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Abstract: Collective Teacher Efficacy is the collective belief of teachers in their ability to positively affect students. In 

this article we examine the status of collective teacher efficacy and its importance in Indian Schools as the challenge of 

low performing schools continues to rear its ugly head in India and in many other developing countries as well. The 

responses to low performance differ from country to country, but none of these have included the enhancement of 

collective teacher efficacy in their repertoire. Research shows that collective teacher efficacy is positively related to 

improved academic performance of learners. Schools with a higher sense of collective efficacy outperform schools with 

a lower sense of collective efficacy. Schools with high efficacy are characterised by strong work ethic, and teachers who 

persist in the face of difficulty. Besides, teachers in these schools are more persistent in their efforts, plan more, and 

view failure as a temporary set-back that does not discourage them. Therefore, if principals and their management 

teams could find a way to enhance collective teacher efficacy, the challenge of low-performing schools may be 

overcome. Keeping this in consideration, a quantitative research was conducted with the aim of determining the 

strength of collective teacher efficacy in low performing India schools. Ten randomly selected Indian schools were 

involved in the research and in each selected school all the teachers were involved. Data was collected using a 

questionnaire. The questionnaires were delivered and collected in schools by the researchers. Data was analysed using 

descriptive statistics, frequencies, percentages and mean scores. The results show that collective teacher efficacy in 

these schools is medium to high pertaining to group competence, but lower in task analysis. 

Keywords: low-performing school; collective teacher efficacy; task analysis; teacher efficacy; management; 

principal; school  

1. INTRODUCTION 

In modern time India is desperately struggling to secure quality education for the whole country as it promised to 

offer to its vast 1.21 billion populations in Right to Education Act (2009). Almost every states and UTs have issued 

strict guidelines to conduct school inspections so as to replicate good academic practices in a huge number of low 

performing schools and bring such schools on track. To Indian government as well as all over the world especially 

to third world countries, low-performing schools remain a challenge throughout the recent decade. Most 

governments react by offering more money to uplift low-performing schools in the belief that poverty and lack of 

resources are the major contributing factors to low performance (McColskey & Monrad, 2004). In the United States 

of America (USA), low-performing schools are placed under sanctions such as dismissal of the principal, closure of 

the school, and re-opening of the school as a private school (Woods & Levaçic, 2002). Low student achievement and 

a lack of improvement were the most common factor leading to a school winding up in USA. In South Africa, the 

government prefers to introduce accountability measures such as the Integrated Quality Management System 

(Education Labour Relations Council, 2003). In India also, low performing schools are being given highest priority 

for inspection because such schools need immediate remedial measures. All these measures, however, have had 

limited success only in turning around low performing schools and could not achieve the desired level of 

performance. 

Past studies cited a number of reasons for low performance of schools. In low-performing schools, the principal 

works in isolation, the School Management Committee does not meet regularly, there are no subject heads, and 

where these subject heads are found, they seldom meet for purposes of planning. The challenge seems to lie with 

the management of the school where teaching is not effectively supervised (Legotlo, Maaga, Sebego, Van der 

Westhuizen, Mosoge, Niewoudt & Steyn, 2002). This implies that school management tolerates poor teaching, which 
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results in poor academic achievement (Woods & Levaçic, 2002). However, teachers in these low performing schools 

seem to exhibit a weak teacher efficacy and the school as whole has a weak collective teacher efficacy. Teacher 

efficacy refers to the individual teacher’s belief in his/her capacity to affect student performance (Cheung, 2008; 

Erawan, 2010; Yeo, Ang, Chong, Huan & Quek, 2008). Rangraje, Van der Merwe, Urbani and Van der Walt (2005) 

come to the conclusion, after analysing the work of Tschannen-Moran, Hoy and Hoy (1998), that “teacher efficacy 

can be conceptualised as teachers’ belief that factors under their control ultimately have greater impact on the 

results of teaching than do factors in the environment or in the student-factors beyond the influence of teachers.” 

Collective teacher efficacy refers to the perceptions of teachers that their efforts as whole will have a positive effect 

on students (Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2004). Elaborating on this definition, Schechter and Tschannen-Moran (2006) 

indicate that collective teacher efficacy means that “teachers in a given school believe that they can make an 

educational difference to their students over and above the educational impact of their homes and communities.” 

