
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

The Influence of Positive Behavior Support on Collective Teacher Efficacy 
 

Nancy Lee Rentz, Ph.D. 
 

Mentor:  Terrill F. Saxon, Ph.D. 
 
 

 The present study examines the influence of positive behavior support on 

collective teacher efficacy.  The sample was 106 high school teachers.  Participants 

completed an internet survey, consisting of descriptive data questions and six instruments 

[Collective Efficacy, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy, and the four subscales of the Effective 

Behavior Support Survey (Classroom Systems, School-wide Systems, Non-classroom 

Systems and Individual Student Systems)].  It was hypothesized that higher levels of 

Positive Behavior Support elements would mean higher collective teacher efficacy.  

Subjects who scored higher on behavior support scales also scored higher on collective 

teacher efficacy.  The data suggest that the constructs of teachers’ perception of collective 

teacher efficacy and behavior support are correlated, since approximately one-third of the 

variance of the collective teacher efficacy criterion was accounted for by behavior 

support predictors. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 

 
Virtually everyone familiar with this landscape believes that our high schools are the 
most deeply troubled and most difficult institutions to change. 

Marc S. Tucker 
 
The present study explores the effects of positive behavior support on collective 

teacher efficacy.  In particular, it delves into how these effects relate to organizational 

reform in high schools.  A few protocols need to be mentioned.  The Positive Behavior 

Support (PBS) program is an applied science initiated and sustained by a partnership 

among U.S. state and national departments of education, K-12 schools, and universities 

(Carr et al., 2002; Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support, n.d.).  Since initiation 

of the formal program in schools is done on an individual basis, each school’s behavior 

support elements will be different.  However, information about the elements of the 

program has been in the literature for several years, and every school is assumed to have 

a portion of them in place (Carr et al., 2002).  When the formal Positive Behavior 

Support program is mentioned, the phrase will be capitalized; when the positive behavior 

support phrase is used generically, it will not be capitalized.  The instrument used in the 

present study to measure positive behavior support is called the Effective Behavior 

Support survey (Sugai, Horner, & Todd, 2003).  Collective teacher efficacy is defined as 

“the perceptions of teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have 

a positive effect on students” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).  The name of the 

instrument that measures collective teacher efficacy in the present study is called 

Collective Efficacy (Goddard, 2002b). 
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Teacher Perception 

 Mention needs to be made here about the use of teacher perception or teacher 

beliefs in education research and especially in the present study.  High school teachers’ 

scores on the instruments that measure teacher perception of Positive Behavior Support 

levels, collective teacher efficacy and teachers’ own efficacy were collected in an effort 

to address high school organizational reform.   

Collective efficacy is measured by perception, for “collective efficacy resides in 

the minds of group members as the belief they have in common regarding their group’s 

capability” (Bandura, 2006, p. 165).  Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2004) further 

explain the measurement of collective efficacy by each teacher’s perception of group 

capability: 

Aggregating individual perceptions of group (as opposed to self-capability) serves 
to assess perceived collective efficacy as an emergent organizational property by 
combining individual group members’ interdependent perspectives on group 
capability.  Importantly, in a study of teachers’ beliefs, Goddard (2003) showed 
that individual perceptions of self-capability varied less than 5% between groups.  
In drastic contrast, individual perceptions of group capability varied more than 
40% among groups.  Empirically, this finding is consistent with Bandura’s (1997) 
assertion that perceived collective efficacy varies greatly among groups.  (p. 5) 
 

Bandura’s assertion (1997) that collective efficacy differs greatly among groups could 

help explain why researchers found that perceived collective efficacy explains much of 

the variance in the value of group performance (Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beaubien, 

2002) and why the results of the present study indicated that teachers’ perception of 

levels of PBS elements explained almost 1/3 of the variance of teachers perception of 

collective efficacy. 

Further evidence that teacher beliefs are important in education research comes 

from Pajares (1992):  “Attention to the beliefs of teachers can inform educational 
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practices in ways that prevailing research agendas have not and cannot” (p. 307).  Kagan 

(1992) stated, “The more one reads studies of teacher beliefs, the more strongly one 

suspects that the piebald of personal knowledge lies in the heart of teaching” (p. 85).  

Several education researchers agree that teacher perception is a valid research tool 

(Bandura, 2006; Gully et al., 2002; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992).   

The Effective Behavior Support (EBS) survey measures teacher perception or 

teacher opinion about which PBS elements are in place, partially in place or not in place.  

Granted, teachers may not be aware of some of the behavior supports in place, especially 

the tertiary-level elements that are in place for individual chronic misbehavior, but the 

procedure in the present study that measures behavior support elements comes strictly 

from the teacher’s point of view, and the means of the behavior support instruments are 

then used to compare or correlate with teachers’ perception of collective efficacy means.   

 
High School Research 

High school teachers were chosen as participants for several reasons.  High school 

teachers have a more difficult time dealing with discipline management than teachers in 

lower grades (Baker, 2005).  Behavior management issues in high schools are more 

complex.  Students are regarded as responsible for their own conduct.  The social and 

developmental lives of teens require distinct managerial and structural characteristics in 

high schools that are not present in lower grades (Sugai, Flannery, & Bohanon-

Edmonson, 2004).  The will to tackle these unique challenges seems to now be evident in 

efforts like that of the Positive Behavior Support movement (Bohanon-Edmonson, 

Flannery, Eber, & Sugai, 2005). 
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Moreover, high schools are on the education front-burner and some researchers 

believe high school reform is overdue: 

High school reform has moved to the top of the education policy agenda, 
commanding the attention of the federal government, governors, urban school 
superintendents, philanthropists, and the general public.  All are alarmed by 
stubbornly high dropout rates and by the low academic achievement of many high 
school students.  These problems disproportionately affect disadvantaged young 
people, especially those who are African-American and Hispanic and who attend 
urban schools and certain rural schools in the South and Southwest. (Quint, 2006, 
p. 1) 
 

Student drop-out rates are disturbing for only 67% of U.S. high school students graduate; 

36% enroll in college, and 26% are still enrolled in college at the sophomore level.  This 

is especially critical since 80% of U.S. jobs require post-secondary training (Spelling, 

2004).  Teacher retention is also problematic.  High teacher attrition on campuses across 

the nation caused one researcher to compare U.S. teacher supply and demand statistics to 

a revolving door, meaning that teachers come and go quickly (Ingersoll, 2003).  Positive 

Behavior Support is a construct that could help keep both high school teachers and high 

school students in U.S. schools (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005; Porter, 2004).   

This chapter briefly describes and connects teacher retention, student 

achievement, positive behavior support, and both teacher and collective teacher efficacy.  

Chapter Two addresses each one in more depth. 

 
Teacher Retention 

 Low teacher retention rates at all school levels continue to confound schools 

across the country (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004a; Marx, 2002; Stutz, 2004).  Low 

teacher retention rates affected the ability of states to comply with new federal mandates 

requiring highly qualified teachers in every core academic class by the end of the 2005-
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2006 school year.  The No Child Left Behind Act (2002) defined highly qualified teachers 

as those who have a bachelor’s degree, a state license, and proven competency in every 

subject they teach.  Even though these requirements are often considered minimum 

qualifications, no state made the deadline (Feller, 2006).  Revolving door situations, 

involving teachers who do not stay long enough to develop adequate skills, are not 

conducive to quality teacher development.  In many cases, a teacher shortage is not the 

problem; the problem is the short length of time teachers stay in the classroom before 

they are replaced by other newly minted teachers (Ingersoll, 2003).  

 Most past teacher retention studies focused on individual teacher characteristics, 

not on school organization, which was many times the cause of high teacher attrition 

rates (Ingersoll, 2003).  One reason organizational problems within individual schools 

seemed an obvious culprit was that teacher preparation programs seemed to be keeping 

up with demand by graduating 150,000 new teachers annually, so there was an adequate 

supply of teachers available to man classrooms overall (National Commission on 

Teaching and America’s Future, 2003).  However, there was a virtual revolving door that 

cycled teachers in and out of certain campuses as they sought to escape bad working 

conditions.  Frustration with efforts to be successful with students because of school 

organizational flaws led many teachers to transfer to other schools, take early retirement, 

or exit the profession altogether (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004).   

 Replacing public school teachers is financially and academically costly.  A 

conservative estimate of nation-wide annual funds spent to replace teachers who dropped 

out of the profession or who transferred schools was $4.9 billion (Alliance for Excellent 

Education, 2005).  In addition, high rates of teacher attrition were costly in terms of 
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teacher quality and student achievement (Henke, Chen, & Geis, 2000; Texas Center for 

Educational Research, 2000).  High school teacher quality is important in stemming the 

tide of 7,000 secondary students dropping out of school every day.  More than a million 

students do not graduating with their peers each year, and many students graduate 

without skills needed for college or work (Alliance for Excellence in Education, 2005). 

 
Teacher Retention in Secondary Schools 

Several education researchers have insisted that low high school teacher retention 

rates needed to be addressed by more research (Fox, 2002; Ingersoll, 2003; Marshall & 

Marshall, 2003; Mezzacappa, 2003).  Even though high school teacher retention rates and 

the way schools are organized to handle student behavior problems are related, there had 

been little research on organizational methods of handling student behavior, especially in 

the area of teacher input into student behavior policies when Ingersoll (2003) published 

his research.  Information from the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics (Luekens, Lyter, & Fox, 2004) indicated that teachers transferring 

from one school to another were dissatisfied with lack of planning time (65%), heavy 

workload (60%), problematic student behavior (53%), and a lack of influence over school 

policy (52%).  The present study specifically addressed problematic student behavior in 

high schools.  Public Agenda’s (2004) study of discipline policies in secondary schools 

summarized a pervasive perspective: 

Teachers operate in a culture of challenge and second-guessing—one that has an 
impact on their ability to teach and maintain order.  Nearly half of teachers (49%) 
complain that they have been accused of unfairly disciplining a student.  More 
than half (55%) say that districts backing down from assertive parents causes 
discipline problems.  Nearly 8 in 10 teachers (78%) say that there are persistent 
troublemakers in their school who should have been removed from regular 
classrooms.  (pp. 4-5) 
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The culture described above, in which many secondary teachers live each work day, 

described the antithesis of what Johnson (2004) referred to as teacher success with 

students.  This success “is the key to teachers’ interest in staying in their schools and in 

the profession” (p. 69).  However, success with students is elusive and Ingersoll (2003) 

maintained that teacher success and satisfaction are intertwined with the way student 

discipline policies are created and sustained.   

 As stated above, the decision to study high school teacher perception was 

influenced by the fact that high school academic programs are in the public eye recently.  

President Bush’s $1.5 billion high school initiative in his 2006 budget (Bush, 2005) is a 

continuation of the No Child Left Behind Act (2002), and every public school in the 

country is gearing up to meet the accountability standards set by this act.  Even if the 

proposed No Child Left Behind Act agenda were fully funded by Congress in 2007, social 

issues, such as student discipline support, would not be included.  Another reason for 

focusing on high school students is the finding, as mentioned above, that secondary 

teachers are less disposed to tackle student behavior problems than other grade level 

teachers (Baker, 2005).  However, discipline support is a critical part of improving 

teacher working conditions (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004; Public Agenda, 2004).  

Researchers and educational organizations have called for action to improve the lot of 

teachers so that leaving no teacher (as well as no child) behind could be one of the 

nation’s priorities (Gibbons, 2005; Mayrowetz & Smylie, 2004; U.S. Department of 

Education, 2000).  Help with social issues is being provided on a much more limited 

basis through the Positive Behavior Support program, which the federal government and 

   



  8 

other entities are piloting in high schools (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005).  Even though 

the program does not reach every high school, it is a start toward addressing social issues. 

 
Positive Behavior Support 

 The PBS movement was initiated to help teachers, students, administrators, 

parents, and communities better handle student behavior problems with positive, 

research-based procedures.  The principles of Positive Behavior Support were culled 

from research over the past 40 years and are present in schools in varying degrees (Carr 

et al., 2002).  Horner, Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Irvin, Sugai, and Boland (2004) noted that 

schools that fully implement PBS report 20% to 60% fewer office discipline referrals, 

improved academic performance and improved social climate.  Research evidence shows 

that PBS programs are highly effective in reducing behavior problems in elementary and 

middle schools.  High School PBS programs are now being put into place and evaluated 

(Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005). Since PBS plans are unique in each school, research 

results are reported individually.  A three-year case study of a large urban Chicago high 

school reported fewer discipline referrals and fewer referrals for serious disobedience of 

authority (Bohanon et al., 2006).  A more detailed analysis of the Chicago urban high 

school case study results is included in Chapter Two, along with results of studies in 

other schools. 

 Although the present study does not specifically address violent behavior in 

schools, it was school violence that motivated the expansion of the movement into 

school-wide programs that addressed behavior support for all teachers, students and 

administrators (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005.  The impetus to focus efforts on 

stemming violent behavior in youths came with the well-publicized school shootings.  
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Beginning in 1996, U.S. school shooting deaths included 50 students, 7 teachers, and 2 

administrators (Information Please, 2005).  In the 2006-2007 school year, from August 1, 

2006 until July 31, 2007, there were 28 deaths inside a school, on school property, or 

immediately around it, in K-12 elementary or secondary public, private, or parochial 

schools.  Non-death shooting incidents amounted to 55 (Trump, 2007).  These shootings, 

along with the results of two national polls, highlighted violence and discipline problems 

in American schools (Elam, Rose, & Gallup, 1996a, 1996b).  Also in 1996, for the first 

time, a national teacher poll indicated that problems in the area of student discipline were 

the main reasons teachers left their jobs (Langdon, 1996).  Even though researchers 

focused on youth antisocial behavior in the wake of the school shootings, their efforts 

mainly focused on individual, family, and community issues, not on school and 

classroom issues (Laxton, 2006):  “Conspicuously absent from our knowledge is a clear 

understanding of the role that the school and classroom environment play in the 

development and exacerbation of antisocial behavior” (p. 2). 

 The U.S. Department of Education started programs in 1997 to learn about 

schools that did manage to decrease discipline problems and improve learning (Quinn, 

Osher, Hoffman, & Hanley, 1998).  Out of this effort, the Positive Behavior Support 

movement was created.  Dramatic results in student discipline problem reduction at the 

demonstration sites were documented, and an on-going program to help schools 

implement Positive Behavior Support programs was put in place.  Research is now 

needed to measure the implementation and effectiveness of Positive Behavior Support 

elements in high schools (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005).  However, until recently, a 

valid instrument that could be used in research was not available.  The Effective Behavior 
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Support instrument was developed and tested for this purpose (Laxton, 2006).  In the 

present study, the Effective Behavior Support survey was used to measure levels of 

Positive Behavior Support in several high schools and to compare those levels to 

perceptions of collective teacher efficacy.  

 
Collective Teacher Efficacy 

 
 The word efficacy is defined as “the power to produce intended results; 

effectiveness” (Guralink, 1977, p. 239).  The psychological construct of teacher efficacy 

was first presented in education literature by Albert Bandura (1977).  A teacher’s sense 

of efficacy is a teacher’s opinion of his or her own ability to produce preferred results of 

student involvement and learning, even in difficult or unmotivated students (Bandura, 

1977). Teachers’ sense of efficacy has been linked to student achievement (Armor et al., 

1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992), student motivation 

(Midgley, Feidlaufer, & Eccles, 1989), and students’ own sense of efficacy (Anderson, 

Green, & Loewen, 1988).  More information about the origin and usefulness of the 

measurement of teacher efficacy is included in Chapter Two. 

 Collective teacher efficacy is defined as “perceptions of teachers in a school that 

the faculty as a whole can organize and execute the course of action required to have a 

positive effect on students” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004, p. 7).  It has been 

identified as a school attribute that strengthens school effectiveness (Bandura, 1997, 

2000; Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004).  In essence, collective efficacy engages Bandura’s 

social cognitive theory (learning from models and not just from one’s own experience) at 

the group level, forming and impacting its force into group beliefs and group actions 

(Bandura, 1991; Goddard, 2001).  
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 Collective teacher efficacy has been linked to student achievement (Goddard, 

Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000), degree of teacher influence in schools (Goodard, 2002), 

and teacher’s sense of self-efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004; Pajares & 

Johnson, 2004).  Now that an instrument has been created to measure levels of behavior 

support in high schools, (Sugai, Flannery, & Bohanon-Edmonson, 2004) using that 

instrument to investigate the possibility of a link to teacher collective efficacy is an 

appropriate way to investigate school organizational characteristics that potentially 

enhance school effectiveness and thus increase teacher retention and student welfare 

(Porter, 2004). 

 
Need for the Study 

 Documentation of the need for a study that would examine the influence of 

teachers’ perception of levels of PBS on collective teacher efficacy is three-fold.  First, 

confirmation that increased collective teacher efficacy indeed brings in its wake a boost 

in elements needed for school reform needs to be offered.  Second, the PBS program 

must be proved worthy and productive in its own right.  Third, justification is needed for 

studying high school teachers rather than teachers from lower grades  

 As stated elsewhere in this document, collective teacher efficacy has been 

strongly linked to student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000; Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 

2002; Milford & Silins, 2003).  That, alone, qualifies collective teacher efficacy as 

something educators would do well to examine in the light of school reform.  However, 

there are other reasons for studying collective efficacy.  It is an avenue to improved 

teacher working conditions, and thus, teacher retention rates (Goddard et al., 2000; 

Johnson, 2004).  Collective efficacy is a powerful construct that indicates school 
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effectiveness by measuring the way teachers in a school perceive their collective ability 

to educate students (Bandura, 1977).  Because collective efficacy is a construct that is 

correlated with positive elements of school improvement, Goddard, Hoy et al. (2004) 

called for studies that would identify correlates.  The present study was designed to 

identify a possible correlate in the Positive Behavior Support program. 

 Since 1997 when Bandura called for research into collective efficacy as it related 

to school organization, there have been studies linking collective efficacy to teacher 

influence (Goddard, 2002a), teacher’s sense of efficacy (Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004), 

student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000), and more studies citing the need for research 

in collective efficacy and school organization (Cybulski, 2004; Goddard, 2002a; 

Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004; Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004).  However, there are no 

studies to determine a linkage between collective efficacy and student behavior support, 

even though at least two studies cited the need for them (Ingersoll, 2003; Porter, 2004).  

 The effectiveness of The Positive Behavior Support program has been well 

documented.  Horner, Todd, Lewis-Palmer, Irvin, Sugai, & Boland (2004) noted that 

“schools are reporting 20% to 60% reductions in office discipline referrals, improved 

social climate, and improved academic performance when they engage in school-wide 

PBS practices” (p. 3).  With that kind of success, it is reasonable to assume that teachers 

who believe they have sufficient positive behavior support would also perceive that their 

schools possess higher collective efficacy.   

 Since PBS programs implemented in each school are unique, only case studies 

have been used to evaluate PBS in schools.  Several specific case studies have reported 

success in schools that have implemented a Positive Behavior Support program (Clark, 
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Worcester, Dunlap, Murray, & Bradley-Klug, 2002; Eldridge, Mannella, & McCurdy, 

2003).  Bohanon et al. (2006) offered a case study of an urban high school that 

implemented schoolwide Positive Behavior Support.  Office referrals were decreased and 

there were fewer students requiring secondary and tertiary supports (see Chapter Two for 

an explanation of the levels of the Positive Behavior Support and a fuller description of 

this high school PBS case study).  Several other studies of successful Positive Behavior 

Support program implementations can be found in Chapter Two.  There are Positive 

Behavior Support contacts in every state, along with national and international 

conferences.  The Texas Positive Behavior Support Association has contacts in every 

Education Service Center region and conferences dealing with behavior issues (Positive 

Behavioral Interventions and Supports, 2007; Texas Behavior Support Initiative, 2007).   

 As illustrated above, there are indications that teacher perception of collective 

teacher efficacy and teacher perception of levels of PBS are valid avenues to study school 

reform and worthy of research (Bohanon et al., 2006; Cybulski, 2004; Goddard, 2002a; 

Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004; Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004; Hoy et 

al., 2002; Milford & Silins, 2003).  What the present study contributes is evidence that 

the Positive Behavior Support program is linked with high school collective teacher 

efficacy and that further research and implementation of the PBS program in high schools 

is warranted.  High school reform is considered by many to be difficult to achieve, as 

documented below. 

 High schools are complex institutions compared to elementary and middle schools 

(Olson & Richard, 2005).  There seems to be an unwillingness to tackle high school 

reform due to a certain extent to the complexity of high school culture that involves 
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young people with cars and jobs and activities that get in the way of school demands.  

Many high schools are extremely large and departmentalized; there are political 

ramifications; and it is difficult for researchers to know where to begin (Olson & Richard, 

2005).  More violence is reported in high schools than in elementary or middle schools 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2003).  More often than not, persistent and 

serious behavior problems result in a reactive get-tough response, leaving students to 

consider dropping out or forcing them to attend alternative schools.  PBS offers a more 

moderate and research-based path to helping young people, teachers, administrators and 

families in these situations (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005).  Even though there is much 

promise in past PBS program research, major researchers in the field report that more 

research is needed to determine the extent to which schools already use PBS and if use of 

these procedures is related to valued change in social culture (Horner et al., 2004).  The 

present study’s correlation between collective teacher efficacy and PBS would indicate 

such a change in school culture. 

 
Statement of the Problem 

 In order to stabilize teacher retention on high school campuses, school 

organization practices that would shore up teachers’ sense of success and teachers’ input 

into behavior policies need to be found (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004).  There is a need 

for research to find correlates of collective teacher efficacy, especially in the area of 

school organization (Goddard, 2002a; Goddard et al., 2000; Porter, 2004).   

