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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to determine (a) whether participation in graduate
level coursework increased the self-efficacy of provisionally licensed special education
teachers, (b) whether participation in graduate level coursework increased the self
efficacy of general education teachers and, (c) if there was a difference between the
self-efficacy beliefs of the two groups of teachers. A total of twenty-three provisionally
licensed special education and general education teachers in rural Virginia responded to
both a pre and post questionnaire consisting of 30 items designed to assist the teacher in
assessing his/her self-efficacy beliefs. The working hypothesis was that the
provisionally licensed special education teachers would have greater gains in teaching
and personal teaching efficacy than the general education teachers.
Significant mean gains were seen from pretest to posttest in foe areas of teaching and
personal efficacy. Results showed that the general education and provisional special
educa1ion teachers expe;:ienced positive gains in the domains of teaching efficacy and
personal efficacy; however, a t-test indicated there was no significant statistical
difference between the groups. The researcher was also interested in the effects of peer
coaching on the self-efficacy development of teachers; however, limited data regarding
peer-coaching and self-efficacy indicated that there was no significant differences
between those participating in peer-coaching and those not participating in peer
coaching.
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Participation in Graduate Level Coursework and Self-Efficacy
Development of Provisionally Licensed Special Education Teachers
Professionals are concerned with the growing number of provisionally licensed
teachers in the field of special education. An area of particular concern is the lack of
knowledge of practical strategies employed by provisionally iicensed special education
teachers' (SETs). This lack of knowledge may adversely affect his/her effectiveness in
improving student academic and behavioral performance.
Provisionally licensed SETs may experience a lower sense of efficacy than do fully
licensed special educators because provisionally licensed SETs have not acquired all the
necessary skills or strategies to improve student academic and behavioral performance
(Miller, Brownell, & Smith, 1999). According to Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly,
and Zellman (1977), a teacher's attit 11de about his/her own professional competence, in
short, appears to have major effects on what happens to projects and how effective the
projects are. Rosenberg, Griffin, Kilgore, and Carpenter (1997) believe inclusive
teaching practices have necessitated an increase in variety and sophistication of skills
required by SETs and general education teachers (GETs). The acquisition of
sophisticated skills places greater demands on teachers and compounds the pressures
that may contribute to the teacher leaving the profession (Rosenberg et al., 1997).
Provisionally licensed special education teachers may not possess the skills and
competencies thought necessary for continuing success in the profession and for
improving the academic and behavioral performance of students with disabilities (Swan
& Servis, 1992). Graduate level coursework for provisionally licensed SETs provides
teachers with additional knowledge, skills and abilities that are necessary when working
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with individuals with disabilities. Licensed SETs possess the necessary skills and have
developed a heightened sense of self-efficacy and, therefore, have a positive impact on
the academic and behavioral performance of students with disabilities (Gibson &
Dembo, 1986).
Provisionally Licensed Special Education Teachers
Darling-Hammond (1998) stated teacher shortages exist in the fields of mathematics,
physical science, bilingual education and special education. The shortages occurred for
numerous reasons: cumbersome hiring procedures, late budget decisions on the part of
the state and local governments and teacher transfer provisions that push new hiring
decisions to late in the s1,rnmer. Other reasons for shortages included lack of pension
portability and credentials across states and loss of salary credit for teachers who·move
(Darling-Hammond, 1998; Eubanks, 1996). Miller et al. (1999) proposed that a
combination of teacher attrition, increased student enrollments and persistent teacher
shortages in special education meant the number of well trained, committed professionals·
available to provide high quality education to students with disabilities was insufficient.
Large numbers of under-prepared teachers were hired each year as a consequence of
teacher attrition. In 1994, 27% of all new entrants to teaching had either no license or a
substandard license in the fields in which they were hired to teach, indicating that they
lacked one or more subject matter or education requirements for a license in the state in
which they were hired (Darling-Hammond, 1998; Eubanks, 1996). Eubanks (1996)
stated that a disproportionate number of these individuals were assigned to teach the most
vulnerable students in low socioeconomic school divisions. Darling-Hammond (1998)
proposed that the number of under-prepared entrants could grow substantially larger or
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smaller depending on how states and districts managed recruitment of new teachers and
on the development of policies that would be enacted in the coming years.