Collective teacher efficacy, therefore, involves the combined perceptions of the staff of a particular school. It is a 

product of interaction between group members and the emergent property is more than the sum of individual 

members (Goddard et al., 2004). Although the concepts teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy influence 

each other reciprocally, the concepts nonetheless differ. While teacher efficacy uses the individual as the unit of 

analysis, collective teacher efficacy uses the teaching staff or school as its unit of analysis (Molale, 1995). John Hattie 

and his team have presented Collective Teacher Efficacy (CTE) as the “new number one” influence related to student 

achievement several times, e.g. at the Annual Visible Learning Conference (2016) or the Collaborative Impact 

Conference 2017. Although Hattie’s latest published list of 195 effects in The Applicability of Visible Learning to 

Higher Education (2015) puts CTE only in second place, its effect size of d=1.57 is still huge: it is more than two 

times bigger than that of feedback (d=0.72), and almost three times bigger than the effect of classroom management 

(d=0.52). 

In the broadest sense, ‘‘teacher efficacy,’’ which is sometimes called ‘‘teaching efficacy’’, refers to teachers’ beliefs 

about their ability to influence student outcomes. Influenced by locus of control theory (Rotter, 1966), teacher 

efficacy is sometimes divided into general teacher efficacy and personal teacher efficacy. General teacher efficacy 

means teachers’ beliefs in the ability of teachers in general to influence student outcomes (teachers can make a 

difference); personal teacher efficacy means teachers’ beliefs about their own ability to affect student outcomes. 

More consistent with Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997), teacher efficacy is also often divided 

into outcome expectancies and efficacy expectancies (Enochs, Riggs & Ellis, 1993). Outcome expectancies are 

teachers’ beliefs about the effects that specific teaching actions have on students, and efficacy expectancies are 

teachers’ beliefs about their own ability to execute specific teaching actions. Cherniss (1993) has suggested that 

teacher efficacy should consist of three domains: Task (the level of the teacher’s skill in teaching, disciplining and 

motivating students); Inter-personal (the teacher’s ability to work harmoniously with others, particularly service 

recipients, colleagues and direct supervisors) and Organization (the teacher’s ability to influence the social and 

political powers of the organization). Cherniss (1993) did not elaborate on his proposed conceptualization beyond 

its basic definition. In the context of the present study, we dealt with personal and general efficacy: i) Personal 

teaching efficacy is the teachers’ own expectations that they will be able to perform the actions that lead to students 

learning and ii) General teaching efficacy is the belief that the teacher population’s ability to perform these actions 

is not limited by factors beyond school control. 

Teacher efficacy discussions usually center on two categories of teachers. That is, teachers with substantial 

confidence in their efficacy are described with terms such as confidence, a positive sense of teacher efficacy, or high 

teacher efficacy. Those with moderate or low levels of confidence in their efficacy are often labelled as having less 

confidence, doubting their efficacy, having low teacher efficacy, or having a less positive sense of teacher efficacy. 

Teachers with a positive sense of teacher efficacy believe they can influence student outcomes; teachers with a less 

positive sense of teacher efficacy believe there is little that can be done to affect student outcomes, or that they 

personally lack the skill to do so. Hence, Schechter and Tschannen-Moran (2006) point out that, unlike teacher 

efficacy, which is the attribute of the individual teacher, collective teacher efficacy is a group attribute that is more 

than an aggregate of individual teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover, teacher efficacy beliefs are based on 

individual perceptions whereas collective teacher efficacy is based on the combined perceptions of the teachers in a 

school. Since the late 1970s, researchers have considered teacher efficacy -teachers’ beliefs in their ability to affect 

http://www.sagepublications.com/images/eblast/CorwinPress/PDF/AVL-program-2016.pdf
https://visible-learning.org/2017/05/video-john-hattie-collaborative-impact/
https://visible-learning.org/2017/05/video-john-hattie-collaborative-impact/
https://visible-learning.org/hattie-ranking-influences-effect-sizes-learning-achievement/
http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/stl/1/1/79/
http://psycnet.apa.org/journals/stl/1/1/79/
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student outcomes- to be a crucial factor for improving teacher education and promoting educational reform 

(Ashton, 1984; Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly & Zellman, 1977; Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; Ramey-

Gassert & Shroyer, 1992; Ross, 1998; Scharmann & Hampton, 1995; Wheatley, 2002). Some scholars have even 

concluded that reforms that do not address teacher efficacy may be doomed (e.g. DeMesquita & Drake, 1994; 

Sarason, 1990 as cited in Wheatley, 2002). In all such discussions of the role of teacher efficacy in educational 

improvement, teacher efficacy (i.e., confidence in one’s teaching efficacy) has been viewed as the appropriate goal 