Research questions were organized into broad issues that endeavored to identify 

predictive relationship(s) between collective efficacy and positive behavior support.  

Specific questions used in the present study were as follows: 
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1. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in classroom settings? 

2. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in school-wide settings? 

3. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in non-classroom settings? 

4. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support for individual students? 

5. Is there a relationship between high school teacher collective efficacy and 

high school teachers’ individual sense of efficacy? 

 
Null Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the alpha .05 level of significance: 

1. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in classroom settings. 

2. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in school-wide settings. 

3. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in non-classroom settings. 

4. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support for individual students. 

5. There is no relationship between high school teacher collective efficacy and 

high school teachers’ individual sense of efficacy. 
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Preview of Method 

 The present study used a correlation approach and multiple regression design to 

examine the relationship between public high school teachers’ perception of collective 

efficacy and their perception of positive behavior support on their campuses. 

 
Sample 

 The sample was composed of teachers at six randomly chosen public high schools 

in a central Texas county that has 14 public high schools, with a student population of 

approximately 10,000 and a teacher population of approximately 723.  The six high 

schools were chosen at random in order to get at least 50 teachers who would voluntarily 

complete the six surveys during the time of year that was filled with time pressure 

because of state accountability testing activities.  The combined student population of the 

sample was 5,318, with a teacher population of 425 (Texas Education Agency, 2005).  

The six high schools consisted of two small rural, one small suburban, one large 

suburban, and two large urban high schools.  Descriptive characteristics of teachers who 

participated in the present study included subjects taught, grade level taught, gender, age, 

ethnicity, school size, years of experience, and type of teaching certification, as shown in 

Table 5, Chapter Four. 

 
Data Collection and Analysis 

 Data were collected by means of an internet questionnaire consisting of six 

surveys and nine descriptive questions.  In data analysis, the criterion, the Collective 

Efficacy Scale Short Form (Goddard, 2002b) was studied in regard to five sets of 

predictors.  The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) 
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served as one predictor and the four subscales of the Effective Behavior Support Survey 

(Sugai et al., 2003) served as the other four predictors.  The surveys were ranked and 

non-parametric, with fixed means and unordered sets of predictors. 

 Multiple linear regression/correlation was used to analyze the variables.  A SPSS 

computer statistical software package was used, along with a manual (Green & Salkind, 

2005), delineating proper procedures for multiple regression.  Since this is a 

nonexperimental study, the random-effects model determined the assumptions (Green & 

Salkind, 2005): “The variables are multivariately normally distributed in the population.  

The cases represent a random sample from the population, and the scores on variables are 

independent of other scores on the same variables” (p. 286). 

 
Limitations of the Study 

 
The sample in this study, while randomly selected and demographically mixed, 

cannot be applied to regions other than those with demographics similar to that of the 

region studied.  The teachers who completed the surveys tended to be White, female, and 

experienced.  Teachers with different ethnic backgrounds, gender, and levels of 

experience could possibly perceive collective teacher efficacy and behavior support 

differently. 

The researcher in the present study explained the study and the rather complicated 

data collection method to teachers in five schools; the district technology director 

instructed teachers in one school.  Despite attempts to insure that all teachers were given 

the same directions and background information, the research information might have 

been presented differently in some sessions.  The attitude and past experiences of the 
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current researcher and the technology who explained the study could have lent bias to the 

teacher presentations and thus teacher attitudes while completing the surveys. 

 
Definition of Terms 

 1.  Campus-specific Teacher Attrition − a change in makeup of a school’s teacher 

personnel through retirement, death, transfer, or through exit of the field of teaching 

(Ingersoll, 2003).  

 2.  Collective Teacher Efficacy − teachers’ shared beliefs about their ability to 

plan, organize, and execute courses of action required to obtain certain levels of 

achievement (Bandura, 1977). 

 3.  Effective Behavior Support − a phrase that is used interchangeably with 

Positive Behavior Support and a part of the title of the scale used in the present  study 

(Effective Behavior Support Survey) to measure four of the predictors. 

 4.  Efficacy – power to produce intended results; effectiveness  

 5.  Locus of Control - Julian Rotter’s (1966) locus of control scale concerned who 

or what influences things from internal control (inside oneself) to external control 

(outside oneself). 

 6.  Positive Behavior Support − “an applied science that uses educational methods 

to expand an individual’s behavior, and systems change methods to redesign an 

individual’s living environment to achieve first, an enhanced quality of life and, 

secondarily, to minimize problem behavior” (Carr et al., 2002, p. 4). 

 6.  Social Cognitive Theory -  Bandura’s (1977) theory of human functioning that 

gives a central role to cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, and self-reflective processes in 

human adaptation and change. 
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 7.  Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy − “Teachers’ beliefs about their capability to 

impact students’ motivation and achievement” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2002, p. 1). 

 8.  Teacher Quality of Life − a teacher’s perception on the quality of teaching life: 

stress, enjoyment, being on top of things and classroom behavior (Tymms & Merrell, 

2004). 

 
Organization of Remaining Chapters 

 The first chapter established the need for identification of correlates of collective 

teacher efficacy in high schools, specifically an attempt to test the correlation between 

teachers’ perspectives of Positive Behavior Support levels and teachers’ perspectives of 

collective teacher efficacy.  Chapter Two is a review of related literature.  Chapter Three 

delineates the research design, instrumentation, methods, and procedures.  Chapter Four 

provides results of the study.  Chapter Five interprets the results, states how the study 

contributes to the literature, and offers suggestions for future research. 

 

   



 
 

CHAPTER TWO 
 

Literature Review 

 
 The relevance of the present study is in pointing to paths to school improvement.  

The thread that runs through both teacher perception of collective teacher efficacy 

research and teacher perception of levels of behavior research and implementation is 

ultimately a quest for better teacher and student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000; 

Porter, 2004).  The connection between achievement and behavior problems is 

unmistakably reciprocal (Scott, Nelson, & Liaupsin, 2001; Walker, Ramsey, & Gresham, 

2004). The only study that specifically dealt with both collective efficacy and behavior 

support reported the implementation of Positive Behavior Support (PBS) into three high 

schools in Australia. The PBS program was requested by high school principals after the 

success of the PBS elementary program in Australian elementary schools.  The program 

model was built on the premise that “pedagogy and student behaviour are inextricably 

linked” (Porter, 2004, p. 3).  The explicit goal was to develop collective teacher efficacy 

among staff members.  The report was written after nine months of implementation, and a 

final report was not published (personal communication.  However, it was reported that 

what was learned during the first phase (introduction of PBS but not implementation with 

students or data collection) was the importance of productive teacher interaction: 

“constructive discourse among staff about teaching and learning and behaviour supports 

for all students” (Porter, 2004, p. 4).  Just as with the 3-year case study of high school 

implementation in a large Chicago high school mentioned later in this chapter, (Bohanon 

et al., 2006) high school PBS studies are just now beginning to surface.  The groundwork 

 20 
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has been laid with successful elementary and middle school PBS programs (Cushing, 

2000; Luiselli, Putnam, & Sunderland, 2002; Nakasato, 2000; Nelson, Martella, & 

Galand, 1998; Nersesian, Todd, Lehmann, & Watson, 2000, Taylor-Greene et al., 1997; 

Taylor-Greene & Kartub, 2000).  The two high school studies described in this chapter 

(Bohanon et al.; Porter, 2004) as well as the present study are helping to lay the 

groundwork for school reform through PBS in high schools. 

 Student achievement and teacher retention rates have much to do with the way 

teachers feel about their success with students (Johnson, 2004).  Hoy et al. (2002) found 

an ingredient that is more important in explaining student achievement, even than SES 

(socio-economic status of the students in a school), and it is also all about the way 

teachers feel about their success with students.  That element is collective teacher 

efficacy, the criterion in the present study.  This finding is of practical consequence since 

it is easier to change the collective efficacy of a school than it is to influence the SES of a 

school.  Most teachers cannot feel success with students unless they have relevant input 

into school organizational policy and are supported by administrators and other faculty 

members (Ingersoll, 2003).  Teachers’ success with students depends a great deal on the 

level of student academic achievement, and collective teacher efficacy has been identified 

as a construct that strongly correlates with student achievement (Cybulski, 2004; Gibson 

& Dembo, 1984; Goddard, 2001; Hoy et al., 2002).  Goddard, LoGerfo, et al. (2004) 

wrote that correlates of teacher collective efficacy should be identified because they 

would have important ramifications for education, and the Hoy et al. (2002) study points 

out the truth of that statement, since collective efficacy was found to contribute even 

more than SES to school achievement.  As stated in the first chapter, one of the purposes 
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of the present study was to determine if there is a relationship between collective teacher 

efficacy and the degree of implementation of the Positive Behavior Support program, 

which addresses problematic and chronic student behavior in schools (Sugai, Horner, & 

Todd, 2003).  Problematic and antisocial behavior in youth is not new but has been well 

publicized in the last few years because of school shootings (Laxton, 2006).  For decades, 

a strong research effort, especially in the field of psychology (but also in biology, 

sociology, social work, psychiatry, corrections, and education) has produced a knowledge 

base that addresses prevention and treatment of problematic behavior.  Until recently, the 

knowledge base was not, for the most part, utilized by educators (Walker, et al., 2004).  

At long last, a program called Positive Behavior Support has been developed out of the 

research base in prevention and treatment of problematic behavior (Carr et al., 2002).  An 

effective behavior support program could improve teacher retention rates and free 

teachers to spend more time and effort helping students learn (Porter, 2004; Walker et 

al.). 

 This chapter will first identify organizational characteristics that have positive 

effects on student achievement, including studies that indicate collective efficacy as one 

of those, and indeed it is the most effective one identified so far.  Next, organizational 

characteristics that have positive effects on teacher retention are discussed, including 

support for teachers and students in the area of student behavior support.  The history and 

promise of the self-efficacy and collective efficacy constructs in education research will 

then be explained, followed by the history and relevance of the Positive Behavior Support 

movement in enhancing both collective teacher efficacy and teacher retention rates. 
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School Characteristics Linked to Student Achievement 

 Even though the present study does not measure student achievement, school 

characteristics linked to it are mentioned here because of the strong correlation between 

student achievement and teacher’ perception of collective teacher efficacy (Bandura, 

1993; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Hoy et al., 2002; Nicholson, 2003).  

Collective efficacy was the most powerful link to student achievement found in the 

literature review for the present study, one that was even more significant in explaining 

school achievement than SES (Hoy et al., 2002).  Other school characteristics linked to 

student achievement were brought to light by effective schools research and include 

principal leadership (Astuto & Clark, 1985; Rosenholtz, 1985), family involvement 

(Henderson & Berla, 1994), and school resources (Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996). 

 
School Characteristics Linked to Teacher Retention 

 The present study would not concern itself with teacher retention if schools were 

not adversely affected by undue teacher attrition.  Hanushek et al. (2004b) found that 

student performance was raised more by experienced teachers, on average, than 

inexperienced teachers. Hanushek et al.’s (2004b) findings increased anxiety that many 

teaching careers are cut short altogether and that too many teachers transfer to suburban 

schools by leaving distressed inner city schools.  Rather than remain in schools with poor 

working conditions, many teachers transfer to other school districts, move to another 

school within the same district, or even leave teacher altogether (Fox, 2002; Hanushek et 

al., 2004a; Ingersoll, 2001a; Johnson, 2004; Makkonen, 2004).  Ingersoll (2003) applied 

the term “revolving door” to the phenomenon of teachers transferring from certain 

ineffective schools or leaving the teaching profession altogether only to be replaced by 
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other teachers who go in and out of the same figurative revolving door.  His research 

indicated that organizational and structural flaws of the schools themselves, not the 

characteristics of individual teachers (the subject of most research on teacher attrition and 

teacher shortages) are often the culprits in excessive teacher attrition on affected 

campuses.  Using data from the National Center for Education Statistics’ Schools and 

Staffing Survey and the Teacher Follow-up Survey, he concluded that much of the 

unevenness of teacher supply and demand came from schools that remained in flux, never 

achieving the steadiness and cohesiveness needed to be effective with students and retain 

teachers (Ingersoll, 2001c).  Ingersoll rejected the contemporary explanation that teacher 

shortages resulted mainly from teacher retirements and increased student enrollment.  He 

discovered that teacher dissatisfaction and pursuit of other jobs accounted for a much 

higher percentage of the excessive turnover than retirement and growth in student 

populations.  After controlling for both teacher and school characteristics, Ingersoll 

established that low salaries, inadequate support from school administrators, student 

discipline problems, and limited faculty input into school decisions all contributed to high 

rates of turnover.  He was convinced that staffing problems were not something that 

could be resolved by teacher recruitment programs and higher salaries unless 

organizational problems could be diagnosed and corrected (Ingersoll, 2001b).   

 Other researchers were in agreement with Ingersoll (2001b) about school 

organization being one of the major culprits contributing to high rates of teacher attrition.  

One study found that schools with the best teacher retention rates provided not only better 

salaries but also mentoring programs and more autonomy and administrative support 

(Guarino et al., 2004).  Schools that had fewer disciplinary problems or that gave teachers 
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discretion over behavior policies not only had better retention rates but also higher levels 

of teacher satisfaction.  In Texas and New York, smaller class sizes were associated with 

higher rates of retention (Guarino et al.).  However, Guarino et al. also reported that 

school districts did not keep good records and there was not much accurate and specific 

data on teacher retention since the 1980s.  For the most part, it was not possible to track 

teachers either in and out of districts or in and out of teaching.  They further reported that 

even though the literature was full of new interventions and policies, there was a 

“noticeable and regrettable dearth of rigorous policy evaluation research after new 

policies were put into place” (p. 83), making it hard to determine what policies worked 

and even what policies were in place. 

 The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (2003) revealed 

that the number of “leavers” started exceeding the number of “movers” in America’s 

schools in the early 1990s, producing a deficit that seemed “as if we were pouring water 

into a bucket with a fist-sized hole in its bottom” (p. 21).  The leaky bucket, according to 

the Alliance for Excellent Education (2005), costs $2.2 billion a year, just to replace 

teachers who leave the field altogether.  Researchers in Virginia found that salaries, lack 

of administrative support, and insufficient time to plan were the main reasons teachers 

left teaching (Fox, 2002).   

 The most relevant teacher retention and collective efficacy studies in light of the 

present study are those by Kelly (2004) and Goddard, LoGerfo, et al. (2004).  Goddard, 

LoGerfo, et al. studied 96 high schools and found that “collective efficacy was positively 

influenced by past mastery experience and negatively related to school socioeconomic 

disadvantage” (p. 422).  They indicated that future research was needed to identify 
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“school reform initiatives that build in teachers the resolve that they can effectively serve 

socio-economically disadvantaged students” (p. 422).  Kelly (2004), using the Schools 

and Staffing Survey and the 1992 Teacher Follow-up Survey found that “Teacher 

attrition was no higher in socially disadvantaged schools, but poor behavioral climates 

did lead to greater attrition” (p. 195).  The present study linked collective efficacy and 

positive behavior support.  This finding, according to Kelly (2004) would reduce teacher 

attrition and according to Goddard, LoGerfo, et al. (2004) would improve collective 

teacher efficacy in socially disadvantaged schools by improving behavioral climates. 

 
Success with Students 

 Harvard’s Next Generation of Teachers study of beginning teachers indicated that 

in spite of the usual scapegoat of low salaries, most teachers have other motives for 

leaving (Johnson, 2004).  Working conditions are major triggers.  They found that the 

most important ingredient in teachers’ ability to remain in a school was what they called 

success with students.  When teachers contemplated leaving the teaching profession or 

transferring to another school, their biggest consideration was whether they could be 

effective with their students.  Working conditions in their schools either sustained them 

or thwarted their quest for success.  Teachers thought that intrinsic rewards would 

override low salaries, but working conditions made the success that would bring the 

intrinsic rewards impossible.  Their expectations of making a difference in the lives of 

students were many times crushed by poor working conditions and organizational 

deficiencies such as large classes, an incompetent or harsh principal, or lack of equipment 

or supplies (Johnson, 2004). 
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 Another element in success, according to Csikszentmihalyi (1990), involves 

something he calls flow and characterizes the most effective teaching and learning.  He 

defined flow as “the positive aspects of human experience—joy, creativity, the process of 

total involvement with life” (p. xi).  His concept of flow applies to both students and 

teachers.  When students think of learning as its own reward they are in flow 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2002).  Teachers are in flow and thus achieve success with students 

by being knowledgeable, enthusiastic, open, and encouraging; but most of all, by making 

learning meaningful and enjoyable (Csikszentmihalyi & McCormack, 1986).  The mental 

state resulting from peak experiences are produced by challenges that are difficult but 

manageable, given a person’s ability (Tardy & Snyder, 2004).  However, flow is 

frequently unattainable by teachers because of certain blocks inherent in many 

educational organizations (Mingo, 1992).  Studies of extrinsic and intrinsic rewards 

revealed that intrinsic rewards are most important in teachers’ job satisfaction and quality 

of life.  Very satisfied teachers are fairly evenly distributed among level (elementary, 

middle, and high schools), and locale (inner-city, urban, suburban, and rural schools).  

However, intrinsic factors like making a difference in a student’s life were more 

important than things like summers off  (Ellis, 1984).  Several other studies supported the 

conclusion that extrinsic factors were not significantly important in teacher job 

satisfaction and quality of life (Lee, Dedrick, & Smith, 1991; Louis Harris and 

Associates, Inc., 1995).  Teachers know that being successful depends on students being 

engaged and somehow changed (Johnson, 2004).  The type of relationships that engage 

and transform young lives is close and personal, as well as academic.  Therefore, a 
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teacher’s ability to engage students requires nurturing and support (Johnson, 2004), 

activities that are sometimes hampered by ineffective discipline policy (Ingersoll, 2003). 

 There is ample evidence that school organization and policy matter when it comes 

to teacher retention (Fox, 2002; Hanushek et al., 2004b; Ingersoll, 2001c; Johnson, 2004; 

Makkonen, 2004).  Problem student behavior is standard fare on lists delineating teacher 

dissatisfaction.  Student discipline policies and procedures could be altered by policy and 

organizational changes (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005; Goddard, Hoy, et al., 2004; 

Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004). 

 The researcher postulates that hand in hand with the role of positive behavior 

support to produce teacher success is the role of collective teacher efficacy.  Indeed, it 

would seem impossible to separate the impact of the two. 

 
School Characteristics Linked to Student Dropout Rates 

 
 Among suggestions offered by school administrators and other practitioners for 

strategies to keep students in school were references to PBS elements: 

Interventions described in the literature and recommended by practitioners 
included offering alternative types of service delivery, enhancing preparation for 
post school employment, improving interpersonal relationships between school 
and family members and among individuals at school, increasing respect and 
consideration shown by school staff members to students, and individualizing 
positive and function-based support for students with behavior or attendance 
problems. (Martin, Tobin, & Sugai, 2002, p. 10) 

 
The interventions mentioned in the quote above that would be included in PBS programs 

are improving relationships between school and family members, increasing respect and 

consideration shown by school staff members to students and individualizing positive and 

function-based support for students with behavior problems (Carr et al., 2002).  School 

characteristics related to PBS elements from studies of high school dropouts include 
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frequent discipline referrals, inability to adjust to school setting, poor academic 

achievement, grade retention, and behavior and discipline problems (Carnahan, 1994; 

Elias, 1998; Finn & Rock, 1997; Oregon Department of Education, 2000; Tobin & Sugai, 

1999).  

 Practitioners responded to suggestions that organized programs of behavior 

support be implemented in their highs schools by choosing interventions that would be 

acceptable to school reform in their schools.  They specifically preferred to have “access 

to technical assistance from behavior specialists and school psychologists, school team 

for behavior support, inservice training for staff, and functional behavioral assessments 

and individualized positive behavior support” (Martin et al., 2002, p. 10). 

 
Efficacy 

 The term efficacy was first coined by Bandura (1977) to describe a construct of 

his social cognitive theory.  He defined it in this manner:  “Perceived self-efficacy is 

defined as people’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of 

performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives.  Self-efficacy 

beliefs determine how people feel, think, motivate themselves, and behave” (Bandura, 

1994, p. 71).  Pajares (2000) further explained that self-efficacy is the confidence one has 

in his/her own ability whether accurate or not.  Even if confidence in one’s own ability is 

sometimes inaccurate, causative studies indicated that efficacy beliefs contributed 

significantly to human motivation and attainments (Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinezo-

Pons, 1992).  Bandura (1997) believed that efficacy was a crucial element in people’s 

lives.  He postulated that when a person feels that influences that adversely affect life 

cannot be overcome, he or she falls into a sense of fearfulness, apathy, or hopelessness.  
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Bandura used the term human agency to describe the ways people affect some level of 

control over their own lives as a result of their self-efficacy beliefs and are thus enabled 

to put in order a path to a particular goal.  Situations surrounding someone might demand 

a most likely action, but agency would allow a conduct that would be against the grain.  

Even in attractive or intimidating situations the power to refrain could be carried out 

(Bandura, 1977).  Bandura’s social cognitive theory expanded the examination of human 

agency to the employment of collective agency which operates through the mutual 

efficacy beliefs of groups (e.g., families, communities, or schools).  All organizations, 

even nations, can unravel predicaments and enhance lives by working together when they 

possess collective efficacy (Bandura, 1977). 