According to the United States Department of Education (1996), 7.4% of the total
positions needed in special education across the country were left unfilled or filled by
provisionally licensed persons. Cook and Boe (1995) found that 6% of teachers in
general education were not fully licensed. Boe, Cook, Bobbitt, and Terhanian (1998)
stated little was known from a national perspective concerning the shortage of fully
certified teachers in either special or general education. Smith-Davis and Billingsley
(1993) agreed that personnel shortages existed; however, the authors asserted that
available data did not provide an adequate assessment of this problem.
Licensing Standards
Increases in licensing standards also affected teacher shortages, specifically special
education teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1998; Miller et al.,; Boe, Cook, Bobbitt, &
Terhanian, 1997). Darling-Hammond (1998) indicated that standards created discomfort
because they highlighted shortcomings in current policies. Darling-Hammond (1998)
also stated that higher standards simultaneously gave rise to temporary or alternative
routes that allowed many candidates to avoid meeting the new standards. Berry and
Darling-Hammond (1998) found that a strong negative predictor of student achievement
was the proportion of teachers on emergency licenses. Researchers (Berry & Darling
Hammond, 1999) purported that low student achievement was not surprising given the
substantial evidence that teachers without teaching preparation were generally rated more
poorly and produced lower levels of student learning than those who had the opportunity
to learn how to teach.
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Several studies exist that indicate an association between level of teacher certification
and turnover of SETs (Billingsley, 1993; Darling-Hammond & Selan, 1996; Boe et al.,
1998, 1997). Specifically, studies showed that teachers, both SETs and GETs, of high
academic ability were more likely to leave the teaching profession than their lower
achieving peers (Billingsley, 1993; Darling-Hammond & Selan, 1996). Boe et al. (1997)
found that teachers who were fully certified in their main teaching assignments were
87.4% more likely to stay in the same school, rather than moving or leaving, compared
with 81.3% who were partly certified. Researchers (Boe et al., 1997, 1998; Cook & Boe,
1995) also indicated that teachers whose most recent degrees were earned during the last
two years were more likely to leave or move from their current teaching assignments.
• Miller et al. (1999) stated that SETs were taught particular and specific methods, skills
and strategies that were necessary to facilitate effective instrnction of students with
disabilities. Provisionally licensed teachers may not have been taught these important
skills. The suggestion was made (Miller et al, 1999) that when PSETs were placed in
special education classes for emergency purposes every effort had to be made to provide
appropriate education to those individuals. Teaching effectiveness, job satisfaction; and
staying or leaving the classroom may rest heavily on whether the teacher is prepared to
meet the demands of teaching special education (Brownell and Smith, 1992) However,
research has not indicated the exact relationship between perceptions of preparedness and
special education attrition.
Miller et al (I 999), Berry and Darling-Hammond (1999) Boe et al. (1998), Metzke
(1988), and Lawrenson and McKinnon (1982) acknowledged the importance and benefits
of fully licensed SETs when they stated that the employment of properly licensed
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teachers was necessary to build a quality, stable work force. Lawrenson and McKinnon
(1982) found that special education teachers working under emergency licensure were
more likely to leave than fully licensed teachers. However, the results were unsupported
in a study of teachers having students with emotional and/or behavioral disorders
(George, George & Grosenick, 1992).
Teacher Education Programs
Miller et al. (1999) stated teacher education programs need additional resources to
increase the supply of certified special educators so that emergency licenses are not
necessary. Miller et al. (1999) also suggested school districts hire as few provisionally
licensed special education teachers as possible. District and union policies that permit
general education teachers to move into special education teaching positions during
downsizing and emergency situations should be reconsidered (Miller et al., 1999). In
addition, Miller et al. (1999) proposed carefully planned and individualized supports for
teachers moving into special education teaching positions under such emergency or
downsizing situations.