(Ross, 1995; Soodak & Podell, 1996). Hence, the concept of teacher efficacy has become a pillar in the research on 

teacher beliefs (Fives, 2003). While teachers’ sense of efficacy has been studied and discussed extensively in 

western countries, there is little perhaps no research has been carried out concerning teachers’ efficacy beliefs in 

Indian context and perhaps no research has been done comparing Indian teachers’ efficacy beliefs to their peers at 

developed western countries. This effort may reveal possible differences and similarities between teachers of these 

countries with respect to teacher efficacy beliefs. Understanding teachers’ efficacy beliefs in different contexts 

would be useful to generate further insights into this important concept. The purpose of this paper is therefore to 

investigate the state of collective teacher efficacy in low performing Indian schools. The overall aim is to establish 

the importance of collective teacher efficacy towards improved learner academic performance in schools.  The 

purpose also includ an investigation of demographic variables which associate more with teacher efficacy, that is, 

gender and years of teaching experience. 

2. ADVANTAGES OF TEACHER EFFICACY 

Teacher efficacy has been found to be one of the important variables consistently related to positive teaching 

behavior and student outcomes (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Enchos et al., 1995; Woolfolk & hoy, 

1990; Henson, 2001; Ross, 1994). Research on the efficacy of the teachers suggests that behaviours such as 

persistence at a task, risk taking, and the use of innovations are related to degrees of efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 

1986). For example, highly efficacious teachers are more likely to use open – ended, inquiry, student– directed 

teaching strategies, while teachers with a low sense of efficacy were more likely to use teacher - directed teaching 

strategies such as lecture or reading from the text book. Research indicates that students generally learn more from 

teachers with high selfefficacy than those students would learn from those teachers whose self – efficacy is low. 

(Cakiroglu et al., 2005). Ross (1994) reviewed eighty- eight studies of both antecedents and consequences of 

teacher efficacy. Low efficacy teachers spent almost 50% of their time in small group instruction, while high efficacy 

teachers spent only 28% of their time in small groups (Edward et al., 1996). 

Other advantages of high efficacy have also been reported. High personal teaching efficacy correlated with reading 

achievement and with achievement in language and mathematics (Tracz & Gibson, 1986). Teacher with high 

efficacy exhibited less stress and higher internal locus control than low efficacy teachers (Greenwood, 1990), and 

teacher with high efficacy used solution – oriented conflict message strategies (Grafton, 1993). High teacher efficacy 

has also linked with overall school effectiveness (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979 as cited in Edward, 1996), the use of 

fewer control tactics (Ashton & Webb, 1986), greater parent support (Hoover, 1987), and higher levels of use of 

cooperative learning (Dutton, 1990 as cited in Edward, 1996). Teacher holding high personal efficacy beliefs were 

more likely to emphasize the role of the teacher and the instructional program when explaining why students were 

successful. They also deemphasized the effects of the home. (Hall et al., 1992).Teacher efficacy has also been 

positively associated with factors related to reform – oriented education, including greater use of hands- on 

teaching method and a more humanistic classroom control orientation (Rosoff & Hoy, 1990). 

3. PREDICTORS OF TEACHER EFFICACY 

Before we entered into our practical research study we made a in-depth study into past researches to find out the 

specific predictors of teacher efficacy which are able to effect the teacher efficacy. Some of these studies have 

examined the relationship of the teacher efficacy construct with gender (Haydal, 1997; Wittmann, 1992; Anderson, 

Greene & Loewen, 1998; Lee, Buck & Midgley, 1992; Rowan & Cheong, 1992; Riggs, 1991). These researches 

indicated that female reported higher efficacy in elementary school settings, in higher school, and in special 

education. While males showed high efficacy when asked about their confidence in teaching subject, for example, in 

science subject which tends to be more of a male –dominated subject. Several studies have been conducted 

investigating the effect of experience on teacher efficacy. Dembo and Gibson (1985) found that pre-service teachers 
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had the highest teaching efficacy (teachers can make difference), and that teaching efficacy declined slightly with 

experience. In a study by Hoy and Woolfolk (1993), teachers declined slightly in teaching efficacy as they became 

more experienced. On the other hand, teachers increased in personal teaching efficacy (I can get through to even the 

most difficult students) with experience. Campbell (1996) reported that experience proved to be related to the 

development of teacher efficacy. Higher teacher efficacy scores also linked with higher age, although teacher who 

changed schools or experienced disruptive events tended to decrease efficacy (Huguenard, 1992; Coladarci & 

