (Woolfolk HoySero, 2005). If this is the case, then it is
concerning that teachers in this paper reportedsaedhibly high levels of self-efficacy,
especially since research shows that once effibatigfs are established, they are resistant to
change (Grencer & Cakiroglu, 2007).This conclusieeds to be placed in perspective
because there are more studies that support thertamge of teachers having high self-
efficacies. Furthermore, low self-efficacy has messociated with avoidance behaviours
(Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005).

Teachers in the WSR have reported high self-efiisaand this is beneficial because
these teachers have been shown to: (a) persidteirface of a challenge, (b) use more
preventative measures to promote good behaviowdddoKircaali-Iftar, & Diamond, 1993),
(c) be trusting of their students and thereforemmte student autonomy, (d) foster a
humanistic orientation to classroom management (fddo& Hoy, 1990), (e) employ
constructivist approaches to teaching includingigtesg hands-on experiences (Riggs &
Enochs, 1990), and (f) reduce the number of teaginected lessons (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Gencer & Cakiroglu, 2007).

Teacher efficacy has been shown to decline withremgears in the profession
(Anderson et al., 1988). Importantly, some redeasuggests that self-efficacy can be
enhanced through teacher training courses (Staafig, 1988). The willingness of teachers
to implement innovations has been shown to relatsitigpely to high teacher efficacy
(Guskey, 1988). The present research supportsighdicance of these findings because the
PBL initiative has been based on schools volungetd be apart. One of the objectives of
PBL was to improve the levels of teachers’ selfeeffy through the training in PBL. It
appears that teachers in PBL schools already hgid lbivels of self-efficacy which would
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therefore make them more likely to be receptivehtinnovation. The WSR can benefit by
teachers having high self-efficacies, knowing thatv initiatives will be more likely be
received positively.

This research found no differences in teachercaffi between PBL and control
group schools. This might suggest the possibiligt the influence of PBL has as yet not
moved sufficiently from school-wide and non-clagsnosettings to classroom settings, or that
teachers themselves do not see PBL as relateckitoitistructional capacity. Since efficacy
scores were fairly high for both groups it woulgaagr that, currently at least, teachers assess
their own teaching competence with a view to ottienensions of teaching rather than to
practices associated with PBL. However, this magnge over time, given that PBL
implementation at this stage has only just beguiressing classroom level practices that
would be expected to have the most direct effecteacher efficacy.
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Means and (Standard Deviations) of teachers’ selfseeem, emotional stability,
and instruction and management efficacy scores

Experimental Control F (1,3921f) MSE

N= 319 N= 75
Self-esteem 4.95(0.71) 4.96 (0.71) 0.00 0.50
Emotional Stability 4.69 (0.74) 4.65 (0.67) 0.21 0.53
Instruction 5.24 (0.61) 5.28 (0.59) 0.26 0.37
Management 5.24(0.63) 5.24 (0.72) 0.01 0.42

Note Because of missing data, for this analysis, tdtal394. *p < .05. **p < .001.