 According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), the first mention in education 

research literature of the construct labeled teacher efficacy came about during the RAND 

Corporation studies on teacher characteristics and student learning (Armor et al., 1976). 

The RAND Corporation studies, which began in 1972, included two teacher survey 

questions that dealt with what the researchers called “teacher efficacy,” and were based 

on a construct called locus of control.  Julian Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory 

concerned who or what influenced things and whether the influences were  internal 

(inside oneself) or external control (outside oneself or in the environment). Teachers’ 

expectations were systematically predictable from their perception of whether rewards 

resulted from the teachers’ own actions or from the environment.  A teacher who 

believed that student motivation and achievement were results of the teacher’s own 

actions and not the student’s environment was said to have high levels of efficacy.  One 

question read, “When you get right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much [because] a 
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student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment” (Berman 

& McLaughlin, 1977, p. 137).  The other question stated, “If I really try hard, I can get 

through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students” (p. 137).  These two 

questions were more predictive than any other questions of the continuation and success 

of the federal programs and increased student achievement.  They were even more 

predictive than verbal ability of teachers.  From these almost chance question additions, 

research on teachers’ sense of efficacy began.   

 Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) traced the research that continued 

the study of teacher efficacy after the RAND study’s (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977) 

revelation of its importance.  Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy found that researchers 

began to merge Rotter’s (1966) theory of locus of control with Bandura’s (1977; 1986) 

social cognitive theory.  This theoretical mishmash was confusing, and Bandura clarified 

the difference in the two theories when he wrote that beliefs about one’s capacity to 

generate certain actions (perceived self-efficacy) are not the same as a person’s ideas 

about whose or what actions affect outcomes (locus of control).  Even though one 

believes that a particular outcome is caused by someone’s actions, he may have little 

confidence that he can perform those actions.  Measures of self-efficacy would indicate 

whether that confidence were present (Bandura, 1977). 

 
Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy 

Teacher efficacy is an opinion by a teacher of his or her own ability to produce 

preferred results of student involvement and learning, even in difficult or unmotivated 

students (Bandura, 1977).  A teacher’s sense of efficacy is context specific, depending on 

subject matter taught, student characteristics, and setting (Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla, 
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1996).  Circumstances can often cause a drop in levels of teacher efficacy (Guskey & 

Passaro, 1994).  Teacher efficacy has been related to student outcomes such as student 

achievement, (Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992) motivation, 

(Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989) and students’ own sense of efficacy (Anderson, 

Greene, & Loewen, 1988). 

 
Collective Teacher Efficacy 

 Bandura acknowledged that self-efficacy operates within a broad network of 

sociostructural influences (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996), and his 

analysis of mechanisms of human agency was extended to the exercise of collective 

agency.  Collective agency is carried out because of a group’s collective efficacy, which 

was defined as:  “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and 

execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment” (Bandura, 

1997, p. 477).  Collective efficacy is not merely the summation of individual efficacy 

beliefs.  It is an emergent or evolving group-level quality that comes about through 

synergistic force, so that the total effect is greater than the sum of its parts.  Individual 

and group efficacy are complimentary and spring from the same sources (Bandura, 1997).  

Bandura even went so far as to deny a dichotomy between individual and group agency:  

“Social cognitive theory rejects a duality between human agency and social structure.  

People create social systems, and these systems, in turn, organize and influence people’s 

lives” (Bandura, 2006, p. 164).  The reciprocal relationship between personal and group 

efficacy is reflected in the sources of both constructs. 
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A Model of Efficacy 

 Goddard et al. (2000) created a model of efficacy which includes not only the 

informational sources of efficacy, but also the cognitive processing and interpretation of 

those sources of information that must occur if either an individual or a group is to have a 

stable level of efficacy that would lead to success through personal and group agency.  

They used this model to ultimately finalize the measure of collective teacher efficacy 

used in the present study. 

 
 Sources of efficacy.  Goddard et al. (2000) employed Bandura’s (1986, 1997) four 

sources of self-efficacy information for their own model of collective efficacy:  mastery 

experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and affective states.  These same 

four sources were cited as sources of collective teacher efficacy in the model.  The most 

important of these is what Bandura (1997) called mastery experience.  Organizations that 

collectively experience success (mastery experience), especially successes accompanied 

by continued and determined effort, learn by practice that goals can be collectively 

sought and gained.  When teachers observe faculties (vicarious experience) in other 

schools that are doing well, they take to heart the lessons learn from this vicarious 

experience.  Social persuasion builds collective teacher efficacy when, as one example, 

teachers are influenced by effective speakers during professional development sessions.  

Another enabling dose of social persuasion might come from feedback about the faculty’s 

joint effectiveness in some effort.  Just as individuals have affective states, organizations 

also respond to pressure and emergencies according to their collective ability to adapt and 

cope with crises.  Physiological arousal can be a part of the affective states designation 

and can result from emotions, sentiments or desires (Answers.com, n.d.).   Faculties with 
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a higher sense of collective efficacy are found to perform without harsh pessimistic 

results.  Less efficacious organizations would respond in dysfunctional ways of 

overreaction or underreaction to the same stimuli (Goddard et al., 2000). 

 The four sources of collective efficacy described above are crucial building 

blocks of collective efficacy.  Organizations learn by observing other organizations 

(Huber, 1996).  The researcher in the present study postulated that perceived collective 

efficacy of teachers would be diminished without positive behavior support.  

Hypothetically, if faculty members do not feel supported in their efforts to handle student 

behavior, they would be less able to obtain mastery experience, benefit from vicarious 

experiences, respond to verbal persuasion, or handle physiological arousal in appropriate 

ways.  Efficacy constructs are integral to the theories behind the present study and need 

to be fully delineated.  The cognitive processing and interpretation of these efficacy-

building sources of information will then be explained since all of these elements were 

combined to create the instrument to measure collective teacher efficacy used in the 

present study.  Table 1 was created in order to compare specific examples of sources of 

both self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy representative of the Goddard et al. 

(2000) efficacy model.  Pajares’ (2002) overview of self-efficacy was also used to 

prepare Table 1.  Positive Behavior support elements could influence collective teacher 

efficacy by all four sources.  A rationale of how collective teacher efficacy could be 

raised by teachers’ perceptions of higher levels of Positive Behavior Support elements 

will be explained in Chapter Five. 

 The four sources of self-efficacy and collective efficacy displayed in Table 1 do 

not magically create an efficacious individual or group, according to Goddard et al. 
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(2000). Cognitive processing and interpretation of the sources were necessary next steps 

to that process.  Collective Efficacy (Goddard, 2002b) was created with cognitive 

processing in mind.  The Collective Efficacy instrument was used in the present study to 

collect data on collective teacher efficacy.  Efficacy and the cognitive processing 

Goddard et al. (2000) had in mind needs to be explained. 

 
Table 1 

 
Examples of Efficacy Sources 

 
Self-Efficacy Information Collective Efficacy Information 

Mastery Experience 

Individuals engage in tasks and activities, 
interpret the results, use the interpretations to 
develop beliefs about their capability to 
engage in subsequent tasks or activities, and 
act in concert with the beliefs created.  

A resilient sense of collective efficacy 
probably requires experience in overcoming 
difficulties through persistent effort.   

People who possess a low sense of efficacy 
often discount their successes rather than 
change their self-belief. 

Successes build a positive belief in the 
faculty’s sense of collective efficacy, while 
failures undermine it. 

Even after individuals achieve success 
through dogged effort, some continue to doubt 
their efficacy for similar effort. 

Organizations learn by experience whether 
they are likely to succeed in attaining their 
goals. 

 Teachers as a group experience successes and 
failures. 

 If success is frequent or too easy, failure is 
likely to produce discouragement. 

Vicarious Experience 

Vicarious experience is weaker than mastery 
experience in creating efficacy 

Teachers hear stories about achievements of 
colleagues in other schools. 

It is especially effective when people are 
uncertain about their own abilities or when 
they have limited prior experience. 

Teachers read or hear about effective schools 
research, which enumerates the characteristics 
of exemplary schools. 

People observe tasks performed by others.  

(table continues) 



  36 

Self-Efficacy Collective Efficacy 

Verbal Persuasion 

Verbal (or social) persuasion has a significant 
influence in self-belief development. 

Verbal persuasion can encourage a faculty to 
give the added energy that fosters success. 

It should not be mistaken for meaningless 
inspirational discourse.  

Cohesive faculties are easier to be persuaded 
by sound judgment. 

Faith in one’s own ability must be cultivated. Teachers attend talks, workshops, and 
professional development opportunities.  

It is easier to diminish self-efficacy with 
unconstructive evaluations than to build them 
up through constructive encouragement. 

Verbal persuasion plus modeling and 
experience can influence collective teacher 
efficacy more than verbal persuasion alone. 

Pessimistic opinion often crushes self-
efficacy. 

Teachers get feedback about achievement. 

Belief in envisioned achievement must seem 
possible. 

 

Affective States 

Degree of confidence can be measured by 
emotional states as action is considered. 

Faculties respond to pressure just as 
individuals do. 

Cues about expected success or failure can be 
ascertained by strong reactions to an 
undertaking. 

Efficacious faculties can endure crises without 
harsh consequences because they can cope 
with disturbing force. 

Pessimistic thoughts about abilities can lower 
self-efficacy and bring about poor 
performance.  

Less efficacious faculties respond 
dysfunctionally and strengthen their 
disposition toward failure.  

Improved physical and emotional states can 
improve self-efficacy. 

Less efficacious faculties misunderstand 
situations, overreacting at times and 
sometimes inappropriately under reacting or 
not reacting at all. 

Improved self-efficacy can improve physical 
and emotional states. 

 

People live in psychic states mainly of their 
own making (Bandura, 1997). 
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Cognitive Processing of the Sources of Efficacy 

 Schools and individual teachers must analyze teaching tasks and assess teaching 

competence (in relation to each other) if a healthy, stable sense of efficacy is to evolve.  

In analyzing the teaching task, both individuals and schools must understand what is 

required of them.  For schools, things to consider are student aptitudes, student 

motivations, accessibility of teaching supplies, public resources and limitations, physical 

condition of buildings, difficulties to overcome, as well as resources for success.  

Assessment of teaching competence (school level) takes into consideration inferences 

about faculties’ teaching skills, methods, training, and expertise, as well as judgments of 

teacher competence and positive faculty beliefs in the ability of all children to succeed 

(Goddard et al., 2000).  This cognitive processing and assessment is reflected in the 

Collective Efficacy instrument used in the present study. 

 To sum it up, the four sources of information (mastery experience, vicarious 

experience, social persuasion and affective state) must be interpreted and utilized in 

practical agency in order for self-efficacy to be high (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  In other 

words, each source of efficacy information supplies only raw data.  It is only when this 

data is analyzed, interpreted, and acted upon that efficacy beliefs are formed or revised.  

For instance, when a person experiences success at a given task, she could discount that 

success and interpret the cause of it to chance or efforts of others, or she could re-

evaluate her own self-appraisal and believe that she has the ability to be successful in a 

similar effort.  Bandura (1977) states:  “changes in perceived efficacy result from 

cognitive processing of the diagnostic information that performances convey about 

capability rather than the performances per se” (p. 81).  Perceived self-efficacy is “a 
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cognition that mediates between knowledge and action” (Raudenbush, Rowan, & 

Cheong, 1992, p. 150).  The process is the same for collective efficacy:  “perceptions of 

efficacy for various individual and collective pursuits arise from cognitive and 

metacognitive processing of the sources of efficacy belief-shaping information” 

(Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004, p. 6), i.e., from mastery experience, vicarious experience, 

verbal persuasion, and affective states Goddard et al. (2000) extended these constructs to 

school faculties.  Their research documented the validity of this extension via results that 

indicated schools with high collective teacher efficacy have faculty consensus on 

demanding objectives, robust joint endeavors, and determination that leads to a greater 

increase in student achievement than student socio-economic status.  Once established, 

the collective teacher efficacy of a school is a relatively stable property that requires 

substantial effort to change.  Therefore, identification of correlates of collective efficacy 

would be beneficial to schools because of the promise of higher collective teacher 

efficacy and thus faculty consensus on demanding objectives, successful joint endeavors 

and greater student achievement.  The present study attempted to identify such a correlate 

in positive behavior support.  In 1997, Bandura wrote, “Although perceived collective 

efficacy is widely recognized to be highly important to a full understanding of 

organizational functioning, it has been the subject of little research” (as cited in Goodard 

et al., 2000, p. 468).  To date this has not changed much, but there is a small research 

base on collective efficacy that is reported in the following section. 

 
Collective Teacher Efficacy Findings 

 So far, research on collective teacher efficacy has produced several major 

findings.  A higher sense of collective teacher efficacy is positively correlated to higher 
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student achievement (Bandura, 1993; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-

Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  More specific to the present study, a study of the 

relationship between collective efficacy and high school student achievement in a state 

with an accountability system heavily focused on achievement measured by mandatory 

assessments stated:  “After accounting for the influence of several aspects of school 

context, collective efficacy remained a significant positive predictor of student 

performance across all content areas tested by the state” (Goddard, LoGerfo et al., 2004, 

p. 403).  Research evidence also suggested that when teachers were allowed to have input 

into instructionally relevant school decisions (curriculum, instructional materials and 

activities, professional development, communication with parents, student placement, and 

disciplinary policy) their sense of collective efficacy was more robust than in schools 

with autocratic administrators (Goddard, 2002a).  Another study provided evidence that:  

“A strong sense of collective efficacy enhances teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs while weak 

collective efficacy beliefs undermine teachers’ sense of efficacy, and vice versa” 

(Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004, p. 10).  

 
Positive Behavior Support 

 PBS was developed to bolster schools’ ability to control problem behavior and 

identify root problems causing the behavior.  The intent of this effort was to help 

students, teachers, administrators and parents understand and manage disruptive actions 

(Carr et al., 2002).  Behavior support is especially important in teacher retention.  A 

recent study found teacher retention rates were no lower in socially disadvantaged 

schools than other schools, except where the behavioral climate was poor.  The behavior 
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climate was found to be even more important than salaries in keeping teachers in schools 

(Kelly, 2004).   

 Initially, only elementary and middle schools were involved in PBS programs, but 

in 2004, an effort to expand the PBS program to high schools was begun.  A description 

of the PBS effort illustrates its comprehensive nature: 

PBS initially evolved within the field of developmental disabilities and emerged 
from three major sources:  applied behavior analysis, the normalization/inclusion 
movement, and person-centered values. It integrates comprehensive lifestyle 
change, a lifespan perspective, ecological validity, stakeholder participation, 
social validity, systems change and multicomponent intervention, emphasis on 
prevention, flexibility in scientific practices, and multiple theoretical perspectives. 
The approach reflects a more general trend in the social sciences and education 
away from pathology-based models to a new positive model that stresses personal 
competence and environmental integrity.  (Carr et al., 2002, p. 2) 
 

One key phrase in the Positive Behavior Support description above is “to enhance quality 

of life” (p. 2).  Ongoing efforts to enhance quality of life for everyone involved in the 

school setting are essential, not only for optimal student achievement, but also for 

retention of quality teachers (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004; Public Agenda, 2004).  A 

set of self-assessment surveys was developed as part of the Positive Behavior Support 

research and implementation effort between government and universities (Bohanon-

Edmonson et al., 2005).  These surveys were used to collect data in the present study and 

will be described in Chapter Three. 

 As mentioned in Chapter One, one of the reasons to spotlight high school teachers 

was the finding that high school teachers are significantly less disposed to deal with 

student confrontational conduct than teachers at other school levels (Baker, 2005).  In 

addition, the effort to shore up social behavior support in high schools dove-tailed with 

President Bush’s high school reform initiative that is an expansion of the No Child Left 
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Behind Act (2002).  PBS strives to address students’ individual needs, and the No Child 

Left Behind high school program addresses high school achievement in a similar person-

centered way.  The high school portion of the No Child Left Behind Act holds high 

schools to higher standards and expectations than ever before (Bush, 2005).  A recent 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) study confirms that a majority of the general public 

and parents of high school students expect public schools to address unique needs of each 

student, but at the same time, initiate and maintain a rigorous program of teaching core 

skills and knowledge (Hart & Winston, 2005).  The ETS study cited that 57% of the 

general public believed high schools’ expectations of students were moderate, and 30% 

believed most students faced low expectations from their schools.  The results of the 

study, however, showed that neither a majority of the general public nor of high school 

parents held teachers responsible for the problems in high schools.  Society at large and 

the stress put on teachers because of societal woes were blamed for most of the 

difficulties.  The PBS program includes goals that would relieve some of the pressure 

caused by society at large.  The program aims to provide ways to deal with problem 

behavior from an evidenced-based applied science perspective, so that expectations for 

student achievement could be raised.  Subsequently, more time could be spent achieving 

academic goals and personal satisfaction since less time would be spent by both students 

and teachers in dealing with behavior problems, documentation of behavior problems, 

parent conferences and similar activities that accompany behavior problems (Carr et al., 

2002). 
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Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), The National PBS Center 

 The national center connected with PBS is called Positive Behavior Interventions 

and Supports. The center was created by the Office of Special Education Programs, US 

Department of Education “to give schools capacity-building information and technical 

assistance for identifying, adapting, and sustaining effective school-wide disciplinary 

practices” (Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support, n.d., p. 1).   

 
 PBIS goal. The stated goals of the technical assistance center for PBIS are as 

follows: 

• Identify and enhance knowledge about, and practical demonstration of, school-

wide PBS practices 

• Develop, conduct and evaluate technical assistance and dissemination efforts that 

allow evidence-based practices to be implemented on a large scale with high 

durability and effectiveness (Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support, 2007). 

 
 PBIS activities.  The activities, as listed on the PBIS website are as follows: 

• Expanding school-wide PBS technical assistance to allow large-scale 

implementation 

• Emphasizing effective education and support for students with more intense and 

individualized support needs 

• Increasing accessibility to the concepts, outcomes and research associated with 

school-wide PBS 

• Establishing a network of resource agents to build local capacity 

• Utilizing state-to-state communities of practice to facilitate PBS implementations 
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The center acts as a consortium of “researchers, advocates, family members, teacher 

educators, professional association leaders, and model developers, and receives guidance 

from an external evaluation team” (Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support, n.d.).   

 
 School-wide PBS.  Systems of support developed by PBS are proactive strategies 

to define, teach and support appropriate student behaviors to create positive school 

environments.  A range of support is employ in school-wide, classroom and 

nonclassroom settings and for individual students.  The systems are called primary 

(school-wide), secondary (classroom), and tertiary (individual) support systems.  Primary 

systems of prevention include school-wide regulations, practices, physical arrangements 

that are developed and taught by school staff to prevent initial occurrences of problem 

behavior.  Secondary systems are interventions that help students who are not responding 

to primary prevention efforts.  They are more intensive and supportive strategies used 

with smaller groups of students or simple individualized strategies. Tertiary Prevention 

focuses on students who exhibit patterns of problem behavior (dangerous, highly 

disruptive, and/or impede learning and result in social or educational exclusion).  It 

involves a process of functional behavioral assessment and a support plan comprised of 

individualized, assessment-based intervention strategies (Positive Behavior Interventions 

and Support, n.d.). 

 
PBS Background 

 The Positive Behavior Support program owes much to systematic principles of 

operant psychology.  Thirty-five years of research in applied behavior analysis formed 

the base of PBS and provided the conceptual framework relevant to behavior change, 
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especially the three-term contingency of stimulus-response-reinforcing consequence; the 

concepts of setting event and establishing operations; and the notions of stimulus control, 

generalization, and maintenance (Carr et al., 2002).  

 Positive Behavior Support was first utilized in respect to students with disabilities 

and then extended to school-wide applications.  PBS was used with students with 

disabilities as a substitute for aversive intervention methods formerly used with these 

students who were extremely aggressive and self-destructive (Durand & Carr, 1985; 

Horner, Albin, Sprague, & Todd, 1999).  When PBS was eventually used as school-wide 

behavior support, research findings suggested that it was successful in this broader 

context (Colvin, Kameenui, & Sugai, 1993; Horner et al., 1999; Taylor-Greene et al., 

1997).   

 Part of the extension to a school-wide program came about with the 

normalization/inclusion movement which placed students with disabilities back in regular 

classrooms.  Because of the public expectation that student problems be addressed 

individually, the concept of person-centered values is imbedded in programs for students 

with disabilities and the No Child Left Behind Act (2002).  Person-centered values are 

also at the heart of the PBS program and are reflected by methods such as the provision 

of counseling for students and teachers and utilization of parent and community resources 

to help students find suitable ways to achieve their goals (Carr et al., 2002).   

 Teacher training and teacher-input are endemic to the Positive Behavior Support 

program.  Teams of teachers and administrators create a unique school plan.  Principles 

of system change are applied when infusing the plan into the whole school and individual 

classrooms.  Common strategies, such as elementary student attention-getting, are put 
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into place.  This allows teachers to go into any classroom and use strategies familiar to 

students (Porter, 2004).  However, the PBS organization is finding that introducing the 

program into high schools is a unique process that requires strategies different from those 

used in elementary and middle schools, as documented below (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 

2005). 

 High schools must strive for more of a life-style change in students than is 

appropriate at other levels (Carr et al., 2002).  One goal of PBS is to “render problem 

behavior irrelevant because individuals can achieve goals in a socially acceptable 

manner” (p. 3).  In high schools there is a need to be flexible, not only in initiating PBS, 

but also in dealing with several aspects of student education.  An Educational Testing 

Service study revealed that public expectations are toward giving students training and 

skills that match students’ next steps in life (Hart & Winston, 2005).  Students would be 

given many more options in this type of education, and they would be treated more on an 

adult level.  At the same time, their parents would be included in finding solutions 

(Minke & Anderson, 2005).  The PBS approach is in line with the supple approach called 

for in the ETS study (Hart & Winston, 2005), as well as research indicating that high 

schools need to be more personal, fostering environments where students feel supported 

and safe (Olson & Richard, 2005). 