Swan and Servis (1992) discussed the importance of the Council for Exceptional
Children's (CEC) standards for entry-level. special education teachers. The authors
(Swan & Servis, 1992) summarized CECs position and acknowledgement of the
importance of fully licensed special education teachers. The CEC (as cited by Swan &
Servis, 1992) proposed a set of knowledge and skills that the special education profession
considered to be the minimum requirements for all entry-level teachers in special
education. According to Swan and Servis (1992) the CEC Common Core of Knowledge
and Skills Essential for All Beginning Special Education Teacher included eight
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categories comprising 107 statements. Essential knowledge and skills included:
philosophical, historical, and legal foundations of special education, characteristics of
learners, assessment, diagnosis, and evaluation, instructional content and practice,
planning and managing the teaching and learning environment, managing student
behaviors, communication and collaborative partnerships, and professionalism and
ethical practices (Swan & Servis, 1992). Swan and Servis (1992) also asserted that the
special education profession needed to formalize the knowledge and skills required to
address pedagogical, developmental, linguistic and cultural needs of students with
disabilities. The CEC (as cited by Swan & Servis, 1992) stated their concern about
differing licensing standards from state to state and attempted to provide guidance to
those interested in reforming special education licensure standards. Finally, the CEC (as
· cited by Swan & Servis, 1992) stated that their licensure standards were professionally
sound, reflected best practices and were universally applicable.
Due to the shortages of licensed special education teachers, alternative licensure
programs for supporting PSETs have emerged but as yet have not received much research
attention (Miller et al., 1999; Sindelar, Rennells, Daunic, & Eno, 1997). According to
Feistritzer (1998) alternative teacher certification movements came out of a need for
more and better teachers. Feistritzer (1998) also stated that as a result of teacher
shortages, states developed routes to meet the demands. Feistritzer (1998) stated
alternative teacher certification programs have been used to refer to new programs
designed specifically to bring quality adults who already had at least a bachelor's degree
into the teaching profession. Conversely, Roth and Lutz (1986) and Darling-Hammond
(1990) believed the term alternative certification meant different things to different
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people, and that the variety of alternative programs required that each program be
evaluated individually.
In evaluating alternative licensing programs, Sindelar et al. (1997) and Darling
Hammond (1990) found that alternative licensure standards were not equal in terms of
capacity to ed�cate special education teachers. Similarly, Roth (1986) and Wise and
Darling-Hammond (1991) believed the knowledge base of teachers could best be learned
in institutions of higher education and in traditional coursework. Roth (1986) also
contended that being "certified" to teach and being "qualified" to teach a specific subject
matter were two different things. Additional studies comparing alternative licensure
programs and teacher preparation programs indicated few differences in teacher outcome
results (McKibben, 1988; Brown, Edington, Spencer, & Tinafero, 1989). Miller et al.
(1999) and Sindelar et al. (1997) suggested a need for additional research before
alternative licensure programs constituted a legitimate employment strategy.
Considering the shortage of fully licensed special education teachers and the lack of
proven effectiveness of alternative licensure programs, strategies should be considered to
reduce the shortage of fully licensed special education teachers (Boe·et al., 1998).
Researchers (Boe et al., 1998; Cook & Boe, 1995) suggested incentives for strengthening
the qualifications of provisionally licensed special education teachers. Boe et al. (1998,
1997) believe stronger incentives would lure general education teachers, who were
licensed to teach special education, back to the special education classroom. Researchers
(Boe et al., 1998; Cook & Boe, 1995; Darling-Hammond, 1998) also maintained that
greater efforts should be made to place teachers in assignments for which they are
certified.
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An abundance of information is available regarding teacher preparation. Providing
teachers with skills in classroom management and instruction and how to relate to their
students, led Ashton and Webb (1986) to believe that increasing teachers' skills in these
areas would lessen the teacher's self-doubt and continuing sense of vulnerability.