Breton, 1991; Taimalu & Oim, 2005). Other researchers have explored the effects of higher education on teacher 

efficacy. Finding by Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) indicated that educational level predicted personal teaching efficacy, 

but not general teaching efficacy. In a study by Taimalu and Oim (2005) revealed teacher efficacy beliefs depend on 

teacher’s age along with other teachers characteristics. Brissie (1987) (cited in Edward, 1996) found a slight 

positive correlation between teacher efficacy and higher degrees. Campbell (1996) reported a significant 

relationship between teacher efficacy and increasing age. In addition several studies have examined the 

relationship of teacher efficacy with grade taught (Larsen, 1996; Petrie & others, 1995, Taylor, 1992), classroom 

characteristic and student behaviour (Emmer & Hickman, 1991), work with special needs students (Stanovich & 

Jordan, 1998), and job satisfaction (Fritz et al., 1995) etc. According to Van der Westhuizen, Mosoge, Swanepoel and 

Coetsee (2005), many variables influence student achievement, but none is more powerful than the educator in 

class. Goddard et al. (2004) contend that efficacy of teachers is a powerful construct, which is associated with 

student achievement. Therefore, if principals and their management teams could find a way to enhance teacher 

efficacy and collective teacher efficacy, the challenge of low-performing schools may be overcome. A school’s sense 

of collective efficacy can therefore stimulate high levels of academic improvement which can contributes 

significantly to the level of academic success of the school (Schechter & TshannenMoran, 2006). To this end, 

Schechter and Tshannen-Moran (2006) assert: “Collective teacher efficacy influences student achievement because 

greater efficacy leads to greater effort and persistence that result in better performance.” A number of studies have 

linked collective teacher efficacy with improved student achievement (Cheung, 2008; Klaasen, Tze, Betts & Gordon, 

2011; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004; Yeo et al., 2008). Research by Brinson and Steiner (2007) shows that even 

when race, socio-economic status and gender are taken into consideration, collective teacher efficacy remains a 

powerful predictor of academic performance. The latter statement based on international studies, brings hope to 

most Indian schools which are burdened with structural and systemic challenges that hinder the academic 

performance of learners. Enhanced collective teacher efficacy holds promises that these challenges may be 

overcome. 

4. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Before we discuss the research methodology, we will consider the underlying theoretical framework of collective 

teacher efficacy. The concept of collective teacher efficacy itself is much older. It was introduced in 1990s by Albert 

Bandura and is rooted in his concept of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993, 1997). The very crux of this theory is the 

existence of human agency which defines the way people exercise some level of control over their lives. The 

exercise of control is related to the person’s sense of efficacy in that a person believes in his/her capabilities to 

influence a course of action to produce a given goal (Goddard et al., 2004). Teachers in a school, for example, 

exercise some control over the functioning of the school and thus believe that they will influence the outcomes of 

the school through their actions. In dealing with collective teacher efficacy, the concept of human agency is replaced 

with the concept organisational agency, which refers to the combined control that members exert on the 

organisation. Organisational agency is based on the premise that individuals do not act in a vacuum or as “social 

isolates” but are influenced by the actions of the social group (Sorlie & Torsheim, 2011). This is reflected in the 

decisions that groups make in the light of their collective capability to reach a given goal. Thus, considering their 

capabilities, teachers in a school may decide to pursue high standards of teaching, attain excellence in sports and/or 

improve the academic performance of their learners. 

Social cognitive theory posits four sources of efficacy-shaping information: social persuasion, vicarious experience, 

mastery experience and affective state (Goddard et al., 2004), of which social persuasion and vicarious experience 

can be beneficial to principals wishing to enhance collective teacher efficacy. Social persuasion seems likely to 

shape collective teacher efficacy, because the school is an organisation in which members interact on a daily basis 

(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Through collective teacher efficacy, norms are developed in the school and 

teacher behaviour and actions are evaluated within the context of these norms. A robust collective teacher efficacy 
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influences the way in which teachers manage their classrooms, what expectations they have about student 

achievement, and how they teach. In schools with a high collective teacher efficacy teachers believe that all students 

are teachable regardless of their socio-economic backgrounds (Schechter & Tschannen-Moran, 2006). Teachers in a 

school with a high collective efficacy sense believe that they, not the environment, have the greatest influence on 

student achievement. Vicarious experience means that a sense of efficacy is gained from learning from other people 

(Sorlie & Torsheim, 2011). Teachers listen to and share stories of successes and failures with their colleagues 

whenever they meet in conference or workshops. Principals and their teachers may visit other schools to see how 

things are done at these schools and either copy or model what these other schools are doing. One of the strategies 

for sharing experiences is through school clusters. Research shows that clustering of schools has benefits for the 

individual and the school (Delport, A & Makaye, 2009; Giordano, 2008). Among the advantages of clustering schools, 