 The turn away from ever harsher discipline models to integrated efforts of 

addressing root problems in students’ lives through personal intervention is the 

cornerstone of Positive Behavior Support.  The development of the PBS system was 

research-based, largely supported by the federal government, and geared to meet the 

needs of teachers and students: 
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In the past, school-wide has focused mainly on reacting to specific student 
misbehavior by implementing discipline punishment-based strategies including 
reprimands, loss of privileges, office referrals, suspensions, and expulsions. 
Research has shown that the implementation of punishment, especially when it is 
used inconsistently and in the absence of other positive strategies, is ineffective. 
Introducing, modeling and reinforcing positive social behavior is an important 
part of a student’s educational experience. Teaching behavioral expectations and 
rewarding students for following them is a much more positive approach than 
waiting for misbehavior to occur before responding. The purpose of school-wide 
PBS is to establish a climate in which appropriate behavior is the norm.  (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2005, p. 2) 

 
If the PBS program could improve teacher working conditions, how would researchers in 

the field of education evaluate the change?  Several researchers suggested finding 

correlates of collective teacher efficacy that increase teachers’ ability to thrive in different 

school cultures (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; Goddard, Logerfo et al. 2004).  

The present study is an effort to determine the relationship between collective teacher 

efficacy and levels of Positive Behavior Support implementation.  Another way to 

measure effectiveness of the PBS program is through formal research in schools that have 

fully implemented the PBS program.   

 
Positive Behavior Support Findings 

 Schools that fully implement the PBS program report 20% to 60% fewer office 

discipline referrals, improved academic performance and improved social climate 

(Horner et al., 2004).  Since the push to implement PBS in high schools only began in 

2004, research results from high school studies are only beginning to surface.  The three-

year case study of a large urban Chicago high school provided information from this 

partially-implemented PBS system.   
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 The Chicago high school PBS case study.  The results from the case study of the 

Chicago high school implementation are heartening and it is hoped that further reports 

will net even better evidence that PBS is an effective tool for school reform as the system 

is set fully in place (Bohanon et al., 2006).  In the Chicago study, there was a 20% 

reduction over all of office referrals from year two to year three, with higher reductions in 

some months (66% in September and 28% in April).  There were also fewer referrals for 

serious disobedience of authority from 1.64 per every 100 students in year two to .05 in 

year three.   

 The Chicago high school in the case study was a highly diverse school.  In the 

first year of the study (2001-2002), 1,800 students were enrolled.  The student population 

represented more than 75 countries; the racial and ethnic mix was as follows:  36% 

African American, 36% Hispanic, 16% Asian American, 8% Caucasian, 2% Native 

American and 2% other.  Most students (89%) met free or reduced lunch requirements 

and 21% had limited English proficiency (LEP).  The school had an overall average daily 

attendance of 86%, a 19% dropout rate, 30% mobility rate, and special education services 

were received by 20% of the entire school population. 

 In the Chicago high school case study of PBS implementation (Bohanon et al., 

2006), some teachers participated in the PBS pre-implementation study and were trained 

by PBS staff.  In turn, they trained other teachers about PBS philosophy and elements.  

Teachers at the urban Chicago high school in the study worked with university faculty 

and graduate students, and several people from their own school and community 

(students, parents, staff members, community members, community agencies and school 

and district administrators) to come up with a PBS plan for their school.  They learned to 
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turn their thinking toward collaboration.  In the course of pre-implementation and 

implementation, teachers helped to review school-wide data and helped to develop a 

common discipline policy, school-wide expectations, teaching methods for expectations, 

a school-wide acknowledgement system and eventually, reviewed initiatives that were set 

in place.  Teachers are normally not involved in planning or implementation of policy, 

especially behavior support (Ingersoll, 2003), but these teachers found themselves 

involved in thinking through the process with others.  They were thinking about process 

and practicality and local issues and best practices and, basically, how to plan and carry 

out a behavior support plan that would improve quality of life for all stakeholders and 

(most importantly) improve achievement for students and teachers (Bohanon et al, 2006). 

 Teachers who helped implement the PBS system in Chicago (Bohanon et al., 

2006) had to think about and prepare a teaching system and report how it worked for 

them.  Teachers who were later involved in the PBS program had to think about how they 

would adapt the teaching system for their own classes and students.  Probably the hardest 

thing for high school teachers to do was to be involved in an acknowledgement program 

that rewarded students for good behavior.  Teachers had to plan and carry out the 

acknowledgement program.  The case study reported that teachers came through with 

flying colors and were seen in hallways acknowledging student behavior prior to a dance, 

a time when teachers were not required to acknowledge good behavior. 

 
 Results of PBS implementation in middle and elementary schools.  A study of 

PBS results from an inner city middle school showed impressive results in the second 

year of the study, which was the first year of implementation.  Short-term suspensions 

decreased by 57%, office referrals decreased by 20% even though a new uniform dress 



  49 

code was initiated that year and many referrals resulted from that program.  There were 

also 23% fewer time outs.  Comments from administrators and teachers indicated that the 

PBS program influenced the environment and behavior in general in a beneficial way 

(Warren et al., 2003).  

 Another study demonstrated the results of a PBS program in K-5 schools in a 

large district.  For all K-5 students in the district, 90% received 0 – 1 office discipline 

referrals (ODRs), 8% had 2 to 5 ODRs, and 2% had 6 or more.  To compare this school’s 

results with a national sample, 86% of students received 0 to 1 ODRs, 10% had 2 to 5 

ODRs and 4% had 6 or more.  Researchers described the results of the PBS program in 

this study as being as good or better than expected (McIntosh, Chard, Boland, & Horner, 

2006). 

 
Summary of Literature 

 The reviews of the literature, in relation to the criterion (collective teacher 

efficacy) and the predictors (PBS and teachers’ sense of efficacy) of the present study, 

dove-tale in their quest for improved teacher and student achievement and school reform.  

Both Bandura’ (1977) Social Cognitive Theory and the applied science of PBS (Carr et 

al., 2000) are processes that bring about reform through social interactions and positive 

experiences.  The related issues of teacher and student retention in schools are seen to be 

connected to teacher and student achievement, and each of these concerns is integrally 

and reciprocally related to behavior and behavior problems (Bandura, 1997; Ingersoll, 

2003; Johnson, 2004; Porter, 2004).  The present study investigated the effects of 

teachers’ perception of Positive Behavior Support levels on teachers’ perception of 
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collective teacher efficacy as a means of exploring practical solutions to school reform 

issues. 



 
 

CHAPTER THREE 
 

Method 

The present study used a correlational approach and multiple regression design to 

examine the relationship between high school teachers’ perception of Positive Behavior 

Support (PBS) elements and collective efficacy beliefs.  Each teacher respondent had 

scores on a criterion, Goddard’s (2002b) Collective Efficacy scale (CE) and five 

predictors, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) The Teacher’s Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (TSES), and the four subscales of Sugai, Horner, and Todd’s (2003) 

Effective Behavior Support Survey (EBS).  The four subscales of the EBS are School-

Wide Systems, Non-Classroom Systems, Classroom Systems, and Individual Student 

Systems.  The remainder of this chapter will discuss null hypotheses, sample, 

instrumentation, data collection, and statistical analysis. 

Null Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested at the alpha .05 level of significance: 

1. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in classroom settings. 

2. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in school-wide settings. 

3. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in non-classroom settings. 

4. There is no relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support for individual students. 

 51 
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5. There is no relationship between high school teacher collective efficacy and 

high school teachers’ individual sense of efficacy. 

 
Sample 

 The sample was composed of teachers from six randomly chosen public high 

schools in a central Texas county.  Six high schools were chosen in order to identify 

schools with enough teachers for a sample of 100 (allowing for the completely voluntary 

nature of the study and teacher drop-out rates).  A total of 106 responded to the survey, 

but six of those teachers completed only the demographic survey and none of the 

questionnaires.  There were a total of 15 public high schools in the county sampled in the 

present study.  The total number of teachers in the county was 730, and the number of 

teachers in the sample was 425.  Respondents totaled 106 for a 25% return rate.  Table 2 

illustrates characteristics of sample schools.  

The six schools in the sample varied widely in socioeconomic status and ethnic 

make-up.  The two largest high schools had the biggest difference in economically 

disadvantaged students, with a range from 72% in the mid-sized urban school to 13% 

economically disadvantaged in the large suburban school.  The mid-sized urban school 

and the large suburban school had the widest range in ethnicity—from 92% minority 

students in the urban school to only 23% minority in the suburban school.  The schools’ 

academic ratings lined up with minority percentages, with the two urban schools with 

high numbers of minority students falling in the academically unacceptable designation 

and the other four schools with much lower numbers of minority students being 

designated as academically acceptable. 
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Table 2 
 

Sample High School Demographics 

School 
Type 

Student 
Total 

Teacher 
Total 

Academic 
Accountability 

Designation 

Ethnicity % Economically 
Disadvantaged 

% 

Large 
suburban 

1928 123 Acceptable AA 9 
H 11 
W 77 
As 3 
N.Am 00.4 

13 

Mid-sized 
suburban 

645 50 Acceptable AA 4 
H 12 
W 84 
As/P 0.3 

16 

Large 
urban 

1777 117 Unacceptable AA 46 
H 33 
W 21 
N.Am 0.1 
As/P 0.5 

63 

Mid-sized 
urban 

1199 80 Unacceptable AA 32 
H 60 
W 7 
As/P. 00.3 

72 

Small rural 201 21 Acceptable AA 2 
H 15 
W 82 
As/P 1 

32 

Mid-sized 
rural 

325 39 Acceptable AA 12 
H 41 
W 45 
N.Am. 1 

58 

Note:  Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2005-2006 
 

Descriptive data collected on teachers were as follows:  age, years of experience, sex, 

ethnicity, subjects taught, grade level (9-12), and type of teacher certification program. 



  54 

Instrumentation 

The data collection consisted of quantitative measures.  Analysis concentrated on 

the influence of Positive Behavior Support elements and each teacher’s own sense of 

efficacy on teacher collective efficacy. 

 
Measures 

Six quantitative measures were selected based on their suitability for use in this 

study.  The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale and the four subscales of the Effective 

Behavior Support (EBS) scale (School-Wide Systems, Non-classroom Setting Systems, 

Classroom Systems, and Individual Student Systems) served as five predictors.  The 

Collective Efficacy (CE) scale served as the criterion.  All instruments and summaries of 

instrument totals can be found in Appendix B. 

 
 Collective efficacy.  Collective Efficacy is the title of a scale developed by 

Goddard (2002b) and modified from the longer 21-item scale developed by Goddard, 

Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000).  The Likert-type test was designed to assess the extent to 

which faculty members believe in the faculty’s conjoint capability to positively influence 

student learning.  It is based on a social cognitive model, which predicts that perceptions 

of collective efficacy develop from cognitive processing of group members.  The short 

form was developed to create a “more parsimonious measure” (Goddard, 2002b, p. 101) 

that would accurately reflect collective efficacy perceptions by balancing the score 

equally between general group competency (GC) and task analysis (TA) elements, thus 

creating an instrument that was more theoretically pure than the long form (Goddard, 

2002b).  The four categories of questions are as follows:  group competence/positive 
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(GC+), group competence/negative (GC-), task analysis/positive (TA+), and task 

analysis/negative (TA-). 

Development of the original 21-item Collective Efficacy scale (Goddard, Hoy, & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2000) will be explained in this chapter followed by details of Goddard’s 

modification that produced the short 12-item scale.  The original scale was based on the 

16-item version of the Gibson and Dembo (1984) measure of teacher efficacy.  To adjust 

the scale to group orientation, items were reworded and additional items were added to 

reflect the four categories mentioned above.  A panel of three experts from Ohio State 

University reviewed the items for relevancy to collective teacher efficacy.  Acting upon 

that review, several items were added and wording changed to adjust the scale to better 

reflect elementary teachers’ tasks.  Six teachers then field tested the instrument, and no 

problems were indicated.  Next, it was piloted in 70 different schools in a five-state area, 

with one teacher in each school.  Of these 70 teachers, 46 teachers returned useable 

responses, representing 66% of the sample.  Responses were submitted to a principal axis 

factor analysis with varimax rotation, which resulted in two factors accounting for 63.2% 

of the variance.  The two factors reflected the group competence and task analysis 

dimensions of collective efficacy for which the scale was designed to measure.  

Correlation between the scales, however, indicated a strong relationship (r=.71, p=.001) 

between the factors, providing evidence that collective teacher efficacy is a single 

construct.  Relationships between collective teacher efficacy and conflict, sense of 

powerlessness, trust in colleagues, and individual efficacy were also examined.  Low 

conflict schools had a mean collective teacher efficacy score of 4.27, significantly higher 

(t=5.08, p<.001) than the mean score for high conflict schools, which was 3.17 (Goddard 
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et al., 2000).  The correlations between collective efficacy and trust, teacher 

powerlessness, and aggregated individual teacher efficacy were .67, -.51, and .41, 

respectively.  After a preliminary analysis of this pilot, several items were deleted and 

additional items were added, resulting in the final 21-item scale.   

The second study used 47 schools.  A total of 452 teachers completed surveys, 

with over 99% useable.  Responses were aggregated to the school level and submitted to 

a factor analysis.  All items loaded on a single factor, explaining 57.89% of the variance.  

The relationships between collective teacher efficacy and teachers’ personal efficacy, 

trust in colleagues, and environmental press were .54, .62, and .05, respectively.  An 

analysis of internal consistency reliability yielded a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .96 

(Goddard, 2002b). 

The condensed instrument was sent to a total of 452 teachers in 47 different 

schools.  More than 99% of the forms returned were useable.  The 21-item Collective 

Efficacy instrument was given along with the short form, and the 12 items in the short 

form reflected all dimensions of the original 21-item form.  The 12 items selected from 

the short form were then submitted to a principal axis factor analysis.  A one-factor 

solution was extracted; the results and all but 1 item correlated .73 or above, a single 

factor having an eigenvalue of 7.67 and explaining 64.1% of the variance was extracted.  

This compares favorably to the single factor obtained from the 21-item scale that 

explained 57.89% of the variance.  In addition, the 12-item scale yielded scores with high 

internal consistency (alpha=.94).  Questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 9 comprise the Group 

Competency scale, and questions 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, and 12 comprise the task analysis scale.  

Validity test scores from the 12-item scale and the 21-item scale, from which it was 
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derived, were highly correlated (r=.983), and the intercepts for each of the 47 sampled 

schools served as the operational measure of between-school differences in student 

mathematics achievement, adjusted for student demographic characteristics.  The short 

form was a significant predictor of between-school differences in student mathematics 

achievement (Goddard, 2002b). 

 
Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TSES).  Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001) were the developers of this instrument, which is a 24-item scale, presented in a 9-

item Likert scale format, ranging from 1 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal).  There are three 

moderately correlated factors:  efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional 

practices, and efficacy in classroom management.  

 Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) developed the TSES using 

participants of a seminar on self-efficacy in teacher learning at Ohio State University.  

The group consisted of eight graduate students and two researchers, who eventually 

decided on a measure based on an unpublished scale Bandura used in his teacher efficacy 

studies.  The new scale consisted of 52 items.  At first, the scale was known as the Ohio 

State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES), and it was examined in three separate studies.  

The original 52-item instrument was reduced to 32 items in the first study.  The second 

study reduced it further to 18 items, and the third study added and tested 18 additional 

questions, and the final instrument contains 24 items and a short form with 12 items. 

 The third study examined factor structure, reliability and validity, using a sample 

of 410, including 103 preservice teachers, 255 inservice teachers, and 38 teachers who 

failed to record years of teacher experience (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

The participants were teacher volunteers from two elementary schools, one middle 
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school, and one high school as well as students at three northern universities.  The 

inservice teachers had between 1-29 years of experience with a mean of 8.2 (SD=6.8).  

 Principal-axis factoring with varimax rotation yielded three factors:  efficacy for 

instructional strategies, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for student 

engagement (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  Internal consistency 

reliabilities for the three identified teacher efficacy subscales were .91 for instruction, .90 

for management, and .87 for engagement.   

 Next, principal-axis factoring with varimax oration was then performed with two 

separate groups (111 preservice teachers and 255 inservice teachers) (Tschannen-Moran 

& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  Three strong factors (the same factors as the two combined 

groups) were found for the inservice teachers and accounted for 54% of the variance in 

the inservice teachers’ responses.  However, the factor structure was less distinct for the 

preservice teachers, making a single factor structure the best solution.  All items loaded 

on this factor with factor loadings between .60 and .85.  The single factor solution 

accounted for 57% of the variance. 

 Once again, the two groups were combined, and the principal-axis factoring of the 

three subscales revealed one strong factor, accounting for 75% of the variance 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  The moderate but positive correlations 

found between the three subscales and the emergence of this second-order factor 

suggested that the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) did indeed measure the 

underlying construct of efficacy and that a total score and three subscales could be 

calculated.  To further test for appropriateness of calculating one total score, a principal-

axis factor analysis specifying one factor was conducted.  All items loaded on this factor, 
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with loadings ranging from .49 to .76.  The two Rand items mentioned above and Hoy 

and Woolfolk’s (1993) 10-item adaptation of the Gibson and Dembo (1984) Teacher 

Efficacy Scale (TES) were used to assess the correlation of this measure and examine the 

construct validity of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES).  Total scores on the 24-

item long form TSES were positively related to both the Rand items (r=.18 and .53, p 

=.01) as well as to both the personal teaching efficacy (PTE) factor of the Gibson and 

Dembo measure (r=.64; p=.01) and the general teacher efficacy (GTE) factor (r=.16, 

p=.01) and the general teacher efficacy  (GTE) factor (r=.16, p=.01) (Tschannen-Moran 

& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

 
Effective behavior support (EBS).  Effective Behavior Support is the name of a 

survey developed by Sugai et al. (2003) at the University of Oregon.  The scale measures 

the theoretical construct behind the organization called Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 

and consists of three major sources:  applied behavior analysis, the 

normalization/inclusion movement, and person-centered values.  The first and most 

important construct, applied behavior analysis, grew out of the principles of operant 

psychology and now includes teaching acceptable norms of social behavior (Sugai et al., 

1999), which provided the conceptual framework for the Positive Behavior Support 

program and thus, the EBS.  The second construct, the normalization/inclusion 

movement, essentially protects the rights of people with disabilities.  It is intended to 

allow them a full share of accessible means.  The third theoretical construct, person-

centered values, includes three processes:  person-centered planning (names purposes and 

puts intervention plans into practice), self-determination, and wraparound, which 

involves the entire family system and a support system (Carr et al., 2002).  
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 The four subsections of the EBS are:  school-wide, non-classroom, classroom, and 

individual student systems.  Each subsection contains a six-item Likert-type format, but 

each has a different number of questions.  There are three questions about current status 

of the program in the school and three questions about priority for improvement.  Various 

school personnel fill out the surveys and it is used to evaluate the level of effective 

(positive) behavior support in each school initially and annually.  Psychometric 

characteristics of the EBS survey have been collected by the University of Oregon’s 

Institute on Violence and Destructive Behavior (Laxton, 2006).   

 The EBS, The Oregon School Safety Survey (Sprague, Colvin, & Irvin, 1999), The 

Oregon School Climate and Safety Survey (Laxton, 2006), and The School-Wide 

Evaluation Tool (Horner et al., 2004) were explored for internal consistency and 

relationships among each scale.  Alpha coefficients were computed and the EBS 

demonstrated acceptable reliability.  Exploratory factor analysis was conducted, and the 

EBS demonstrated a clear four-factor oblique solution.  Several of the EBS factors 

demonstrated significant correlations with The School-Wide Evaluation Tool and The 

Oregon School Safety Survey (Laxton, 2006). 

 Internal consistency of the EBS alone was evaluated.  It consists of 43 questions 

divided into four subscales each assessing one of the four school behavior support 

systems.  Each question asks respondents to rate both the current status (CS) and priority 

for improvement (PI) for a feature of the behavior support system.  Multiple school 

personnel complete the survey based on their own discernment.  Chronbach’s alpha 

coefficients were computed on each of the four subscales.  Each subscale assessed one of 

four student behavior support systems and included responses addressing both current 
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status and the priority for improvement.  Alpha coefficients were computed on both the 

CS and PI responses for each subscale.  Alpha coefficients were also computed on all 

items assessing PI and CS collapsing across the four subscales.  Alpha coefficients for 

each of the subscales fell in the “excellent” category and ranged from .89 - .96.  This 

indicated that all four subscales demonstrate strong internal consistency.  There did not 

appear to be substantial differences within subscales on CS and PI alpha coefficients, thus 

it appeared that each subscale demonstrated consistent internal consistency when 

assessing both current status and priority for improvement.  Finally, alpha coefficients for 

CS and PI collapsing across the subscale were both excellent and did not differ 

substantially from each other.  This further confirms that the EBS assesses the current 

status and priority for improvement of the four behavior support systems with excellent 

internal consistency (Laxton, 2006).  Summary statistics and alpha coefficients for the 

current status elements of the EBS are displayed in Table 3, below. 