Tollefson (2000) concluded that developing high efficacy beliefs in teachers seemed to be
a prerequisite to developing strong efficacy beliefs in their students. Experimental
studies showed that student achievement could be significantly increased if teachers were
taught effective teaching behaviors (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Definitions of Self-Efficacy
The function of self-efficacy is important in clinical, organizational and educational
settings. Albert Bandura (1989) defined self-efficacy as "how capable one feels one is
for handling particular kinds of tasks" (p. 11). Based on Bandura's definition of self
efficacy, professionals in other fields came to understand the role of self-efficacy in an
individual's various behaviors.
Self-efficacy is defined as a psychological process whereby an individual weighs,
evaluates and integrates information about his/her perceived capabilities. Expectations of
personal efficacy determines whether one's coping behavior is initiated, how much task
related effort is expended and how long that effort is sustained themselves as highly
efficacious would expend sufficient effort which, if well executed, would produce
successful outcomes (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Those who were less efficacious were likely
to cease their efforts prematurely and fail at the task (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Successful
performance outcomes would further reinforce expectations of self-competency.
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Bandura (1986, 1989) reported three dimensions of self-efficacy that are important
to performance: magnitude, strength and generality. Magnitude refers to the level of
task difficulty that a person believes he or she is capable of executing; whereas strength
refers to an individual's confidence that he or she can perform at that level (Bandura,
1986, 1989). Generality pertains to the extent to which self-efficacy in one situation
extended to another (Bandura, 1986, 1989). Bandura introduced the generality
dimension .at the same time the other dimensions were introduced, but empirical
research on the generality dimension has been limited (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).
Self-Efficacy in Organizational Settings
Professionals in organizational settings applied the concept of self-efficacy to
employee performance. Bandura (1997) summarized numerous studies that reported a
significant relationship between self-efficacy and work-related performance. Unlike
Bandura, (1997, as cited in Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) Barling and Beatie (1983), Ellis
and Taylor (1983), and Taylor, Locke, Lee and Gist (1984) found little information that
would enhance the understanding of the organizational correlates of self-efficacy. The
research of Barling and Beatie (1983), Ellis and Taylor (1983), and Taylor et al. (1984)
provided an initial impetus for subsequent research examining the relationship between
self-efficacy and work-related performance (as cited in Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).
Early and Lituchy (1991) and Eden and Aviram (1993) saw self-efficacy in more
controversial terms where self-efficacy was conceptualized as a trait. Sherer, Maddux,
Mercadante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, and Rogers (1982) and others (Eden & Zuk, 1995;
Riggs, Warka, Bahasa, Betancourt, & Hooker, 1994; Tipton & Worthington, 1982)
suggested further that self-efficacy is a stable cognition that individuals hold and carry
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with them, reflecting the expectation that they possess the ability to perform tasks
successfully in a variety of achievement situations. Unlike those who viewed self
efficacy as a stable condition, Ashton and Webb (1986), Sachs (1988, 1990) and,
Stajkovic and Luthans (1998a) viewed self-efficacy as a dynamic construct that
changed over time as new information and task experiences were obtained. · Sachs
(1988, 1990) elaborated by asserting that efficacy developed through successful
teaching experiences.
Self-Efficacy in the Teaching Profession
Self-efficacy is viewed as important in educational settings for both the student and
teacher. Bandura (1993) stated that creating environments conducive to learning rests
heavily on the abilities and self-efficacy of teachers. According to Bandura (1993)
highly efficacious individuals persist when faced with difficult tasks because the
individual is confident in his or her ability.
Ashton and Webb (1986) define self-efficacy as a "teacher's situation-specific
expectation that they can help students learn" (p.3). Teachers who had developed a
strong sense of self-efficacy chose more challenging activities and were motivated to try
harder when confronted with difficult situations (Ashton & ·Webb, 1986). Conversely,
teachers with a low s�nse of self-efficacy would typically reduce their efforts or give up
when confronted with difficult situations (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo,
1984).