A Delport and Makaye (2009) identify exchange of expertise, forging of relationships between previously isolated 

teachers, collaborative problem-solving and improved staff development. Mastery experience is recognised as the 

most influential source of efficacy, and may include prior school performance (Zakeri, Rahmany & Labone, 2016). In 

essence, mastery experience refers to the belief that one can perform due to having mastered a previous task or 

venture. Ramos, Costa e Silva, Pontes, Fernandez and Nina (2014) posit that the affective state provides a source of 

collective teacher efficacy, which according to Bandura, states that people by judging their capabilities, partially 

place trust in their emotional state. An example is that of high levels of stress weakening group functioning, which 

lowers a sense of self confidence in the capabilities of other members. The literature reveals that very little research 

has been conducted on the construct of collective teacher efficacy in Indian context. The limited research that has 

been conducted in developed western countries, shows that collective teacher efficacy has been researched from 

different points of view, linking it in particular to student achievement (Goddard et al., 2004; Parker, Hannah & 

Topping, 2006) and the mediating factors to collective teacher efficacy (Bruce, Esmonde, Ross, Dookie & Beatty, 

2010; Goddard & Skrla, 2006; Ross & Gray, 2006; Ross, Hogaboam-Gray & Gray, 2004). 

5. PARTICIPANTS, RESEARCH METHOD AND DATA ANALYSIS 

A sample of 10 secondary schools was randomly selected and in each school all the teachers were participated in 

the study. The total number of participants were 214(N=214). Data collected from using questionnaires to the 

participants and for the research study necessary permission were taken from all concerned. Among the 

participants in the research 47.4% were males and 52.6% were females that exhibit a good gender distribution. 

53.46% of the participants were in the age between 40 to 49 years, 25.20% were of 30 to 39 years, 15.17% were of 

50 to 59 years, only a few 3.29% were 20 to 29 years and 2.88% were of 60 years and above. Of total participants 

92.33% possessed a B.Ed-degree, followed by an Honours or a Masters qualification. A good number of participants 

40.45% had 11 to 20 years teaching experience, followed by those with 0 to 10 years 33.35%, 21 to 30 years 

21.26% and those with 31 years and more 7.44%. As far as the location was concerned, 51.75% were from 

township schools and 48.25% rural schools. 

Researchers examining teacher efficacy scales have cautioned that wording off items may influence respondents. In 

particular, teachers may express different efficacy beliefs depending on whether the outcomes described are 

positive or negative (Guskey, 1982; Woofolk & Hoy, 1990). We made certain to include both positively (+) and 

negatively (-) worded items in our scale. Finally following the model of collective teacher efficacy developed in this 

article, items were worded so that teachers would consider both Group Competence (GC) and Task Analysis (TA) in 

their efficacy assessment. This approach led to the identification of four types of items to assess collective efficacy 

beliefs: Group Competence/positive (GC+), Group Competence/negative (GC-), Task Analysis/positive (TA+) and 

Task Analysis/negative (TA-) (Goddard, Hoy & Woolgolk, 2000). 

One of the most commonly used and well-researched instruments for assessing teacher efficacy is the Likert type 

sacle developed by Gibbon and Dembo(1984). Although the original scale contained 30 items, researchers often use 

a 16-items version of the Gibon and Dembo instrument as a beginning point in developing our scale, adopting the 

items to adhere to the four categories described above (GC+, GC-, TA+, and TA-). One obvious difference between 

the Gibon and Dembo teacher efficacy instrument and the CTE instrument developed here is that Gibon and 

Dembo’s measure used individually oriented items whereas our items are group oriented(Goddard, R. D., et al, 

2000). The sample items below are examples of the four types of collective efficacy- 
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Teachers in this school are prepared enough to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach (GC+). 

Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful student learning (GC-). 

The opportunities in this communities help ensure that these students will learn (TA+). 

The lack of institutional materials and supplies in their school makes teaching very difficult (TA-). 

The response format of our scale is the same 6-point Likert format ranging from totally agree to totally disagree. A 

t-test was also applied between rural and urban schools and between male and female respondents but no 

significant results emerged from the comparison. 

6. RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Table 1: Collected responses to General Competency questions (GC+) 

Statements Totally Disagree Disagree Agree Totally Agree Mean Score 

f % f % f % f % - 

1.Teachers in this school are able to get through 

to difficult learners 

12 4.2 59 28.0 124 58.8 19 9.0 2.72 

2.Teachers here are confident they will be able to 

motivate their learners 

6 2.8 30 13.9 144 67.2 34 15.7 2.96 

3.Teachers in this school really believe that every 

child can learn 

3 1.4 40 18.5 128 59.3 43 20.1 2.99 

4. If a child doesn’t learn something the first time, 

the teachers will try another way. 