 
Table 3 

Effective Behavior Support - Chronbach’s Alpha Coefficients and Summary Statistics 
 

Scale α N M SD Items in 
Scale 

School-Wide .82 1311 38.08 7.88 18 

Non-classroom Setting .86 1337 19.14 5.36 9 

Classroom .95 1337 24.04 8.83 11 

Individual Student .89 1337 14.68 5.9 8 

Note:  Adapted from Refining the Construct of School Safety:  An Exploration of 
Correlates and Construct Validity of School Safety Measures (Laxton, 2006) 
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External validity was demonstrated by finding significant and meaningful 

correlations between Effective Behavior Support – Current Status (EBS-CS) and the 

Effective Behavior Support - Priority for Improvement (EBS-PI) and The Oregon School 

Safety Scale (OSSS).  The EBS-CS factors indicated school staff members’ rating of the 

presence of positive behavior supports in their school.  In contrast the EBS-PI factors 

indicated staff members’ priority for improving positive behavior supports in their 

school.  An examination of the correlations in Table 3 (above) between the EBS-CS and 

EBS-PI factors indicates that the majority of correlations are significant, meaningful, and 

negative.  This indicates that when teachers rate the level of implementation of positive 

behavior supports as being high, they rate the priority for improving behavior supports in 

their school as low.  Conversely, when teachers rate the level of implementation of 

behavior support as low, they rate the priority for improving behavior support in their 

schools as high.  This pattern makes sense given that when behavior supports are present 

with a high degree of fidelity there is little need for improvement and thus teachers rate 

this as a low priority for improvement.  In contrast, when behavior support is not present 

or is not implemented with fidelity there is a need for improvement and thus teachers 

would rate the need for improvement higher (Laxton, 2006). 

 Validity of the EBS was demonstrated by a pattern of correlations that emerged 

between The Oregon School Safety Survey (OSSS) factors and the EBS-CS and EBS-PI 

factors.  The OSSS contains items about risk factors, such as the presence of illegal 

weapons and vandalism on the campus; in contrast, there are items about efforts taken to 

protect the campus, such as the presence of crisis and emergency response systems.  With 

the exception of the fourth EBS-CS factor, no significant correlations exist between EBS-
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CS and OSSS risk factors.  This indicates that the presence or absence of positive 

behavior supports, as assessed by the EBS-CS, is not related to the rated risk factors for a 

school.  In contrast, all of the EBS-CS factors, with the exception of factor four, are 

positively significantly and meaningfully related to The OSSS protection factors.  This 

would suggest that the presence of behavior support within a school is related to 

protective factors in the school and that this relationship is positive.  This means that as 

the staff-rated level of implementation of behavior support within a school increases so 

does the rating of protective factors.  Conversely, as the staff-rated level of 

implementation of positive behavior support decreases so does the level of protective 

factors.  All four of the EBS-PI factors are significantly and meaningfully positively 

correlated with The Oregon School Safety Survey risk factors.  Similarly, with the 

exception of the first EBS-IP factor, all of the EBS-PI factors are significantly and 

meaningfully negatively correlated with The Oregon SSS protection factors.  Taken 

together these results indicate that as the priority for improving positive behavior 

supports in a school (EBS-PI) increases so do the risk factors, but protective factors 

decrease.  Thus in relation to priority for improvement of positive behavior supports The 

OSSS risk factors and protection factors are positively and negatively related, 

respectively, both to each other and to the priority for improvement of positive behavior 

support.  Only in relation to priority for improvement do The OSSS risk factors and 

protection factors appear to be inversely related to each other.  In the staff ratings of the 

current level of implementation of positive behavior support in schools, The OSSS risk 

factors and protection factors do not appear to be inversely related and only the OSSS 
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protection factors are significantly related to the current level of implementation of 

Positive Behavior Support elements in schools. 

 
Procedures 

 Data from the six surveys were collected via an online computer survey program 

called SurveyMonkey© (SurveyMonkey.com, n.d.).  Before online survey links were 

sent to teachers, permission to conduct the study in each high school was obtained from 

principals and/or assistant superintendents.  Short presentations were made by the 

researcher at faculty meetings in five schools and by the technology director in one 

school. 

 
Data Collection 

 The internet survey was prepared by the researcher.  The first section included 

eight questions designed to describe characteristics of teachers in the sample.  Descriptive 

questions and all six questionnaires were included in a single survey in the 

©SurveyMonkey program (Appendix A).  Teachers were asked to complete the surveys 

either in one or multiple settings.  The survey program would put cookies on the 

respondents’ browsers and allow them to return to the place the survey was discontinued.   

 Since the rationale of the present study was to investigate the relationship between 

teachers’ perception of collective teacher efficacy and Positive Behavior Support 

elements in their schools, complete anonymity and confidentiality were appropriate.  

Anonymity and confidentiality were also needed to gain access to faculty meetings and 

teacher email addresses, which were used to transmit the research webpage and survey 

link.  Teachers were assured that no one would be able to ascertain identities.  
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Administrators were promised that neither schools nor teachers could be identified, and 

thus, names could not be included in journal articles or the published dissertation.  

Anonymity was accomplished by having teachers respond to the survey through a link in 

the research webpage instead of email accounts.   

 In March, a research webpage for the present study was put in place and the 

researcher or school technical director explained the study and the internet survey 

procedures at three schools’ faculty meetings.  The webpage (Appendix A) contained a 

summary of the research study (Appendix B), an informed consent document (Appendix 

C), and a link to the survey.  Emails containing links to the webpage were sent to teachers 

in the three schools during the last two weeks in March.  In April, the study was 

explained to faculty members in three additional schools and emails with the research 

webpage link were sent to teachers in those schools. The survey was closed in May, 2006 

and data collection was complete.  

 
Statistical Analysis 

 The first stage in statistical analysis was taken before the sample was chosen.  A 

sample of at least 50 participants would net an acceptable ratio of 10:1--10 participants to 

each of the five predictor variables (Brace, Kemp, & Snelgar, 2006). 

 The six schools that were contacted about the study contained a total of 425 

teachers.  Due to the method of collecting data, different numbers of participants 

completed each of the five surveys.  Participants accessed the surveys via an internet 

survey, so not all of them completed every survey.  Participation in the study was 

presented to teachers as a completely voluntary activity, and it was assumed that many 

teachers would not respond.  Of the 106 participants who responded to the internet 
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survey, 100 completed the Collective Efficacy survey and various numbers of the same 

teachers completed the other surveys (Table 4). 

 
Table 4 

 
Number of Teachers Completing Each Survey 

 

Survey # Completed 

Collective Efficacy 100 

Effective Behavior Support  

 Classroom Systems 93 

 Schoolwide Systems 83 

 Non-classroom Systems 78 

 Individual Students 69 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Survey 71 

 
 

 The second stage of quantitative analysis involved describing the sample and 

summarizing the data through the use of descriptive statistics.  Several descriptive 

statistics were gathered about teachers, such as subject(s) taught, years of experience, sex, 

age, and routes taken to certification (traditional, alternative, Post-Baccalaureate 

program).  The means and standard deviations were calculated for each instrument, but 

since the present study was done anonymously, no school identifying statistics were 

collected. 

 In the third stage, the quantitative criterion (Collective Efficacy) was studied in 

regard to a set of predictors (Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale and the four subscales of 

Effective Behavior Support).  Only the current status of the EBS was taken into 
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consideration in the analysis (leaving the priority for improvement for another study).  

The data were ranked, non-parametric, with fixed means and two ordered sets of 

predictors. 

 Multiple regression/correlation was used to analyze the variables, and the SPSS 

computer statistical software package was used, along with a manual (Green & Salkind, 

2005), delineating proper procedures for multiple linear regression.  Since the present 

study was non-experimental, the random-effects model determined the assumptions: 

 “variables are multivariately normally distributed in the population 

 cases represent a random sample from the population, and  

 scores on variables are independent of other scores on the same variables”         

(p. 286). 

In order for the F test for regression analysis not to yield inaccurate p values, all data sets 

were assessed to see if nonlinear relationships existed, and scatter plots showing 

correlation between each predictor and the criterion were examined for nonlinearity before 

ad hoc tests were done.   

Two types of effect sizes for multiple regression analysis were used:  multiple 

correlation indices to assess the overall effect of the predictors on the criterion and part 

and partial correlations to assess the relative effects of individual predictors on the 

criterion.  SPSS computed a multiple correlation (R), a squared multiple correlation (R2), 

and an adjusted squared multiple correlation (R2
adj).  All three indices assessed how well 

the linear combination of predictors in the regression analysis predicted the criterion 

variable.  SPSS also calculated changes in R2 because of the multiple sets of predictors.  

The multiple correlation was a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between 
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the predicted criterion scores and the actual criterion scores.  The value of the change in 

R2 ranges from 0 to 1 and was interpreted as an increment in the percentage of criterion 

covariance accounted for by including more than one set of predictors in the regression 

equation (Green & Salkind, 2005).  

Conclusions about the relative importance of predictors in predicting the 

criterions could not be judged on the basis of the correlation-regression analysis.  These 

were judged on the size of the bivariate correlation between each predictor and the 

criterion, the standardized regression weight for each predictor within the regression 

equation, the part or partial correlations between each predictor, and the criterion 

(partialling out the effect of all other predictors in the regression equation).  However, 

none of the indices can absolutely indicate the relative importance of the predictors (Green 

& Salkind, 2005).  

The part and partial correlation indices were used to decide the importance of 

each predictor.  A partial correlation is the correlation between two variables that partials 

out the effects of one or more control variables.  It was computed between a predictor and 

the criterion, partialling out the effects of all other predictors.  The part correlation gave 

the correlation between a predictor and the criterion, partialling out the effects of all other 

predictors in the regression equation from the predictor but not the criterion (Green & 

Salkind, 2005).  Results of part and partial correlations are reported in Chapter Four.  



 
 

CHAPTER FOUR 
 

Results 
 
 

 The criterion in the present study was collective teacher efficacy.  The key 

consideration was ascertaining the influence of positive behavior support on collective 

teacher efficacy of high school teachers.  This chapter presents the results of data 

collected from 106 teacher volunteers randomly selected high schools. 

The mass teacher exodus from ineffective schools in the United States was caused 

not only by low salaries but also by teacher working conditions such as non-support, 

discipline problems with students and lack of faculty input into behavior policy 

(Goodlad, 1984; Grant, 1988; Ingersoll, 2003, Metz, 2003; Newman, Rutter, & Smith, 

1989; Pallas, 1988; Rosenholtz, 1989).  Teachers who felt they could not achieve success 

with students were found to be more likely to leave the classroom (Johnson, 2004).  Even 

though teacher retention rates were found to be related to teacher success and school 

organizational issues, there has been little or no research to investigate a link between 

collective teacher efficacy and organizational conditions, especially in the area of teacher 

input into student behavior policies (Ingersoll, 2003, Porter, 2004).  The present study 

was based on the assumption that positive behavior support would be linked to collective 

teacher efficacy, a strong link to student achievement (Cybulski, 2004; Gibson & Dembo, 

1984; Goddard, 2001; Hoy et al., 2002). 

 
 
 
 
 

 69 
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Analysis Plan and Description of the Sample 
 

Relationships among high school teacher collective efficacy, levels of PBS 

(classroom, school-wide, non-classroom and individual student examine systems), and 

teachers’ sense of efficacy were examined.  Positive Behavior Support (PBS) is “an 

applied science that uses educational and systems change methods to enhance quality of 

life and minimize problem behaviors” (Carr et al., 2002, p. 2).  PBS principles were 

culled from research over the past 40 years.  The principles are present in schools in 

varying degrees since many of the PBS elements have been in the literature, and 

therefore, measurable in all schools (Sugai et al., 2003).  Teacher volunteers completed 

six questionnaires dealing with teacher individual and collective efficacy and levels of 

positive behavior support in their schools.   

 A multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well positive 

behavior support levels and teachers’ sense of efficacy predicted teacher’s collective 

efficacy.  The predictors were the four subsets of positive behavior support and teacher’s 

sense of efficacy, while the criterion was teacher’s collective efficacy.  Prediction 

research was chosen because of its emphasis on practical applications.  Finding correlates 

to the powerful construct of collective teacher efficacy would suggest practical 

applications for school improvement, especially in the area of teacher quality and 

satisfaction and increased student achievement (Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2000).  

Multiple regression was used because it was ideally suited for analyzing the collective 

and separate effects of two or more predictors on a criterion (Pedhazur, 1982).   

 The sample size was chosen so that at an acceptable ratio of 10:1 (10 participants 

to each of the five predictor variables) could be found: 
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Multiple regression requires a large number of observations.  The number of  
participants must substantially exceed the number of predictor variables you are 
using in your regression.  The absolute minimum is that you have five times as 
many participants as predictor variables.  A more acceptable ratio is 10:1.  (Brace, 
Kemp, & Snelgar, 2006, p. 208) 

 
Due to the method of collecting data, different numbers of the same participants 

completed each of the five instruments (See Table 4).  Participants accessed the 

instruments via an internet survey, and due to time pressure and other interruptions, not 

all teachers completed every instrument.  

 
Teacher Demographic Data 

The internet survey questionnaire used to collect demographic data from high 

school teachers included personal characteristics of age, gender, ethnic group, years of 

experience, and type of teacher certification program.  School information consisted of 

course title(s), grade level(s) of course(s) taught, and school context (urban, suburban, 

and rural).  More participants taught English/language arts (23%) than any other subject.  

The majority of teachers were White (96%), female (72%), and more teachers indicated 

their age between 51 and 60 (32%) than any other age category.  More teachers had been 

teaching longer than 21 years (32%) than any other experience group, and the 

overwhelming majority completed a university-based program to become certified 

teachers (78%).  All demographic statistics are displayed in Table 5. 

 
Description of the Measures 

The six quantitative measures used in the present study are shown in Table 6.  All 

instruments can be found in Appendix A.  A short description of each one is supplied in 

Table 6. 
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Table 5 

Teacher Demographics 

Variable Response % Response Total 

Course(s) Taught   

English/Language Arts 22.9 24 

Math 21.0 22 

Science 16.2 17 

Social Studies 16.2 17 

Foreign Language 4.8 5 

Health/P.E. 3.8 4 

Career and Technology 17.15 18 

Other 22.9 24 

Total Respondents  105 

Grade Level   

9th Grade 27.4 29 

10th Grade 30.2 32 

11th Grade 24.5 26 

12th Grade 17.9 19 

Total Respondents  106 

Sex   

Male 27.9 29 

Female 72.1 75 

Total Respondents  104 

 
 
 (table continues) 
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Variable Response % Response Total 

Age Bracket   

20 – 25 5.7 6 

26 – 30 14.2 15 

31 – 40 17.0 18 

41 – 50 26.4 28 

51 – 60 32.1 34 

61 – 70 4.7 5 

Total Respondents  106 

Ethnicity   

African-American 2.9 3 

Asian .0 0 

Hispanic .0 0 

White 96.5 100 

Other 1.9 2 

Total Respondents  104 

School Context   

Urban 37.1 39 

Suburban 33.3 35 

Large Rural 5.7 6 

Small Rural 23.8 25 

Total Respondents  105 

 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Variable Response % Response Total 

Years of Experience   

Beginning Teacher (first year) 4.8 5 

2 – 3 years 9.6 10 

4 – 5 years 8.7 9 

6 – 10 years 22.1 23 

11 – 20 years 24.0 25 

21 years or longer 31.7 33 

Total Respondents  104 

Certification Program   

University-Based 78.1 82 

Post-Baccalaureate Program at 
college or university 

7.6 8 

Alternative/Accelerated 
Program at an education service 
center, school district, or other 
entity 

14.3 15 

Total Respondents  105 

 

 Several of the scales in Table 6 range from low to high numbers (both efficacy 

scales) and several from high to low, (all four behavior scales) which causes some 

statistical results to be negative.  That fact is noted with the results of each test, but it 

bears noting here because the scales are seen all in one chart. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive statistics for all instruments are displayed in Table 7.   
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Table 6 
 

Descriptions of Quantitative Measures for Data Collection 
 

Instrument Description 

Collective Efficacy Scale  

 

A 12-item scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly agree) to 6 
(Strongly disagree).  It is designed to measure a 
teacher’s sense of collective efficacy, which is the 
perception that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will 
have a positive effect on students (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 
1997).  See Appendix A. 

Effective Behavior Support, 
Classroom System  

An 11-item scale, measuring a teacher’s sense of the 
status of the system used in settings in which teachers 
supervise and teach groups of students (e.g. the 
classroom, lab, gym). It ranges from 3 (In Place), 2 
(Partially in Place) and 1 (Not in Place).  See Appendix 
B. 

Effective Behavior  Support, 
School-Wide System  

An 18-item scale, measuring a teacher’s sense of the 
status of the school-wide system, which involves all 
students, all staff and all settings.  It ranges from 3 (In 
Place), 2 (Partially in Place) and 1 (Not in Place).  See 
Appendix B. 

Effective Behavior Support, 
Non-Classroom System  

A 9-item scale, measuring a teacher’s sense of the status 
of non-classroom systems, defined as particular times or 
places where supervision is emphasized (e.g., hallways, 
cafeteria, playground, bus).  It ranges from 3 (In Place), 
2 (Partially in Place) and 1 (Not in Place).  See 
Appendix B. 

Effective Behavior Support, 
Individual Student System  

An 8-item scale, measuring a teacher’s sense of the 
status of a system to support students who engage in 
chronic problem behaviors (1% - 7% of enrollment).  
See Appendix B. 

The Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy Scale  

A 12-item scale, ranging from 1 (not at all) to 9 (a great 
deal).  It is designed to measure a teacher’s judgment of 
his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of 
student engagement and learning, even among those 
students who may be difficult or unmotivated (Armor et 
al., 1976).  See Appendix C. 
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Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations of All Measures 

Measure Mean Std. Deviation N 

Collective Efficacy 4.13 .73 106 

Behavior Support Classroom System 1.50 .37 106 

Behavior Support School-wide 
System 

1.73 .39 106 

Behavior Support Non-classroom 
System 

1.83 .40 106 

Behavior Support Individual Student 
System 

2.17 .44 106 

Teacher Sense of Efficacy 7.23 .94 106 

 

Internal Consistency 

Tests of internal consistency were run.  As evidenced in Table 8, teachers 

completed surveys in differing numbers.  Since they were participating as anonymous 

volunteers and since teachers and schools were under time pressure due to state-wide 

accountability tests during the time of data collection, no reminders were sent.  Tests of 

internal consistency estimated reliability for all measures.  Values for coefficient alpha 

indicated satisfactory reliability. 

 
Bivariate Linear Regression 

Bivariate linear regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the prediction of 

the collective efficacy criterion from each of the five predictors independently.  The 

bivariate correlation matrices are reported in Table 9.   
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Table 8 
 

Internal Consistency of Measures 
 

Scales α N M SD Items in 
Scale 

Collective Teacher Efficacy .85 95 49.25 9.22 12 

EBS Classroom .82 25 16.24 3.33 11 

EBS School-wide .90 28 26.57 6.40 18 

EBS Non-classroom .83 68 16.48 4.25 9 

EBS Ind. Student .90 42 17.45 4.54 8 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy .93 36 86.97 13.94 12 

 
 

Table 9 
 

Bivariate Correlations Between Means 
 

Variable CTE BSCS BSSWS BSNCS BSISS TSES 

CTE       

Pearson 
Correlation 

--1 -.549* -.549* -.484* -.296* .444* 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .013 .000 

N 100 93 83 78 69 71 

BSCS       

Pearson 
Correlation 

  .698* .512* .386* -.312* 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 .000 .001 .008 

N   83 78 69 71 

 
 (table continues) 
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Variable CTE BSCS BSSWS BSNCS BSISS TSES 

BSSWS       

Pearson 
Correlation 

   .744* .678* -.296* 

Sig. (2-tailed)    .000 .000 .014 

N    75 66 68 

BSNCS       

Pearson 
Correlation 

    .647* .360* 

Sig. (2-tailed)     .000 .002 

N     69 70 

BSISS       

Pearson 
Correlation 

     -.159 

Sig. (2-tailed)      .198 

N      67 

Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
CTE Collective Teacher Efficacy means 
BSCS Behavior Support Classroom Systems 
BSSWS Behavior Support School-wide Systems 
BSNCS Behavior Support Non-classroom Systems 
BSISS Behavior Support Independent Student Systems 
TSES Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

 
 

 Individual predictors’ ability to predict variance of the collective efficacy 

criterion, when isolated by bivariate linear regression, indicate that only classroom and 

school-wide behavior means (R Square) produced a medium effect, and almost one-third 

of the collective efficacy variance was accounted for individually by classroom and 

schoolwide behavior means.   
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 Scatterplots for the two predictor variables and the collective efficacy predictor 

variable indicated that the two predictor variables were linearly related such that as 

classroom behavior means and schoolwide behavior means increase, collective efficacy 

increases.  The regression equation for predicting collective efficacy means from 

classroom behavior support is: 

Predicted Collective Efficacy = -1.020 classroom behavior +5.703 

The 95% confidence interval for the slope, -1.343 to -.697 does not contain the value of 

zero, and therefore classroom behavior support is significantly related to collective 

efficacy.  As hypothesized, teachers who perceived higher classroom behavior support 

also perceived higher collective efficacy.  The correlation between classroom behavior 

support and collective efficacy was .55.  Approximately 30% of the variance of collective 

efficacy was accounted for by its linear relationship with classroom behavior support. 

 Likewise, the scatterplot depicting the bivariate correlation between school-wide 

behavior support and collective efficacy indicated that the two variables are linearly 

related such that as school-wide behavior support increased, collective efficacy increased.  