In their studies Ashton and Webb (1986) noted that a teacher's sense of efficacy
consists of two independent dimensions: sense of teaching efficacy and sense of
personal teaching efficacy. Teaching efficacy refers to a teacher's expectation that
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teaching, in general, could influence student learning. Personal efficacy addresses an
individual's assessment of his or her own teaching competence (Ashton & Webb,
1986). Personal teaching efficacy directly influences behavior in specific teaching
situations and is a culmination of teaching-response outcomes and perceived seif
efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
The distinction between teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy was
important in order to apply the appropriate intervention (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Ashton and Webb (1986) proposed "if a teacher's sense of efficacy is low because the
teacher believes his or her students cannot learn, changing the teacher's expectation
requires evidence that, in fact, the teacher can positively affect the performance of their
low-achieving students" (p.6). Ashton and Webb (1986) also stated that if a teacher's
low sense of efficacy was based on the belief that he or she· lacked necessary skills to
teach low-achieving students, the teacher's sense of efficacy would be altered only if
he/she learned teaching skills that he/she could see from experience made a difference
in student learning.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) found that teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy
devoted more time to academic learning, provided students who had difficulty learning
with the help they needed to succeed and praised them for their accomplishn1ents. In
contrast, teachers who had a low sense of self-efficacy spent less time on academic
learning, quickly gave up on students when results were not forthcoming, and criticized
them for their failures (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Thus, teachers who believed strongly
in their sense of self-efficacy created positive experiences for their students. Those
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doubting their abilities created environments that were likely to undermine students'
senses of self-efficacy.
Research (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Sachs 1988, 1990;
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998b) supports the effect of perceived self-efficacy on job
performance; most notably, its effect on teacher classroom performance. As stated by
Ashton.and Webb (1986) and Gibson and Dembo (1984), perceived self-efficacy of
teachers is influenced by previous experiences, motivation and professional
development (i.e., skills and knowledge).
Increased knowledge of the.teaching-learning process and extensive knowledge of
practical strategies must be implemented in order to foster development of a teacher's
sense of self-efficacy and thereby increase student academic performance (National
Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities 2000; Council for Exceptional Children,
1992). Miller et al. (1999) also stated that "teachers who have sufficient learning
opportunities to acquire the skills necessary for teaching students with disabilities,
should perceive themselves as capable of affecting student learning and subsequently
confident about their ability to teach" (p. 204).
Evaluation of efforts to improve teachers' performances is a useful method of
studying the development of a teacher'.s sense of self-efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Gusky (1986, as cited in Ashton & Webb, 1986) stated that changing a teacher's sense
of self-efficacy is a complex process. The authors summarized Gusky's research results
by stating that Gusky "evaluated the effectiveness of an in-service workshop on mastery
learning and found that teachers whose students improved on the learning tasks
increased the extent of responsibility they assumed for both student success and failure
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and liked teaching more, but their confidence in their teaching ability decreased"
(Ashton & Webb, 1986, p. 151 ). Gusky (1986, as cited in Ashton & Webb, 1986)
concluded that participation in the workshop and use of new techniques had little effect
on the efficacy attitudes of teachers whose students did not improve their performance.
Ashton and Webb (1986) stated that a longitudinal analysis of changes in a teacher's
sense of self-efficacy was needed in order to investigate the effects of experience on the
developmer.t of the two dimensions of teachers' sense of self-efficacy.
Statement of the Hypothesis
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between participation in
a teacher preparation program and the effect on the self-efficacy development of
provisionally licensed SETs who work with students with disabilities. The term "self
efficacy" is applied to employees in a number of different settings. Specifically, teacher
self-efficacy has an impact on the behavior of a given teacher. Self-efficacy develops
through experience. Logically, those teachers who are PSETs may be lacking in
background information they need to be successful in the field. Those who are more
confident in their knowledge and abilities and have received a full teaching license are,
typically, more effective teachers. Important research must be conducted to determine
the relationship between self-efficacy and PSETs because the number of students being
referred for special education services is increasing. Therefore, this study determined
whether PSETs who participated in graduate level coursework in the areas of
modifications and accommodations, behavior management, or collaboration would have
a heightened sense of self-efficacy.
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Method
Operational Definitions
Provisionally licensed special education teachers (PSETs) are teachers who educate
student3 with disabilities and who are not fully licensed in their main teaching
assignment.