8 3.7 48 22.4 121 56.5 37 17.3 2.83 

N=214,  Total f =651 26 3.9 129 19.8 398 61.1 98 15 - 

7. STUDYING RESPONSES TO ITEMS ON GENERAL COMPETENCY (GC +) 

Table 1 exhibits responses to the general competency (positive) statements show that the majority of the 

respondents agreed with the given statements, showing a relatively strong collective teacher efficacy (CTE). 

Responses agree and totally agree accounted for 77.1% of the responses. This shows that the majority of 

respondents agreed and totally agreed with the statements, thus showing a relatively strong CTE. This is supported 

by the mean scores which were all above the 2.50 cut-off point. Responses to the statements that ‘teachers are 

confident that they will be able to motivate their learners’ and that ‘teachers in the school really believe that every 

child can learn’ showed a strong CTE with mean scores that border on “agree” (2.96 and 2.99, respectively). 

Attention, however, is drawn to statement 1, which shows that 32.2% of the respondents disagreed and totally 

disagreed with the statement. This means that a sizeable number of respondents were of the opinion that teachers 

were unable to get through to difficult learners. The mean score for this item was also the lowest in this category 

(2.72), which shows a weaker CTE than for other items in this category. This weaker CTE could partly explain the 

low performance at the schools, which could be attributable to contextual factors in play. 

Table 2: Collected responses to General Competency (GC-) 

Statements Totally Disagree Disagree Agree Totally Agree Mean Score 

f % f % f % f %  

5.If a child does not want to learn teachers 

here give up 

6 2.8 35 16.4 111 52.1 62 28.9 1.93 

6.Teachers here do not have the skills needed 

to produce meaningful learner learning 

9 4.2 22 10.2 93 43.3 90 42.1 1.76 

7.Teachers here do not have the skills to deal 

with learner disciplinary problems 

18 8.3 40 18.7 113 52.1 43 19.8 2.16 

8. Teachers in this school think there are some 

students that no one can teach. 

11 5.1 41 19.2 99 46.3 63 29.4 2.13 

N=214,  Total f =856 44 5.1 138 16.1 416 48.6 258 30.1 - 

8. STUDYING RESPONSES TO ITEMS ON GENERAL COMPETENCY (GC-) 

Table 2 exhibits that the total responses for disagree and totally disagree accounted for 21.2% of responses, 

showing a low CTE. A total of 81% agreed and totally agreed that if a child does not want to learn, teachers give up 
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(statement 5). An even higher percentage (85.3%) indicated that they do not have the skills needed to produce 

meaningful learner learning (statement 6). This is in line with the low mean score of 1.76 for these statements, 

indicating a low CTE. The response to the statement that ‘teachers do not have the skills to deal with learner 

disciplinary problems’ (statement 12) confirms the research findings of Maphosa and Shumba (2010:395) that, 

with the banning of corporal punishment, teachers are struggling to maintain discipline in schools. A total of 71.9% 

indicated that teachers in their schools do not have the skills to deal with learner discipline problems. The 

percentage of respondents who disagreed and totally disagreed is, however, higher than the others in this category, 

indicating that almost 30% of the respondents still felt confident about their competency to deal with learner 

disciplinary problems. 

Table 3: Collected responses to Task Analysis questions (TA+) 

Statements Totally Disagree Disagree Agree Totally Agree Mean Score 

f % f % f % f %  

9.Our learners come to school ready to learn 23 10.7 124 57.9 60 28 7 3.3 2.26 

10.Home-life presents so many advantages 

that learners here are bound to learn 

62 29 110 51.4 39 17.8 3 1.5 1.91 

11.The opportunities in this country help 

ensure that our learners will learn 

45 21 101 47.2 64 29.9 4 1.9 2.12 

12. Teachers here are well prepared to reach 

the students they are assigned to reach. 