The regression equation for predicting collective efficacy is:   

Collective Efficacy = -.882 School-wide Behavior Support + 5.66 

The 95% confidence interval for the slope, -1.179 to -.586 does not contain the value of 

zero, and therefore school-wide behavior support is significantly related to collective 

efficacy.  As hypothesized, teachers who perceived higher school-wide behavior support 

also perceived higher collective efficacy.  The correlation between school-wide behavior 

support and collective efficacy was .55.  Approximately 30% of the variance of collective 

efficacy was accounted for by its linear relationship with school-wide behavior support. 
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 The similar bivariate correlation results produced by classroom and school-wide 

behavior means were addressed by colinearity tests, which are reported later in this 

chapter.  Part and partial correlations, along with colinearity statistics, were computed for 

the predictor variables and are reported in Table 10. 

 
Table 10 

Part and Partial Correlations and Colinearity Statistics 

 Correlations Colinearity Statistics 

Model Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant      

Classroom behavior means -.524 -.301 -.262 .544 1.839 

Schoolwide behavior means -.479 -.134 -.111 .340 2.945 

Non-classroom means -.391 -.125 -.104 .456 2.193 

Individual student means -.217 .091 .075 .575 1.739 

2 (Constant)      

Classroom behavior means -.524 -.283 -.239 .536 1.867 

Schoolwide behavior means -.479 -.142 -.116 .339 2.948 

Non-classroom means -.3691 -.073 -.059 .428 2.336 

Individual student means -.217 .078 .064 .573 1.747 

Teacher’s sense of efficacy .337 .206 .170 .864 1.157 

Note:  Criterion Variable:  Teacher Collective Efficacy; N = 95 for each variable 

 
Colinearity 

 The closer to zero the tolerance value is for a variable, the stronger the 

relationship between this and other predictor variables. VIF (variance inflation factor) is 

the reciprocal of tolerance in which a large value indicates a strong relationship between 

predictor variables.  It measures how much multicolinearity has increased the variance of 

a slope estimate.  Individual VIF greater than 10 should be inspected.  When tolerance is 
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close to 0 there is high multicollinearity of that variable with other independents and the 

b and beta coefficients will be unstable.  In Table 10, the colinearity statistics of 

tolerance and VIF are within the normal range and the numbers do not indicate a need for 

inspection (Brace et al., 2006). 

 
Part and Partial Correlations 

 A partial correlation is the correlation between two variables that partials out the 

effects of one or more control variables.  It was computed between a predictor and the 

criterion, partialling out the effects of all other predictors. The partial correlations are 

reported in Table 10.  Of the five partial correlations, only classroom behavior means was 

significant and moderately large in magnitude.  If classroom behavior means is the sole 

determinant of collective efficacy in specific areas, all the partial correlations would be 

equal to zero.  The results do not support this hypothesis.  The part correlation gave the 

correlation between a predictor and the criterion, partialling out the effects of all other 

predictors in the regression equation from the predictor but not the criterion.  Results of 

part and partial correlations are reported in Table 10.  Again, only classroom behavior 

means was significant and moderately large in magnitude.  The part correlation is a better 

indicator of the “practical relevance” of a predictor, because it is scaled to the total 

variability in the predictor variable.  Thus, the only predictor variable that retained 

significance across all statistical tests is classroom behavior means.  The interpretation of 

this finding will be reported in Chapter Five. 
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Beta Value 

 Table 11 shows the unstandardized and standardized coefficients.  The Beta value 

is associated with standardized coefficients; it is a measure of how strongly each 

predictor variable influences the criterion variable.  Scores and thus coefficients are 

standardized because an overall scale needs to be created from different metrics.  The 

Beta is measured in units of standard deviation.  The higher the Beta value the greater the 

impact of the predictor variable on the criterion variable.  The Beta regression coefficient 

is computed to allow comparisons and assessments of strength of the relationship 

between each predictor variable to the criterion variable by comparing the correlation 

coefficients (Green & Salkind, 2005).  The Beta value is connected to standardized 

coefficients, which are unaffected by sample size and are much more valid indicators for 

contrasting the relative importance of the predictors than B values, which are associated 

with unstandardized coefficients. 

 In Table 11, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale means are added to Model No. 2.  

Comparing the standardized coefficients across the two models reveals several 

differences.  Most noticeable is that the Beta coefficient in Model No. 1 for classroom 

behavior support means is almost twice as large as the one for school-wide behavior 

support means, which means that classroom behavior support is more powerfully 

connected to collective efficacy. 

Perhaps the reason for the difference between the two Beta values is due to the 

possibility that teachers feel they collectively fare better when they have behavior support 

within the environment most closely affecting them—the classroom itself.  In Model 2, 

when teachers’ sense of efficacy is added to the model, classroom behavior support is 
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lessened and the only coefficient strengthened is school-wide behavior support means.  If 

teachers have higher sense of personal efficacy, they might place more importance on 

school-wide issues.   

 
Table 11  

 
Unstandardized and Standardized Coefficients 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

  

 B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

1 (Constant) 5.937 .356  16.658 .000 

BSCS -.692 .226 -.346 -3.061 .003 

BSSWS -.353 .271 -.186 -1.302 .196 

BSNCS -.277 .227 -.151 -1.221 .225 

BSSIS .162 .185 .097 .879 .386 

2 (Constant) 4.709 .70  6.705 .000 

BSCS -.636 .224 -.318 -2.836 .006 

BSSWS -.368 .267 -.194 -1.379 .171 

BSNCS -.162 .230 -.088 -.701 .485 

BSISS .137 .182 .082 .753 .453 

TSES  .140 .069 .178 2.020 .046 

 

Data Analysis  

 The present study used quantitative data, a correlation approach and primarily, a 

multiple regression analysis.  An additional factor analysis was done to improve upon the 

model by combining predictor variables that were related.  Both results are reported 
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below.  The assessments were Goddard’s (2002) Collective Efficacy Scale, Tschannen-

Moran et al.’s (2001), The Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale, and the four subscales of 

Sugai et al.’s (2003) Effective Behavior Support Survey (School-Wide Systems, Non-

Classroom Systems, Classroom Systems, and Individual Student Systems).  Table 6 

supplies short descriptions of each instrument. 

 
Results 

 A multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict collective teacher 

efficacy.  In respect to the a priori method of analysis, the hierarchical enter method of 

the SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) was used to analyze the data, with the 

behavior predictors entered in the first multiple linear regression analysis model and the 

teacher’s sense of efficacy predictor added to the second multiple linear regression 

analysis model.  The regression equation with the Effective Behavior Support survey 

subsets was significant, as shown in Table 12. 

 
Overall Strength and Coefficient Relationships between Predictors and Criterion 
 
 According to Rudestam and Newton (2001), “There is no universally agreed upon 

format for reporting results of multiple regression analysis” (p. 145).  However, it was 

suggested that coefficients be reported for each predictor with a record of B, Beta, t, and 

the significance factor.  The effect sizes of the two models (behavior and behavior plus 

teacher’s sense of efficacy) are noted in Table 12. 

The coefficients between the criterion, collective efficacy, and each behavior 

system vary widely.  The highest correlation appears to be with classroom behavior 
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support systems (-.692).  The correlation is negative but supports the a priori theory that 

higher behavior support means would correlate with higher collective efficacy means  

 
Table 12 

 
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Coefficients (Hierarchical Enter Method) 

 

 Collective Efficacy, Criterion 

Predictor Model B Beta T Sig. 

1 (Constant 5.397  16.658 .000 

Classroom behavior means -.692 -.346 -3.061 .003 

Schoolwide behavior means -.353 -.186 -1.302 .196 

Non-classroom means -.277 -.1851 -1.221 .225 

Individual student means -.137 .097 .879 .381 

2 (Constant) 4.709  6.705 .000 

Classroom behavior means -.3693 -.318 -2.836 .006 

Schoolwide behavior means -.368 -.194 -1.379 .171 

Non-classroom means -.1692 -.088 -.7014 .185 

Individual student means .137 .082 .753 .453 

Teacher’s sense of efficacy .140 .178 2.020 .046 

Note:  Model 1: R2  = .300 F(4,101) = 10.80 p =  .000 
           Model 2: R2  = .327 F(1,100) =   9.721 p = .000 
 

since collective efficacy choices were scored from low to high and behavior support 

choices were scored from high to low.  In the coefficient numbers, the classroom 

behavior support system correlates with collective efficacy almost twice as much as the 

next highest contender, school-wide behavior systems (-.353), at least as far as the B and 

Beta coefficients of individual predictors show.  Non-classroom behavior systems, 

individual student behavior systems, and teacher’s sense of efficacy means have much 
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lower B and Beta scores, which would indicate they are less than significant predictors of 

collective efficacy. 

 The effect size for the behavior systems (Model 1) indicated that the combined 

effect of the four subsystems of positive behavior support was significantly correlated 

with collective efficacy.  The equation is R2 = .30, adjusted R2 = .27 F(4,101) = 10.802, p 

<.01.  Interpretation of the effect size of the statistic calculation, according to Green and 

Salkind (2005), is as follows:  “The resulting statistic (R2) may now be interpreted as the 

percent of criterion variance accounted for by the linear combination of the predictors” 

(p. 287).  Therefore, the resulting statistic (R2 =.30) indicates that 30% of collective 

teacher efficacy variance can be accounted for by its linear relationship with the 

combined behavior subsets (classroom, school-wide, non-classroom and individual 

student systems).  However, the regression equation with The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

Scale means added (Model 2) was not significant, (R2 change = .027, F Change 4.081< 

.01) over and above the combined behavior support systems effect size.  Based on these 

results, the positive behavior support measures appear to be significant and to be better 

predictors of collective efficacy than teachers’ individual sense of efficacy.  Furthermore, 

the classroom behavior system appears to be the predictor that is most highly correlated 

with collective efficacy, a finding that will be discussed further in the section about 

partial correlations results.   

 The multiple regression results suggest that the more confident teachers are that 

positive behavior supports are in place, the higher their collective efficacy scores.  A 

further interpretation of the multiple regression results will be given in Chapter Five.  
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Alternate Analysis of Data 

 It was discerned from the correlation matrix (Table 8) that school-wide and 

classroom systems were not only having the same effect on the criterion, but also highly 

correlated with each other (both were -.549 in bivariate linear regression results).  Since 

regression analysis depends on each predictor being independent of any other predictor 

(Green & Salkind, 2005) another multiple regression analysis was done, this time using 

the stepwise method with an eye toward assessing nonlinearity.  The only variables that 

stayed in the regression model were school-wide systems and teachers’ sense of efficacy, 

but there was some overlapping and a colinearity problem between school-wide and 

classroom systems.  The colinearity problem was addressed with tolerance (1-R2) and 

factor analysis to form two factors.  The factor analysis extraction method was Principal 

Component Analysis and the rotation method was Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  

After the factor analysis, the strongest questions from school-wide and classroom 

behavior systems were combined in order to improve the model by combining predictor 

variables that were related.  The two factors formed after factor analysis accounted for 

70% of the variance; thus, the focus was on these two factors for the resulting test.  The 

factor analysis also revealed total internal consistency of .85, which is quite acceptable.   

 A stepwise multiple regression analysis was again performed.  The new factors 

provided a clearer model and a better predictor.  The two factors (combinations of 

questions from behavior and teachers’ sense of efficacy) accounted for one-third of the 

variance of collective efficacy and gave a clearer, more concise analysis. The regression 

equation with the new factors was significant, R2 = .337 F(2/64) = 16.289, p < .01.  The 

behavior factor is a more significant predictor than the teachers’ sense of efficacy, and 
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the behavior questions that supplied such a strong factor for prediction need to be 

examined in future studies.  The alternative analysis revealed an effect size similar to 

Model 1 of the first analysis (R2 = .30, adjusted R2 = .272.27 F(4,101) = 10.802, p <.01), 

which focused only on behavior systems.  Therefore, both the first and alternative 

analyses account for approximately one-third of the variation of collective teacher 

efficacy, indicating that the correlation between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior supports can be considered both strong and stable.  

 
Significant Questions from Factor Analysis 

 
The questions that accounted for 70% of the variance in the factor analysis above 

are listed in Table 13.  More significantly correlated (with collective teacher efficacy) 

questions from the classroom and school-wide behavior surveys dealt with definition than 

with any other category.  Four questions related to definitions of expected behavior, 

problem behavior, routines, rules, and consequences in both classroom and school-wide 

systems.  Two questions each addressed the direct instruction of defined features and the 

continuance of instruction during problem behavior incidents in both classroom and 

school-wide systems.  The remaining three questions concerned informing families, 

involvement of an administrator and an on-going system for documenting problem 

behavior patterns.  Even though the present study cannot discern causation, the common 

elements and strength of correlations call for at least a mention of the features that seem 

to be important toward building a sense of collective efficacy in teachers.  The behavior 

support features that seem to be most predictive of teachers’ collective efficacy in the 

present study concern an awareness on the part of all concerned parties (students, 
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Table 13 

Significant Behavior Features from Factor Analyses 
 

EBS Subset/Questions Principal 
Component 
Analysis, 

Varimax Score 

Category 

Classroom   

Expected student behavior and routines in 
classroom are stated positively and defined 
clearly. 

.971 Definition 

Problem behaviors are defined clearly. .971 Definition 

Expected student behavior and routines in 
classrooms are taught directly. 

.971 Direct teach 

Classroom-based options exist to allow 
classroom instruction to continue when 
problem behavior occurs. 

.971 Instruction 
continuance 

Schoolwide   

A small number (3-5) of positively and clearly 
stated student expectations or rules are defined. 

.971 Definition 

Expected student behavior is taught directly. .971 Direct teach 

Problem behavior (failure to meet expected 
student behavior) is defined clearly. 

.971 Definition 

Options exist to allow classroom instruction to 
continue when problem behavior occurs. 

971 Instruction 
continuance 

A school administrator is an active participant 
on the behavior support team. 

971 Administrator

The school has formal strategies for informing 
families about expected student behavior at 
school. 

.971 Families 

Data on problem behavior patterns are 
collected and summarized within an on-going 
system. 

.615 Data 

Consequences for problem are defined clearly. .569 Definition 
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teachers, administrators, and families) about exactly what constitutes problem behavior 

and its aftermath, along with the ability of the system to deal with problem behavior 

without missing a beat of the instructional rhythm.   

 
Summary of Results 

 In summary, the main hypothesis was supported by the results of the present 

study.  Behavior support appears to be an integral part of the complex mix of 

environmental and academic elements that build collective teacher efficacy.  Specific 

elements in both classroom and school-wide behavior support systems are significantly 

correlated with collective efficacy through both multiple regression and factor analysis 

methods.   

 Teacher demographic data revealed that many more experienced teachers 

completed the surveys than inexperienced teachers.  The majority of teachers completing 

the surveys were White and female and more of them taught English than any other 

subject.  The oldest age group had the most participants.  These demographic data would 

indicate that the teachers who chose to complete the surveys were established teachers 

who were most likely not dealing with the instability of younger, less experienced 

teachers, yet the multiple regression statistic revealed that they had an appreciation for 

the order that came with positive behavior support.   The fact that classroom and school-

wide systems had more influence on collective teacher efficacy than even teachers’ own 

sense of efficacy deserves further comment.  Chapter Five presents interpretation of all 

findings and suggests areas for future study, along with possible future directions in 

school improvement. 



 
 

CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Discussion 
 
 

 Collective efficacy is becoming increasingly relevant in education research as its 

strength and importance are realized: 

The study of collective efficacy beliefs provides an opportunity to understand 
organizational culture and its influence on participants and group outcomes in 
new ways that hold promise for deeper theoretical understanding and practical 
knowledge concerning the improved function of organized activity, particularly 
schooling.  (Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004, p. 10) 

 
Teachers’ perception of collective efficacy in the present study was indeed an opportunity 

to examine the organizational cultures of the sample high schools and the influence of 

those cultures on the teachers who spend their days there.  Finding insight into practical 

ways to improve functioning of schools was also afforded by results of the present study 

by illumination of PBS elements in classroom and school-wide systems that significantly 

account for variance in collective teacher efficacy (See Table 13). 

 Teacher efficacy is defined as teachers’ shared beliefs about their ability to plan, 

organize, and execute courses of action required to obtain certain levels of achievement 

(Bandura, 1977).  Collective teacher efficacy correlates with student achievement and 

teacher satisfaction (Bandura, 1997; Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004; Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 

2004).  In fact, collective teacher efficacy has been found to be more important in 

explaining school achievement than SES (Hoy et al., 2002).   

 Results from the present study showed that teachers’ perceptions of higher levels 

of Positive Behavior Support (PBS) elements correlated with their perception of higher 

collective teacher efficacy, a match that (pending further research) could translate into 
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higher school student achievement and higher rates of teacher retention (Bandura, 1997; 

Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004; Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004; Ingersoll, 

2003; Johnson, 2004).  Since teachers’ perception of higher levels of PBS elements were 

found to positively influence their perception of collective teacher efficacy, there is a 

likelihood that high school improvement would be given a much-needed shot in the arm 

in terms of teacher, student, administrator, and community welfare and quality of life if 

PBS programs were systematically implemented into high schools (Bohanon, et al., 2006; 

Bohanon-Edmondson et al., 2005; Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004).  In this 

chapter, an analysis of the essence of the study will be followed by a review of the 

research questions in relation to interpreted data.  Contributions to the literature, 

limitations of the study and implications for future research will round out the reporting 

of the present study. 

 
Essence of the Study 

 In the present study, high school teachers’ perception of collective teacher 

efficacy beliefs was significantly influenced by teachers’ perception of PBS elements in 

their schools.  Therefore, the essence of the study is found in the facets of efficacy beliefs 

that are somehow impacted by aspects of behavior support.  Bandura’s social cognitive 

theory of efficacy beliefs added to behaviorist theories of human functioning an element 

that “accords a central role to cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, and self-reflective 

processes in human adaptation and change” (Pajares, 2002, p. 1).  PBSs comprehensive 

approach to behavior support added to behaviorist theories of operant psychology a 

humanistic element of person-centered values that did not replace behaviorist empiricism 

but informed it  (Carr et al., 2002).  In other words:  
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The PBS philosophy embraces the idea that while humanistic values should not 
replace empiricism, these values should inform empiricism.  Science tells us how 
we can change things, but values tell us what is worth changing.  Guided by this 
precept, PBS represents a melding of values and technology in that strategies are 
judged not only with respect to efficacy (a technological criterion) but also with 
respect to their ability to enhance personal dignity and opportunities for choice (a 
values criterion).  Thus, the approach eschews the use of strategies that members 
of the community judge to be dehumanizing or degrading.  (p. 6) 

 
Could it be that the humanistic person-centered values within PBS are the links to the 

variation in teacher collective efficacy, a construct that is characterized by cognitive, 

vicarious, self-regulatory, and self-reflective processes (see Table 1 for an explanation of 

the sources of efficacy)?  What follows is an attempt to explain the junction of the two 

education constructs of collective teacher efficacy and PBS.  The connection between the 

two is not only a unique intersection of theories, but also an opportunity to understand 

one of the components in the make-up of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs that 

researchers deem important to school organizational reform (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2004). 

 
Intersecting Constructs and Theories 

 What are the practical and theoretical threads that connect collective efficacy and 

behavior support?  In the alternative analysis of Chapter Four, several PBS elements 

accounted for much of the variance in collective teacher efficacy.  Those elements (see 

Table 13) dealt with defining, stating positively, and directly teaching expected behavior 

and problem behavior; allowing instruction to continue when problem behavior occurs; 

having a school administrator as an active participant on the behavior support team 

having an emergency plan in pace; and having formal strategies for informing families 

about expected student behavior at school (See the Effective Behavior Support instrument 
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in Appendix B).  These are the threads of PBS in this analogy.  The threads of collective 

teacher efficacy are the qualities teachers must see in fellow teachers to perceive them as 

being collectively efficacious (See the Collective Efficacy instrument in Appendix A).  

They are abilities like getting through to all students, motivating all students, being 

persistent, skillful, and able to solve problems (Goddard, 2002b).  The implications of the 

intersecting constructs can be seen as the threads are woven together. 

 
Implications of Intersecting Constructs  
 
 One implication of the interconnection of Bandura’s (1977) collective teacher 

efficacy construct and PBSs school-wide systems of behavior support would be that when 

a teacher directly teaches positively stated and clearly defined behavior expectations in 

his classroom, he is more likely to feel efficacious.  Perhaps a change in the classroom 

culture occurs because students feel secure knowing that school personnel are going to be 

straight-forward in setting behavior guidelines and carrying them out.  When they realize 

they are not going to be dehumanized or degraded, students are more motivated and 

teachers have more confidence to get “through to the most difficult students” (Collective 

Efficacy scale, Question no. 1, Appendix A).  Other changes in the classroom and school 

set in motion by the behavior supports would be that all of the stakeholders perceive 

themselves on the same behavior track.  Students know that school-wide guidelines for 

disruptive behavior and consequences will be documented and dealt with fairly.  

Teachers know that the teacher down the hall will put in place the same basic school wide 

guidelines she has in place along with a few well-thought-out guidelines of her own (See 

Collective Efficacy scale, Appendix A).  Teachers thrive when orderly systems are in 

place to give them, their students and their administrators firm guidelines on appropriate 
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student behavior codes and suitable paths when those codes are broken in ways disruptive 

to learning (Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005; Carr et al., 2002; Ingersoll, 2001c).  The 

intricate tapestry of meaningful, mostly undisrupted learning woven from threads of 

collective teacher efficacy and PBS elements would be worth the sometimes messy 

process of change that would bring it about (Bohanon et al., 2005; Goddard et al., 2000; 

Porter, 2004).  