Licensed general education teachers (GETs) are teachers who educate regular
education students and possess licensure in their main teaching assignment.
Self-efficacy is defined as how prepared one believes one is for handling particular
kinds of tasks (Bandura, 1989).
Participants
Teachers from eleven public school divisions in a rural area participated in this study.
The 11 school districts comprised one-third of 34 school divisions in a pool of app!icants
currently eligible for state improvement grant funding. School divisions referred
provisionaliy licensed special education, licensed special education, and general
education teachers for participation in the grant-sponsored graduate level courses.
A local college supervised the implementation of the grant. Those enrolling in the
course(s) were from one of the participating school divisions and taught in grades K-12,
with priority being given to teachers in grades 4-8. The participants were male and
female teachers. Teachers selected one of three courses in which to enroll. The course
credits could be applied towards re-certification points or used to meet licensure
requirements for provisionally licensed special education teachers. A total of 23 teachers
(i.e., 10 general education teachers, 11 provisionally licensed special education, and 2
speech/language therapists) from the 11 school districts participated in the study and
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returned usable questionnaires. In addition to participating in the coursework, 14
teachers (60.8%) also participated in the optional peer coaching component.
Procedure
Before beginning the study, the Special Education Directors of each of the eleven
school districts were contacted to gain permission to solicit teacher participation in the
study (Appendix A). A letter was sent to each Director describing the study and ensuring
anonymity, confidentiality, and voluntary participation of the participants. The Directors
were informed that participation in the study could be withdrawn at any time without
penalty (Appendix A). Ten of the eleven school divisions returned the signed consent
. form within the specified time. A reminder and copy of the original letter and consent
form was faxed to the school division that had not responded within the given time frame.
The signed permission and written consent form was returned the following day via
facsimile.
The grant offered three graduate level courses from which the teachers were able to
choose. The teachers chose whether they would take a course in Behavior Management,
Collaboration, or Accommodations and Modifications. Each course consisted of
coursework and web-work and an optional peer-coaching component. A qualified
instructor taught each course.
The peer coaches were those teachers who had been recommended by the course
instructors and school principals as being proficient in the classroom application of one
or more techniques and methods taught in the courses. The coach and the teacher jointly
decided how to structure the coaching component so that it would work best for them.
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Based on the outcome of the on-site coaching the coach and the teacher may have
decided for additional on-site coaching.
During the first class meeting, before instruction began, teachers were provided a cover
letter stating the purpose and topic of the research (Appendix B). The Teacher Efficacy
Scale (Appendix C) (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), which served as a pretest, was distributed
at the same time the teachers received the letter.
Foilowing the coursework and web-work, and prior to or during the peer coaching, the
Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) was issued a second time as a post
questionnaire. The post questionnaire was posted on the grant's ·web page approximately
six weeks after the pretest and teachers were informed through electronic mail to respond
to the questionnaire. The same electronic mail was re-sent four days later as a reminder
to complete the scale.
Participation in this study was voluntary and subjects could withdraw from the study
at any time without fear of penalty. Participants were assured that their responses would
be anonymous. No information which may have identified the teacher, school, or school
district was disclosed.
Instrument
The Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) was built on Ashton and
Webb's (1986) belief that there are two dimensions of self-efficacy, teaching and
personal efficacy. Gibson and Dembo (1984) conducted a factor analysis of the two
dimensions and confirmed the existence of two factors, personal teaching efficacy
(alpha = .75) and general teaching efficacy (alpha = 79). As anticipated by Gibson and
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Dembo (1984), the two dimensions were not significantly correlated (r = -.19).
indicating related but relatively independent constructs.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) believed that the two dimensions of teacher efficacy
corresponded to outcome and efficacy expectations as brought forth by Bandura (1977)
in his social learning theory of self-efficacy. Other researchers (Guskey & Passaro,
1994; Pajares, 1997; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) have argued that the correspondence
between Bandura's outcome and efficacy expectations and the factors of the Teacher
Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) was questionable. While Gibson and Dembo's
(1984) scale is most widely used to measure self-efficacy beliefs of teachers, future
studies should devise measures that are more specific to teaching duties (Deemer &
Minke, 1999; Pajares, 1997; Bandura, 1997). Permission (Appendix D) to use the
Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) was obtained from the author.