32 15 122 57 53 24.8 7 3.3 2.22 

N = 214,  Total f =856 162 18.9 457 53.4 216 25.2 21 2.4 - 

9. STUDYING RESPONSES TO ITEMS ON TASK ANALYSIS (TA+) 

Table 3 presents a different view of the CTE in comparison with the general competency (GC). Of the total 

respondents, 72.3% disagreed and totally disagreed with the statements whereas only 27.7% agreed and totally 

agreed. The mean scores also showed low figures and range between 2.12 and 2.26, which is far below the expected 

2.50. This is indicative of a weak CTE. According to the responses it seems the challenge lies with the community 

from which the learners come. For example, the statement that the ‘home-life presents so many advantages that 

learners are bound to learn’ (statement 10) had the lowest mean score of 1.91. Moreover, the statement that ‘the 

opportunities in this country help ensure that our learners will learn’ (statement 11) had a mean score of 2.12 with 

a total of 68.2% of the respondents disagreeing and totally disagreeing. It seems CTE becomes stronger where 

learners are concerned, as indicated by the statement that ‘our learners come to school ready to learn’ (statement 

9); with a total of 31.2% in the agree and totally agree columns, and a mean score of 2.26 − in fact the highest mean 

score in this category. 

Table 4: Collected responses to Task Analysis questions (TA-) 

Statements Totally Disagree Disagree Agree Totally Agree Mean Score 

f % F % f % f %  

13.Learning in this school is more difficult 

because learners are worried about their safety 

17 7.9 39 18.0 110 51.9 48 22.2 2.11 

 

14.Drug and alcohol abuse in the community 

make learning difficult for learners 

46 21.4 128 59.5 29 13.5 11 5.1 2.96 

15.Learners here are just not motivated to learn 25 11.7 86 40.4 79 37.1 24 11.2 2.53 

16. Teachers in this school do not have the skills 

to deal with student disciplinary problems. 

27 12.6 101 47.2 54 25.2 32 15 2.22 

N = 214,  Total f =858 115 13.7 354 41.3 274 31.9 115 13.4 - 

10. STUDYING RESPONSES TO ITEMS ON TASK ANALYSIS (NEGATIVE) (TA-) 

Table 4 shows that responses between TA+ and those to TA- are in agreement. The total figure for disagree and 

totally disagree was 55%, whereas the figure for agree and totally agree was slightly lower at 45%. In this regard 

one would say the closeness of results here shows a medium CTE. However, the responses to items in this category 

stand in stark contrast to one another. For example, the statement that ‘learning in this school is more difficult 
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because learners are worried about their safety’ (statement 13) showed a weak CTE with responses for agree and 

totally agree, totalling 74.1 percent. In contrast, the statement that ‘drugs and alcohol abuse in the community make 

learning difficult for learners’ (statement 14) showed a strong CTE with responses in the disagree and totally 

disagree anchors notching 80.9 percent. 

11. DISCUSSION 

The above responses clearly indicates to a high collective teacher efficacy (CTE) for general teacher competence and 

a low CTE for task analysis. Apparently, teachers believe in their competence to produce the desired results but are 

short-circuited by events and factors outside their control. The general expectation about CTE is that it should be 

strong even in the face of potentially limiting factors such as the home background of the learners. This finding is 

consistent with findings on teacher efficacy showing no difference whether it refers to individual beliefs or 

collective beliefs. 

Teachers’ beliefs in their general competence to produce the desired results, is somewhat surprising because of 

their differing qualifications. In fact, the highest mean scores are found in this category. Mosoge (2012) points out 

that some schools are staffed with unqualified and underqualified teachers whereas Spaull (2013) argues that 

teachers cannot teach what they do not know. What gives respondents their strong CTE in this category seems far-

fetched. It is possible that the measures instituted by the several Indian states to improve performance in low 

performing schools, enhances the CTE of teachers. Mosoge (2012) concludes that lack of sufficient qualifications did 

not deter teachers from seeing themselves as competent. One would also conclude that the response is obvious, for 

no teacher would present himself or herself as incompetent. Thus it seems as though the low performance of the 

school must be sought elsewhere and not in their competence. 

The responses to task analysis items produce intriguing results. While the responses for task analysis generally 

show a medium CTE, there are cases where it is high and where it is low. For example, the statement that ‘learning 

in this school is more difficult because learners are worried about their safety’ (statement 13) shows a weak CTE in 

that teachers believe that learners are worried about their safety. Thus, it is not surprising that the CTE would be 

weak for this item considering, the reports of violence in and around schools and perceptions of moral decay in 

schools and society. 

It seems CTE becomes stronger where learners are concerned as indicated by the statement that ‘our learners come 

to school ready to learn’ (statement 9), with a total of 33.8% in the agree and totally agree columns, and a mean 

score of 2.26 − in fact the highest mean score in this category. The means cores also show low figures, and range 

between 1.91 and 2.26, which is far below the expected 2.50. This is indicative of a weak CTE. According to the 

responses it seems the challenge lies with the community from which the learners come. For example, the 

statement that the ‘home-life presents so many advantages that learners are bound to learn’ (statement 10 ) has the 

lowest mean score of 1.91, showing that the respondents do not consider home life to present advantages that 

would encourage learners to learn. 