 
Research Questions 

 Research questions dealt with whether or not high school teachers’ perceptions of 

collective efficacy and positive behavior support were related.  They are as follows: 

1. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in classroom settings? 

2. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in school-wide settings? 

3. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support in non-classroom settings? 

4. Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive 

behavior support for individual students? 

5. Is there a relationship between high school teacher collective efficacy and 

high school teachers’ individual sense of efficacy? 

Taken together, the five research questions all hinge on the relationship each predictor 

has to the criterion collective teacher efficacy.  When the effect size was calculated, the 

result was that approximately one-third of the variance in teacher perception of collective 

teacher efficacy was accounted for by the combined behavior systems elements.  When 
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the teachers’ sense of efficacy predictor was added to the behavior predictors, the 

regression equation was not significantly changed, meaning that the behavior predictors 

were better at predicting collective teacher efficacy than teachers’ sense of efficacy.  The 

bivariate linear regression outputs confirmed the greater influence on collective teacher 

efficacy of the classroom and schoolwide behavior systems over teachers’ sense of 

efficacy (see Table 9 in Chapter Four).  The finding that PBS elements significantly 

influence teacher collective efficacy deserves further research and action by educators 

and policy makers, especially since teacher collective efficacy has been found to have a 

greater effect on student achievement than student SES (Hoy et al., 2002). 

 It bears repeating here that none of the sample schools had formally implemented 

PBS.  The elements were in place or partially in place because administrators and/or 

teachers knew enough about school improvement literature to include them in their 

school organization.  A determined effort to implement PBS would likely bring about an 

even stronger link with collective teacher efficacy.  

 
Contributions to the Literature 

 The objective of the present study was to explore effects of PBS on collective 

teacher efficacy.  The most important finding of the a priori multiple linear analysis 

indicated that teacher perception of PBS elements correlates with teacher perception of 

collective teacher efficacy since approximately 30 % of the variance in collective teacher 

efficacy was accounted for by teacher perception of PBS elements in their schools.  Since 

collective teacher efficacy was found to have a greater effect on student achievement than 

even student SES (Hoy et al., 2002), a study that produces a correlate to collective 
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teacher efficacy would be a significant contribution to the literature in several areas other 

than student achievement (Goddard, 2002a; Goddard, Hoy et al., 2004).  

 
PBS and Efficacy 

  Beyond literature on student achievement, the present study contributes to other 

literatures related to efficacy and PBS research, such as organizational school 

improvement, teacher retention, high school student dropout rates and high school 

student problem behavior.  The remainder of this section will present how the present 

study fits into efficacy and PBS literatures.   

 
 School organizational culture.  The results of the present study would fit into the 

literature of school organizational improvement when interpreted through the lens of 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory and its constructs of individual and collective efficacy.  

Social cognitive theory and its efficacy constructs consider human functioning the result 

of “dynamic interplay of personal, behavioral and environmental influences” (Pajares, 

2002, p. 1).  Results of the present study show that PBS influences collective teacher 

efficacy.  To apply social cognitive theory, a “dynamic interplay of personal, behavioral 

and environmental influences” (p. 1) would be in evidence as teachers go about working 

in their school environments.  They are influenced by behavior support systems that are 

or are not in place.  They interact with students, parents, administrators, other teachers, 

and other members of the community.  The effectiveness of the behavior systems and 

teachers’ abilities to function within them becomes apparent.  If teachers experience 

supportive behavior policies and favorable outcomes to their attempts to forge workable 
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classroom and school-wide routines of student behavior management, they feel more 

efficacious and also see their fellow teachers as more efficacious.  

 The above practical application of the effects of PBS elements on collective 

teacher efficacy would relate to the call for studies that identify correlates of collective 

teacher efficacy.  Goddard, Hoy et al. (2004) insisted that insight into perceived 

collective efficacy outcomes would lead the way to improved school organizational 

culture but that research into how perceptions of group capability could be altered to 

improve organizational culture was an understudied area.  The finding that 30% of the 

variance in collective teacher efficacy was accounted for by PBS systems supplies such 

an insight.  Therefore, the present study contributes to the literature of organizational 

school improvement by supplying the insight that PBS influences perceived collective 

efficacy. 

 
 Teacher retention.  The present study would contribute to the literature that 

explores teacher retention.  Teacher retention literature is important to education for 

several reasons that impinge on collective teacher efficacy and PBS.  For instance, the 

way teachers feel about their success with students has much to do with whether they 

consider moving to another school or leaving teaching altogether (Johnson, 2004).  When 

teachers feel collectively successful, the construct that measures that collective success is 

called collective teacher efficacy, an attribute that is more important in explaining student 

achievement than students’ SES (Hoy et al., 2002).  Furthermore, for the most part, 

experienced teachers are more successful at increasing student achievement than teachers 

in their early years of service (Hanushek et al., 2004b).  Most studies on teacher retention 

focus on characteristics of the teachers and not organizational culture of the school 
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(Ingersoll, 2001b).  Therefore, since the present study is relevant to school organization 

in terms of collective teacher efficacy and behavior support systems, it would be germane 

to researchers and policy makers who study school organization with an eye to improving 

teacher retention. 

 
 High school improvement.  The present study addressed high school teachers and 

would contribute to literatures about high school teachers, cultures, and student behavior 

systems.  Formal PBS programs have been proven successful in elementary and middle 

schools but are still in the first years of implementation and study in high schools 

(Bohanon-Edmonson et al., 2005).  Although the six high schools in the sample for the 

present study have no formal implementation of PBS programs, they do employ elements 

of the program and both the main and alternate analyses of the data support significant 

correlation between PBS elements in high schools and collective teacher efficacy, which 

would give high school PBS literature added credibility for program success.   

 Ingersoll (2003) observed that education researchers and policy makers do not 

address the social and behavioral development of young people when they assess current 

education problems and recommend solutions.  The present study would add substance to 

his argument and add to the literature of social and behavioral development of young 

people, since teacher collective efficacy and thus student achievement and student 

retention rates are strengthened by PBS elements.  Social and behavior development in 

high schools is hard to deal with because of the complexity of high school culture and the 

problems many high school students face (Public Agenda, 2004).  Because of the thorny 

culture in many high schools, it is hard for teachers to gain the success with students 
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Johnson (2004) maintains critical to teacher retention.  The information in the present 

study would be an addition to the literature of high school teacher success and retention. 

 Another contribution of the present study to high school reform literature would 

be to the literature that examines measurement of high school teacher perception and 

treatment of high school students.  High school teacher perception of teacher input into 

decision-making processes is conducive to teacher success and teacher retention 

(Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004), and the PBS instrument used in the present study 

(Effective Behavior Support, Appendix B) measures teacher input with questions about 

team planning and maintenance of behavior support systems.  The present study would 

also contribute to literature examining the more supple approach to educating high school 

students the public now expects (Hart & Winston, 2005).  Hart and Winston reported that 

the public expects high school students to be treated on a more adult level but also 

expects parents to be involved in finding solutions.  PBS elements that were found to be 

most significant in the present study included those that prevent student misbehavior 

before it occurs and one that formally informs parents of expected student behavior at 

school so they can be involved in discipline support (See Table 13); these are both 

consistent with the current public expectations and would add to the literature examining 

public expectations of high school education as seen through the eyes of high school 

teachers. 

 Even though high school reform currently has high priority and visibility, many 

education researchers virtually ignore student behavior in their efforts to reform high 

schools (Ingersoll, 2003).  It could be that high schools are too complicated (Public 

Agenda, 2004).  Dealing with high school student behavior is complex and emotionally 
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draining (Johnson, 2004).  Perhaps behavior management seems to relate to individual 

students, classrooms, or schools and their unique problems; having a system that would 

put into place an effective high school behavior management system could seem 

improbable.  However, in the face of the difficulties of coming up with a comprehensive 

approach, a research base for comprehensive behavior support was created (Carr et al., 

2002). 

 
Limitations of the Study 

The sample in this study, while randomly selected and demographically mixed, 

cannot be applied to regions other than those with demographics similar to that of the 

region studied.  The teachers who completed the surveys tended to be White, female, and 

experienced.  Teachers with different ethnic backgrounds, gender, and levels of 

experience could possibly perceive collective teacher efficacy and behavior support 

differently.  

The researcher in the present study explained the study and the rather complicated 

data collection method to teachers in five schools; the district technology director 

instructed teachers in one school.  Despite attempts to insure that all teachers were given 

the same directions and background information, the research information might have 

been presented differently in some sessions.  The attitude and past experiences of the 

current researcher and the technology director at one school could have lent bias to the 

teacher presentations and thus teacher attitudes while completing the surveys. 

As mentioned in Chapter Three, the alternative analyses were done using the 

stepwise model of multiple regression and factor analysis.  Stepwise multiple regression 

methods must be done carefully and may not be considered to be as reliable as the a 
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priori enter multiple regression model, but since the results of the present study were 

approximately the same (about 1/3 of the variance of collective efficacy) the alternative 

analysis results could be considered as another indication of the apparent correlation 

between teachers’ perception of PBS elements in their schools and their perception of  the 

collective teacher efficacy of their fellow teachers.  Some researchers recommend larger 

sample sizes for factor analysis than were available for the alternate analysis in the 

present study, but the resulting PBS elements could at least be good material for future 

study. 

 
General Conclusions 

 The present study indicates that high school teachers benefit from behavior 

support through higher collective efficacy, at least from teachers’ perception.  The 

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports Center (n.d.) and its partners along with 

educators, policy makers, and researchers in the field are available to create and support 

PBS in schools all over the country (Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support, n.d.).  

Researchers and policy makers in the area of high school reform might do well to pay 

attention to the constructs of social and behavioral development of students, as they relate 

to behavior support for teachers and students.  It is hoped that the present study would 

encourage educators to implement and research behavior support programs in schools.   

 
Implications for Future Research 

 Education researchers who created the first high school PBS case study suggested 

two areas of future research.  The first was studying efforts to implement group and 
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individual behavior support in secondary schools.  They also proposed long-term studies 

on the sustainability of PBS programs in schools (Bohanon et al., 2006). 

 Qualitative studies or mixed method studies of high schools that are implementing 

PBS programs are also suggested.  Many times, PBS efforts have focused on a change in 

environment rather than documenting successes by empirical methods.  Qualitative 

methods would be a good way to report and understand the changes in environmental 

factors in schools that have implemented PBS programs. 

 Other than the present study, no research efforts have examined the influence of 

teacher perception of PBS on collective teacher efficacy, yet attention to the effects of 

behavior support systems on collective teacher efficacy and on school reform in general 

is important (Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, 2004; Martin et al., 2002; Porter, 2004).  Research 

that examines the effects of PBS on collective teacher efficacy in schools that have 

formally implemented PBS would be a logical next step to follow up the present study.  It 

is recommend that studies that continue the methods of the present study be used to carry 

out future research examining the influence of PBS on collective teacher efficacy [i.e., 

internet surveys accessed from a webpage (to preserve confidentiality);  the use of the 

same predictors and criterion; sample chosen from high school campuses].   

 Future directions for continuing research and implementation of PBS should 

move toward examining administrator education in areas of collective efficacy and PBS.  

More research is needed to determine the extent to which schools already use PBS and if 

use of these procedures is related to valued change in social culture (Horner et al., 2004). 

 Goddard, LoGerfo et al. (2004) indicated that future research is needed to identify 

school reform initiatives that build in teachers the resolve that they can effectively serve 
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socio-economically disadvantaged students.  This is especially significant, coupled with 

the findings of Kelly (2004) that teacher attrition was no higher in socially disadvantaged 

schools except in poor behavior climates.  Kelly’s information came from analyses of the 

immense data collected from the 1990-1991 Schools and Staffing Survey and the 1992 

Teacher Follow-up Survey, and should hold much credibility in the eyes of educators and 

policy makers.  Therefore, studies exploring the effectiveness of PBS systems in socio-

economically disadvantaged areas need be undertaken. 

 The alternate analysis mentioned in Chapter Four used factor analysis to find the 

behavior elements that most influenced collective teacher efficacy (See Table 13).  Out of 

the 48 PBS elements on the Effective Behavior Support surveys (Sugai et al, 2003), four 

elements from the classroom behavior system subset and eight from the school-wide 

behavior subset accounted for 70% (10 of them measured .971 principal component 

analysis, varimax score) of the variance in collective teacher efficacy.  These elements 

would be fertile ground for further research and excellent tools for school administrators 

to begin shoring up behavior support in their schools.  Several of the most significant 

PBS elements from the factor analysis pointed to the process of making sure that all 

parties (students, teachers, administrators, and families) know exactly what is considered 

problem behavior, its aftermath and procedures to handle problems without disruption of 

the learning process.  Having a school administrator as an active participant on the 

behavior support team and having formal strategies for informing families about expected 

student behavior at school were two other important PBS elements that were measured to 

be just as influential on collective teacher efficacy as the ones mentioned above.  The 

PBS element that measured just below the ones above (.615 principal component 



  105 

analysis, varimax score) was setting up an on-going system to collect and summarize data 

on problem behavior patterns.  Research that would address these 12 PBS elements alone 

would be productive for both PBS and collective teacher efficacy research.  

Further research into PBS programs could investigate the direct impact of PBS 

programs on high school teacher retention, high school teachers’ sense of efficacy, high 

school student achievement, and high school student dropout rates instead of indirectly 

through collective teacher efficacy.   

Finally, future research should investigate the extent to which training in behavior 

support systems is included in principal and administrator certification programs.  The 

present study examined teacher perception of PBS elements.  School improvement 

literature would benefit by studies that examine perceptions of school board members, 

parents and administrators. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Research Webpage 
 
 

W E L C O M E 

 

COLLECTIVE EFFICACY SURVEY 
Empirical study of high school teacher perception 

  

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. The first page will 
help us describe the teacher sample but will not identify you or your school 
in any way. All responses are completely anonymous since you do not use 
your email account to respond. The survey can be completed in segments, 
but be sure to USE THE SAME COMPUTER each time you return. The 
program will put a cookie on your browser and return you to the same 
place you left off. The survey will be open until May 12, 2006. 

If you have not already done so, you might want to read the summary and 
informed consent below. When you complete the survey, please hit the 
"Done" link so the responses can be recorded. If you would like to receive 
the results of the survey, please email me at nan_rentz@baylor.edu. My 
email address is also printed on the last page of the survey. 

  
Take the EFFICACY/POSITIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT  Survey 

  
ONE-PAGE SUMMARY 

  
INFORMED CONSENT 

  
 

Research Basics  
 

Name:   Baylor University School of Education, Department of 
Educational Psychology 

eMail:   nan_rentz@baylor.edu 

    

mailto:nan_rentz@baylor.edu
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=510211666682
http://nanrentz.com/opsummary.html
http://nanrentz.com/Informed_consent.html
mailto:nan_rentz@baylor.edu
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Collective Efficacy and Positive Behavior Support Survey 
 
COLLECTIVE TEACHER BELIEFS SCALE. 
 
This survey was created to help us gain a better understanding of teachers' beliefs 
about their ability as a group to achieve positive student outcomes.  
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements from 
(1) Strongly Disagree to (6) Strongly Agree 
 
* Please respond to each of the questions by considering the CURRENT ability, 
resources, and opportunity of the teaching staff in your school to do each of the 
following. 
 

 1. Strongly Disagree 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Strongly Agree 

1. Teachers in this school 
are able to get through to 
the most difficult 
students  

 

      

2. Teachers here 
are confident they 
will be able to 
motivate their 
students. 

 

      

3. If a child doesn't 
want to learn, 
teachers here give 
up. 
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4. Teachers here 
don't have the skills 
needed to produce 
meaningful 
learning.  

 

      

5. Teachers in this 
school believe that 
every child can 
learn.  

 

      

6. These students 
come to school 
ready to learn.  

 

      

7. Home life 
provides so many 
advantages that 
students here are 
bound to learn. 

 

      

8. Students here 
just aren't 
motivated to learn. 
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9. Teachers in this 
school do not have 
the skills to deal 
with student 
disciplinary 
problems. 

 

      

10. The 
opportunities in this 
community help 
ensure that these 
students will learn. 

 

      

11. Learning is 
more difficult at this 
school because 
students are 
worried about their 
safety.  

 

      

12. Drug and 
alcohol abuse in the 
community make 
learning difficult for 
students here.  
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APPENDIX B 
 
 

Survey Summary 
 
 

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS 
 
1. Please indicate the high school courses you teach this year (multiple responses possible. 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

English/Language Arts  23.6% 25 

Math  20.8% 22 

Science  16% 17 

Social Studies  16% 17 

Foreign Language  4.7% 5 

Health/P.E.  3.8% 4 

Career and Technology  17% 18 

Other  22.6% 24 

 Total Responses 106 

 (skipped this question) 1 

 
2. What is the grade level of the majority of your students? 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

9th  28% 30 

10th  29.9% 32 

11th  24.3% 26 

12th  17.8% 19 

 Total Responses 107 

 (skipped this question) 1 
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3. Please specify your gender. 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

a) M  27.6% 29 

b) F  72.4% 76 

 Total Responses 105 

 (skipped this question) 3 

 
4. Please indicate your age bracket. 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

a) 20 – 25 years of age  6.5% 7 

b) 25 – 30 years of age  14% 15 

c) 31 – 40 years of age  16.8% 18 

d) 41 50 years of age  26.2% 28 

e) 51 – 60 years of age  31.8% 34 

f) 61 – 70 years of age  4.7 5 

 Total Responses 107 

 (skipped this question) 1 

 
5. Please indicate your ethnicity. 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

African American  3.8% 4 

Asian  0% 0 

Hispanic  0% 0 

White  95.2% 100 

Other  1.9% 2 

 Total Responses 105 

 (skipped this question) 2 
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6. What is the context of your school? 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

Urban  37.7% 40 

Suburban  33% 35 

Small Rural  23.6% 25 

Large Rural  5.7% 6 

 Total Responses 106 

 (skipped this question) 2 

 
7. Including this year, how many years have you taught? 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

Beginning Teacher (first year)  4.8% 5 

2-3 years  9.5% 20 

4-5 years  8.6% 9 

6-10 years  21.9% 23 

11-20 years  24.8% 26 

21 years or longer  31.4% 33 

 Total Responses 105 

 (skipped this question) 2 

 
8. What certification program did you complete (are you completing) to become a certified Texas teacher? 

  Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

University-based Program  77.4% 82 

Post-Baccalaureate Program at college or 
university 

 7.5% 8 

Alternative/Accelerated Program at an education 
service center, school district, or other entity. 

 15.1% 16 

 Total Responses 106 

 (skipped this question) 2 

 
 
 

 



 

3. COLLECTIVE TEACHER EFFICACY 
 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low) 
 1. Strongly 

Disagree 
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Strongly 

Agree 
Response 

Total 
1. Teachers in this school are able to get through to the most 
difficult students. 

5% (5) 14% (14) 21% (21) 23% (23) 31% (31) 6% (6) 100 

2. Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their 
students. 

3% (3) 5% (5) 11% (11) 34% (34) 37% (37) 10% (10) 100 

3. If a child doesn't want to learn, teachers here give up. 31% (31) 31% (31) 14% (14) 16% (16) 7% (7) 1% (1) 100 
4. Teachers here don't have the skills needed to produce 
meaningful learning. 

59% (59) 30% (30) 4% (4) 4% (4) 3% (3) 9% (9) 100 

5. Teachers in this school believe that every child can learn. 3% (3) 2% (2) 10% (10) 16% (16) 39% (39) 30% (30) 100 
6. These students come to school ready to learn. 11% (11) 21% (21) 25% (25) 29% (29) 12% (12) 1% (1) 99 
7. Home life provides so many advantages that students here are 
bound to learn. 

30% (30) 23% (23) 15% (15) 23% (23) 6% (6) 2% (2) 99 

8. Students here just aren't motivated to learn. 9% (9) 26% (26) 32% (32) 16% (16) 11% (11) 5% (5) 99 
9. Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with 
student disciplinary problems. 

30% (30) 36% (36) 13% (13) 13% (13) 7% (7) 1% (1) 98 

10. The opportunities in this community help ensure that these 
students will learn. 

9% (9) 21% (21) 23% (23) 21% (21) 18% (18) 7% (7) 99 

11. Learning is more difficult at this school because students are 
worried about their safety. 

70% (69) 16% (16) 5% (5) 7% (7) 2% (2) 0% (0) 99 

12. Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning 
difficult for students here 

9% (9) 23% (23) 19% (19) 28% (28) 14% (14) 6% (6) 99 

Total Respondents 100 
(skipped this question) 7 
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4. BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS  

 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low) 
 3. Current 

Status: IN 
PLACE 

2. Current 
Status: 

PARTIALLY 
IN PLACE 

1. Current 
Status: NOT 
IN PLACE 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

HIGH 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

MEDIUM 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

LOW 

Respondent 
Total 

1. Expected student behavior and routines in 
classrooms are stated positively and defined clearly 

84% (78) 15% (14) 1% (1) 23% (21) 24% (22) 28% (26) 93 

2. Problem behaviors are defined clearly 70% (65) 27% (25) 4% (4) 24% (22) 30% (28) 20% (19) 93 
3. Expected student behavior and routines in 
classrooms are taught directly 

60% (56) 34% (32) 6% (6) 19% (18) 30% (28) 24% (22) 93 

4. Expected student behaviors are acknowledged 
regularly and positively reinforced (greater than four 
positives to one negative) 

51% (47) 40% (37) 9% (8) 20% (19) 35% (33) 19% (18) 93 

5. Problem behaviors receive consistent consequences 42% (39) 44% (41) 11% (10) 24% (22) 42% (39) 14% (13) 93 
6. Procedures for expected and problem behaviors are 
consistent with school-wide procedures 

51% (47) 38% (35) 9% (8) 20% (19) 34% (32) 22% (20) 93 

7. Classroom-based options exist to allow classroom 
instruction to continue when problem behavior occurs 

51% (47) 35% (32) 14% (13) 22% (20) 29% (27) 24% (22) 92 

8. Instruction and curriculum materials are matched to 
student ability (math, reading, language) 

57% (53) 30% (28) 10% (9) 23% (21) 26% (24) 27% (25) 93 

9. Students experience high rates of academic success 
(greater than 75% correct) 

50% (46) 39% (36) 10% (9) 34% (31) 24% (22) 20% (18) 92 

10. Teachers have regular opportunities for access to 
assistance and recommendations (observation, 
instruction and coaching) 

41% (38) 42% (39) 18% (17) 19% (18) 33% (31) 22% (20) 93 

11. Transitions between instructional and non-
instructional activities are efficient and orderly 

52% (48) 41% (38) 6% (6) 12% (11) 31% (29) 31% (29) 93 

Total Respondents 93 
(skipped this question) 14 
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5. BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: SCHOOL-WIDE SYSTEMS  

 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low) 
 3. Current 

Status: IN 
PLACE 

2. Current 
Status: 

PARTIALLY 
IN PLACE 

1. Current 
Status: NOT 
IN PLACE 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

HIGH 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

MEDIUM 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

LOW 

Respondent 
Total 

1. A small number (3-5) of positively and clearly stated 
student expectations or rules are defined. 

71% (61) 19% (16) 10% (9) 21% (18) 26% (22) 33% (28) 86 

2. Expected student behavior is taught directly. 57% (49) 35% (30) 8% (7) 20% (17) 29% (25) 29% (25) 86 
3. Expected student behavior is rewarded regularly. 26% (22) 37% (31) 6% (5) 25% (21) 21% (18) 32% (27) 84 
4. Problem behavior (failure to meet expected student 
behavior) is defined clearly. 

57% (48) 37% (31) 6% (5) 25% (21) 21% (18) 32% (27) 84 

5. Consequences for problem behavior is defined 
clearly. 

63% (54) 26% (22) 8% (7) 30% (26) 24% (21) 27% (23) 86 

6. Distinctions between office- and classroom- 
managed problem behavior are clear. 

41% (35) 39% (33) 18% (15) 19% (16) 32% (27) 29% (25) 85 

7. Options exist to allow classroom instruction to 
continue when problem behavior occurs. 

49% (42) 27% (32) 14% (12) 17% (15) 36% (31) 26% (22) 86 

8. Procedures are in place to address 
emergency/dangerous situations. 

74% (64) 21% (18) 5% (4) 20% (17) 33% (28) 27% (23) 86 

9. A team exists for behavior support planning and 
problem solving. 

40% (34) 33% (28) 26% (22) 19% (16) 31% (26) 29% (25) 85 

10. A school administrator is an active participant on 
the behavior support team. 

56% (48) 23% (20) 21% (18) 21% (18) 33% (28) 24% (21) 86 

11. Data on problem behavior patterns are collected 
and summarized within an on-going system. 

29% (25) 36% (31) 34% (29) 19% (16) 31% (26) 31% (26) 85 

12. Patterns of student problem behavior are reported 
to teams and faculty for active decision-making on a 
regular basis. 

23% (20) 36% (31) 41% (35) 17% (15) 34% (29) 86 29% (25) 

 

       



 

 3. Current 
Status: IN 

PLACE 

2. Current 
Status: 

PARTIALLY 
IN PLACE 

1. Current 
Status: NOT 
IN PLACE 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

HIGH 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

MEDIUM 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

LOW 

Respondent 
Total 

13. The school has formal strategies for informing 
families about expected student behavior at school. 

53% (46) 38% (33) 8% (7) 17% (15) 35% (30) 27% (23) 86 

14. Booster training activities for students are 
developed, modified, and conducted based on school 
data. 

17% (14) 34% (28) 48% (40) 14% (12) 33% (27) 34% (28) 83 

15. The school-wide behavior support team has a 
budget for (a) teaching students, (b) on-going rewards, 
and (c) annual staff. 

11% (9) 31% (26) 56% (48) 20% (17) 35% (30) 27% (23) 85 

16. All staff members are involved directly and/or 
indirectly in school-wide interventions. 

26% (22) 38% (33) 36% (31) 21% (18) 26% (22) 33% (28) 86 

17. The school team has access to on-going training 
and support from district personnel. 

34% (29) 42% (36) 22% (19) 19% (16) 40% (34) 22% (19) 86 

18. The school is required by the district to report on 
the social climate, discipline level or student behavior 
at least once a year. 

45% (37) 34% (28) 18% (15) 17% (14) 31% (26) 31% (26) 83 

Total Respondents 86 
(skipped this question) 21 
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6. BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: NON-CLASSROOM SYSTEMS  

 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low) 
 3. Current 

Status: IN 
PLACE 

2. Current 
Status: 

PARTIALLY 
IN PLACE 

1. Current 
Status: NOT 
IN PLACE 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

HIGH 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

MEDIUM 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

LOW 

Respondent 
Total 

1. School-wide expected student behaviors apply to 
non-classroom settings. 

65% (51) 28% (22) 5% (4) 12% (9) 42% (33) 31% (24) 78 

2. School-wide expected student behaviors are taught 
in non-classroom settings. 

41% (32) 28% (22) 31% (24) 17% (13) 38% (30) 28% (22) 78 

3. Supervisors actively supervise (move, scan, and 
interact with) students in non-classroom settings. 

68% (53) 27% (21) 5% (4) 15% (12) 40% (31) 29% (23) 78 

4. Rewards exist for meeting expected student 
behaviors in non-classroom settings. 

17% (13) 44% (34) 38% (30) 8% (6) 41% (32) 36% (28) 78 

5. Physical/architectural features are modified to limit 
(a) unsupervised settings, (b) unclear traffic patterns, 
and (c) inappropriate access to and exit from school 
grounds. 

38% (30) 38% (30) 21% (16) 18% (14) 31% (24) 36% (28) 78 

6. Scheduling of student movement ensures 
appropriate numbers of students in non-classroom 
spaces. 

52% (46) 31% (24) 18% (14) 13% (10) 27% (21) 44% (34) 77 

7. Staff receives regular opportunities for developing 
and improving active supervision skills. 

27% (21) 42% (33) 31% (24) 9% (7) 32% (25) 44% (34) 78 

8. Status of student behavior and management 
practices are evaluated quarterly from data. 

13% (10) 36% (27) 51% (39) 14% (11) 26% (20) 45% (34) 76 

9. All staff are involved directly or indirectly in 
management of non-classroom settings. 

49% (39) 33% (26) 18% (14) 78 10% (8) 29% (23) 44% (34) 

Total Respondents 78 
(skipped this question) 29 
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7. BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: INDIVIDUAL STUDENT SYSTEMS  

 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low) 
 3. Current 

Status: IN 
PLACE 

2. Current 
Status: 

PARTIALLY 
IN PLACE 

1. Current 
Status: NOT 
IN PLACE 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

HIGH 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

MEDIUM 

Priority for 
Improvement: 

LOW 

Respondent 
Total 

1. Assessments are conducted regularly to identify 
students with chronic problem behaviors. 

35% (24) 40% (27) 25% (17) 22% (15) 40% (27) 24% (16) 68 

2. A simple process exists for teachers to request 
assistance. 

52% (36) 30% (21) 17% (12) 16% (11) 42% (29) 29% (20) 69 

3. A behavior support team responds promptly (within 2 
working days) to students who present chronic 
problems. 

19% (13) 36% (25) 45% (31) 22% (15) 41% (28) 25% (17) 69 

4. The behavioral support team includes an individual 
skilled at conducting functional behavioral assessment. 

21% (14) 35% (24) 44% (30) 18% (12) 368% (26) 29% (20) 68 

5. Local resources are used to conduct functional 
assessment-based behavior support planning (ten 
hours per week per student). 

12% (8) 24% (16) 64% (43) 15% (10) 33% (22) 36% (24) 67 

6. Significant family and/or community members are 
involved when appropriate and possible. 

30% (21) 39% (27) 30% (21) 17% (12) 35% (24) 32% (22) 69 

7. School includes formal opportunities for families to 
receive training on behavioral support/positive 
parenting strategies. 

10% (7) 26% (18) 63% (43) 16% (11) 29% (20) 40% (27) 68 

8. Behavior is monitored and feedback provided 
regularly to the behavior support team and relevant 
staff. 

13% (9) 41% (28) 69 46% (32) 20% (14) 35% (24) 30% (21) 

Total Respondents 69 
(skipped this question) 38 
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8. TEACHERS' SENSE OF EFFICACY  

 
1. EFFECTIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORT: CLASSROOM SETTINGS The following questions pertain to your perspective of the degree to which behavior supports are in place in 
your classroom and the priority you would set to put particular behavior supports in place. Please complete the survey independently. Base your rating on your individual 
experiences in the school. There will be TWO ANSWERS IN EACH ROW. FIRST: Evaluate the STATUS of each system feature (in place, partially in place, or not in place). 
NEXT: Determine the PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT for this feature (high, medium, low). 
 
 1. Nothing 2. 3. Very Little 4. 5. Some 

Influence 
6. 7. Quite a bit 8. 9. A Great 

Deal 
Response 
Average 

1. How much can you 
do to control disruptive 
behavior in the 
classroom? 

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 3% (2) 10% (7) 6% (4) 31% (22) 14% (10) 37% (26) 7.54 

2. How much can you 
do to motivate 
students who show low 
interest in school 
work? 

0% (0) 3% (2) 4% (3) 3% (2) 15% (11) 11% (8) 31% (22) 11% (8) 21% (15) 6.72 

3. How much can you 
do to get students to 
believe they can do 
well in school? 

0% (0) 3%(2) 3% (2) 0% (0) 8% (6) 11% (8) 32% (23) 17% (12) 25% (18) 7.14 

4. How much can you 
do to help your 
students value 
learning? 

0% (0) 1% (1) 4% (3) 0% (0) 13% (9) 14% (10) 30% (21) 14% (10) 24% (17) 6.99 

5. To what extent can 
you craft good 
questions for your 
students? 

0% (0) 0% (0) 1% (1) 1% (1) 4% (3) 13% (9) 23% (16) 21% (15) 36% (25) 7.61 

6. How much can you 
do to get students to 
follow classroom 
rules? 

0% (0) 1% (1) 0% (0) 1% (1) 6% (4) 10% (7) 31% (22) 20% (14) 31% (22) 7.49 

 

       



 

 1. Nothing 2. 3. Very Little 4. 5. Some 
Influence 

6. 7. Quite a bit 8. 9. A Great 
Deal 

Response 
Average 

7. How much can you 
do to calm a student 
who is disruptive or 
noisy? 

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 4% (3) 15% (11) 10% (7) 30% (21) 27% (19) 14% (10) 7.01 

8. How well can you 
establish a classroom 
management system 
with each group of 
students? 

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 11% (8) 11% (8) 24% (17) 25% (18) 28% (20) 7.48 

9. How much can you 
use a variety of 
assessment 
strategies? 

0% (0) 1% (1) 1% (1) 0% (0) 6% (4) 8% (6) 30% (21) 24% (17) 30% (21) 7.51 

10. To what extent can 
you provide an 
alternative explanation 
or example when 
students are 
confused? 

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 6% (4) 6% (4) 25% (18) 15% (11) 48% (34) 7.94 

11. How much can you 
assist families in 
helping their children 
do well in school? 

1% (1) 4% (3) 1% (1) 4% (3) 23% (16) 23% (16) 21% (15) 10% (7) 13% (9) 6.20 

12. How well can you 
implement alternative 
strategies in your 
classroom? 

0% (0) 1% (1) 0% (0) 14% (10) 30% (21) 1% (1) 8% (6) 21% (15) 24% (17) 7.24 

Total Respondents 71 
(skipped this question) 36 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Educator Communications 
 
 
RESEARCH RATIONALE  

In-depth administrator explanation 

 

Problem:  In order to stabilize teacher retention rates on high school campuses, teacher working 

conditions and school organization need to be addressed.  

 Organizational Issue:  Student behavior support policy 

 Applied science:  Positive behavior support 

 Measurement:  Collective teacher efficacy 

Research Question:  Is there a relationship between teacher collective efficacy and positive 

behavior support? 

Method:  Correlational approach; multiple regression design to examine the relationship between 

teacher efficacy and positive behavior support 

Data Collection:  Internet survey 

 Teacher Time:  25 – 30 minutes 

 Instruments: 

 * Collective Efficacy Scale 
 * Effective Behavior Support 
  * Classroom systems 
  * School-wide systems 
  * Non-classroom systems 
  * Individual Student systems 
 * Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 
Sample:  100 teachers in randomly chosen high schools 

Anonymity:  Complete (teachers access survey from internet link, not email accounts) 
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Construct 
 

Theory 
 

Theorist 
 

University/Organization

Teacher Retention Teacher Revolving 
Door (fluidity of 
teachers entering 
and exiting 
employment on 
some campuses) 

Richard Ingersoll University of 
Pennsylvania 

 Teacher Success 
w/Students 

Susan Johnson Harvard University 

Collective Teacher 
Efficacy 

Teachers' 
perspective about 
ability of faculty to 
bring about desired 
outcomes 

Roger Goddard 
Albert Bandura 

Ohio State University 
Standford University 

Efficacy Judgment of own 
ability to bring 
about desired 
outcomes 

Albert Bandura Standford University 

Locus of Control Judgment of 
whether one is 
controlled 
internally or 
externally  

Julian Rotter Ohio State, University of 
Connecticut 

Positive Behavior 
Support 

Applied science 
that uses 
educational and 
systems change 
methods to 
enhance quality of 
life and minimize 
problem behavior 
in schools 

Jeffrey Sprague University of Oregon 
George Sugai 
 

Researcher:  Nan Rentz, Doctoral Candidate, School of Education, Department of 
Educational Psychology, Baylor University (nan_rentz@baylor.edu; 754-2963) 
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Baylor University 
Certification of Informed Consent 

Principal Investigator:  Nan Rentz, Doctoral Candidate, Department of Educational 
Psychology 

 
 This form notifies you about participation in psychological research. For this 
research, teachers will be asked to complete an internet survey taking approximately a 
total of 15 - 25 minutes.  There will be no physical risks at any time.  You may elect, 
either now or at any time during the study, to withdraw your participation, with no 
penalty or loss of benefits.  You are being asked to participate in this study because of 
your position as high school teacher.  You should understand that your participation is 
completely voluntary. 
 There will be no identifying codes and there is no interest in how each individual 
performs on the tasks, so you are guaranteed complete anonymity.  The internet link you 
will be supplied will take you directly to the survey and your email account will not be 
used. 
 This study meets the American Psychological Association's standards for 
"Minimal Risk," and poses no major risks or dangers for you as a participant. 
 The results will be analyzed in the coming months and will be available for you to 
review, should you wish to see the analysis.  These data will allow me to understand the 
influences of positive behavior support and teacher sense of efficacy on teacher collective 
efficacy. 
 Please direct all inquiries to Nan Rentz, nan_rentz@baylor.edu.  I can also be 
reached by phone at 754-2963.   
 If you have questions regarding your rights as a participant or any other aspect of 
the research as it relates to you as a participant, please contact the Baylor University 
Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research, Dr. Matthew S. Stanford, 
Chair, IRB, Baylor University One Bear Place, #97334, Waco, TX 76798-7334.  Dr. 
Stanford may also be reached at 710-2236 
 

  

mailto:nan_rentz@baylor.edu
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Research Summary for Administrators 
Collective Efficacy and Positive Behavior Support 

 
Access to the research web page, with link to survey:  http://nanrentz.com/   

Research Rationale:  The study will examine the relationship between high school teachers' perceptions of 
collective teacher efficacy and positive behavior support. It is being undertaken because research literature 
suggests that teacher retention rates and student achievement rates need to be addressed in light of school 
organizational issues, such as student behavior management and teacher input into student behavior 
management policy and not just individual teacher characteristics.   
 
Collective Teacher Efficacy is a correlate of improved student achievement.  It is defined as perceptions of 
teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students.  
 
Positive Behavior Support is linked to improved social climate, academic performance, and reductions in 
violent and disruptive behavior.  It is defined as an applied science that is helping improve quality of life 
for students, teachers, principals, parents and communities by using educational and systems change 
methods (environmental design) to enhance quality of life and minimize problem behavior.  
 
Main Question: Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive behavior 

support? 
Methodology  Correlational approach and multiple regression design 
Sample    100 teachers from randomly chosen high schools 
Data Collection  Internet survey  
Results    Published on website and published in research documents 
Anonymity  Complete (internet link from web page to internet survey; no email accounts 

used to respond to survey) 
Permission Needed To address teachers (briefly) at a faculty meeting.  To email teachers the link to 

the internet survey (via another webpage) 
 
Benefits to Schools 

• Extended knowledge about collective efficacy and positive behavior support 
• Results of study (published on website and in digital dissertation) 
• A part in achieving better  

o Quality of life 
o Student achievement 
o Collective efficacy 
o Teacher retention rates 

 
Motivation for study 

• Past experience (high school teacher for 11 years) 
• Literature (education research) 
• Doctoral dissertation 

 
Researcher:   Nan Rentz, Doctoral Candidate, School of Education, Department of Educational 
Psychology, Baylor University (nan_rentz@baylor.edu; 754-2963) 
 
Baylor faculty support:       Dr. Terrill Saxon (terrill_saxon@baylor.edu; 710-6101 

  

http://nanrentz.com/
mailto:terrill_sacon@baylor.edu
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RESEARCH SUMMARY FOR TEACHERS 
Collective Efficacy and Positive Behavior Support 

 
Research Rationale:  The study examines the relationship between high school teachers' perceptions of 
collective teacher efficacy and positive behavior support. It is being undertaken because education research 
literature suggests that teacher retention rates and student achievement rates need to be addressed in light of 
school organizational issues, such as student behavior management.  
 
Collective Teacher Efficacy is a correlate of student achievement.  It is defined as perceptions of teachers 
in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students.  
 
Positive Behavior Support is linked to improved social climate, academic performance, and reductions in 
violent and disruptive behavior.  It is defined as an applied science that is helping improve quality of life 
for students, teachers, principals, parents and communities by using educational and systems change 
methods (environmental design) to enhance quality of life and minimize problem behavior.  
 
Main Question: Is there a relationship between collective teacher efficacy and positive behavior support? 

Methodology Correlational approach and multiple regression design 

Sample   100 teachers from randomly chosen high schools 

Data Collection Internet survey  

Results   Published on website and education research documents 

Anonymity  Complete (internet link from web page to internet survey; no email accounts used to 
respond to survey) 

 
Access  http://nanrentz/    

Researcher:   Nan Rentz, Doctoral Candidate, School of Education, Department  
  of Educational  Psychology, Baylor University  
  (nan_rentz@baylor.edu; 754-2963) 
 
Baylor faculty 

 
support: Dr. Terrill Saxon (terrill_saxon@baylor.edu; 710-6101) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

http://nanrentz/
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Potential Rewards of Completing the 
Survey 

 
 

*Discover value of collective teacher efficacy         
  
*Enhance teacher quality of life 

 
*Elevate student achievement                     

 
*Increase teacher retention rates 

 
*Express perceptions    

 
*Understand positive behavior support                 

 
*Measure own sense of teacher efficacy 

 
*Learn other teachers' opinions (with summer results) 
 
*Improve schools' collective efficacy 

 
A small thank you  ~ 
 

Bubblegum, bubblegum on the page 
It's a very small wage at any old age 

 
Chew it while you grade 
Chew it while you wade 

 
Chew it as you fill . . . if you will 

 
 

TEACHER PERCEPTION OF COLLECTIVE EFFICACY AND POSITIVE 
BEHAVIOR SUPPORT 

Please click on link for information and survey:  http://nanrentz.com/ 
Contact:  nan_rentz@baylor.edu  (754-2963) 

 

  

http://nanrentz.com/
mailto:nan_rentz@baylor.edu
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E-mail to Participants 
 
 
Dear ---------- 
 
I enjoyed meeting with your faculty last week about the teacher perception study of 
collective efficacy and positive behavior support.  If you are interested in completing the 
survey, please click on the link below, which leads you to the webpage with the survey 
link. 
 
nanrentz.com 
 
Your responses are completely anonymous.  Taking the survey would be a good way to 
learn about collective efficacy and positive behavior support and to contribute to the 
research base, so I hope your schedule allows you to complete it. 
 
One last thing ~ I don’t think I mentioned that there will be two responses for each line 
item in all four Effective Behavior Support questionnaires.  One response will indicate 
your perception of the Current Status of the feature (In place, Partially in Place or Not in 
Place) and the other response will indicate your perception of the Priority for 
Improvement (High, Medium or Low) for that particular feature. 
 
Thank you so much for your participation.  If you wish to be emailed a summary of the 
results, please email me at nan_rentz@baylor.edu 
 
Nan Rentz 
 

 

  

mailto:nan_rentz@baylor.edu
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