This implies that respondents strongly believe that they have the necessary skills to produce meaningful learning. 

The response to the statement that ‘teachers do not have the skills to deal with learner disciplinary problems’ 

(statement 7) indicates that respondents hold firm beliefs that they do not have skills to deal with learner 

disciplinary problems. This is in line with research findings (Maphosa & Shumba, 2010) that, with the banning of 

corporal punishment, teachers are struggling to maintain discipline in schools. It suggests that not enough has been 

done to equip teachers adequately to deal with issues of learner discipline in schools. However, CTE though being 

directly related to respondents’ perceptions of performance at their schools as espoused in Bandura’s Social 

Cognitive Theory, it is clear that contextual factors also play a role. This was also found in Ramos et al.’s (2014) 

study that contextual factors such as socio-economic disadvantages may also influence collective beliefs. This 

resonates with Zakeri et al.’s (2016) assertion that in recent years research focus is increasingly on teacher efficacy 

and the school context as is evident in the current findings. 

However, the instrument itself has the limitation of probing the background of the learners and the community 

without relating it to the CTE of teachers. It may be argued that the respondents reported the situation in which 
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they find themselves honestly, without in any way reflecting on their CTE. On the contrary, it may be that the 

instrument connects factors of task analysis directly to CTE. The instrument could include questions such as: ‘do 

you think community and learner factors inferred that the teachers found the task analysis factors to be more 

dominant on the outcomes than factors on general competence? 

12. RECOMMENDATION FOR BUILDING COLLECTIVE TEACHER EFFICACY IN SCHOOLS 

There is not a failsafe set of steps that school leaders can take to improve collective efficacy among teachers at any 

given school. Nevertheless, research does offer some guidance for leaders who want to prioritize their actions to 

ensure that they are focusing on interventions that have the highest likelihood of increasing collective efficacy. This 

issue brief will summarize what is known about the actions that principals can take to increase collective efficacy 

among their faculty. In a recent study involving 1,981 K–8 teachers, Goddard and Skrla (2006) found that contextual 

and demographic factors such as a school’s socioeconomic status, the experience level of the faculty, and students’ 

prior academic performance accounted for less than half (46%) of the differences in collective efficacy between 

schools. This suggests that there are several other factors at work in building collective efficacy that principals and 

district leaders can influence. Only in the last decade or so have researchers begun to look at specific actions that 

school or district leaders can take to improve collective efficacy among teachers. There are plenty of school in India 

suffering for lack of CTE. These schools could not attain their desired standards only due to uniformity of 

perception among its teachers. So collective teachers’ efficacy is an important factor when giving quality education 

to learners is the target. This emerging body of research, though still in its early stages, suggests that the following 

actions on the part of principals can improve collective efficacy: 

• Build instructional knowledge and skills.  

• Create opportunities for teachers to collaboratively share skills and experience.  

• Interpret results and provide actionable feedback on teachers’ performance.  

• Involve teachers in school decision making. 

13. CONCLUSION 

Richard Elmore’s (2000) well-regarded monograph, Building a New Structure for School Leadership, argues that the key 

barrier to successfully and dramatically improving student performance is the fact that too many teachers are isolated and 

have little opportunity for professional collaboration with colleagues, the principal, or the district. Building collective 

teacher efficacy—by providing teachers with opportunities to build instructional knowledge and collaborate with 

colleagues, with feedback that is insightful and with a vision of success in which teachers are treated as sources of 

expertise—will allow leaders to transform their schools into organizations with strong collective efficacy and improved 

student performance. School leaders face many challenges, but helping to ensure that teachers have the instructional skills 

and the professional confidence they need to teach their students effectively is the most important challenge of all. 

Focusing on building collective efficacy can provide leaders a means to achieve this goal. 

Limitations and future research 

Further research could be conducted to find the relationship between the community and learning factors to the general 

competency of teachers. Research can be conducted using inferential statistics to establish relationships between the 

variables of CTE in developing countries. Research using qualitative methods may unearth factors that account for the state 

of CTE in schools. It would also be interesting if further research could be conducted to find out if there is a difference in 

responses between high and low performing schools. The study was not without limitations. A greater response rate could 

have contributed to richer data which could be further supported by qualitative data gathering. A lack of research in this 

area in the country provided no basis for comparison for developing countries.    
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