The questionnaire (Appendix C) contained a series of 30 items designed to assess
respondents' perceptions of their own self-efficacy and assisted teachers' in evaluating
their own belief systems regarding student achievement and teacher responsibility. The
Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) also provided statements that
pertained to student motivation, student academic success, family influence on the
education of a child, discipline problems, dealing with learning problems and making
necessary accommodations. Participants were also asked whether they had participated
in the optional peer-coaching component.
Also, demographic information was obtained through a series of questions designed
by the researcher. The demographic questions asked participants to provide specific
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information about themselves ( e.g., employment status, number of years teaching in the
current assignment, education level and type of teaching license the individual holds).
Data Analysis
After the questionnaires were returned the researcher developed composite scores to
reflect both domains of teaching efficacy for each teacher. This was done by obtaining
a mean score for each teacher on the items pertaining to teaching efficacy and for those
pertaining to personal efficacy for both pre and posttests. Next, gain scores were
calculated for each teacher by subtracting the pretest scores from posttest scores·on each
domain of efficacy. A t-test for independent samples was then ·conducted to compare
the gains between the general education teachers and the provisionally licensed special
education teachers in both teaching efficacy and personal efficacy. Additional datawas
available to di�tinguish those teachers participating in peer coaching from those not ·
pruiicipating in peer coaching. This data was analyzed through a t-test to deterrriine
whether there was a significant difference between those teachers participating in the
optional peer coaching and those not participating in the peer coaching.
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Results
Participant Information
Eleven letters were sent to Special Education Directors of 11 school divisions in rural
Virginia requesting to use their respective divisions in the research .. Of the 11 letters to
Special Education Directors, all responded positively regarding the research. After
receiving permission to conduct research, the questionnaires were distributed at the first
class meeting to any teacher agreeing to participate.
Of the 68 pre-questionnaires distributed at the first class meeting, 68 (100%) were
returned to the researcher. The number of post-questionnaires returned via electronic
mail totaled 28; however, 7 were unusable because the respondents failed to include the
identification number previously used on the pretest. The total number of usable post
questionnaires returned included 23 (33.8%) therefore the total sa.111ple size was 23,
which consisted of 10 general education teachers (43.5%) (Refer to table 1), 11
provisionally licensed special education teachers (47.8%) (Refer to table 1) and 2
speech/language therapists (8.7%). All the teachers within this study taught in grades K12. Of the respondents, 56.5% (n=13) were female and 43.4% (n= l0) were male. One
hundred percent of the respondents had earned a Bachelor's degree. One respondent had
earned a Master's degree. The number of years teaching experience ranged from 1 to
more than fifteen, with most of the teachers having 2 to 4 years (n= l0; 43.4%) teaching
experience (Refer to table 2). Fourteen (60.8%) (Refer to table 3) teachers indicated they
had participated in the optional peer-coaching component.
Data Analysis
Both general education and provisional special education teachers made gains on both
domains of the self-efficacy scale (Refer to table 4). While no significant difference was
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found between the gains of the general education teachers and provisional special
education teachers (Refer to table 5), pretest to posttest mean scores were significant for
both domains, teaching efficacy at .000 and personal efficacy at- .000 (Refer to tables 6 &
7). The provisional special education teachers had a larger mean gain (Refer to table 3) ·
in personal efficacy than did general education teachers; while the general education
teachers had a larger mean gain in teaching efficacy (Refer to table 4) than did the
provisional special education teachers. The mean gain for the sample of general
education teachers was .3240 for teaching efficacy and .2970 for personal efficacy (Refer
to table 4). The provisional special education teachers had a mean gain of .1991 in the
teaching efficacy domain and .4736 in the personal efficacy domain (Refer to table 4).
The results of the t-test comparing those participating in peer coaching and those not
participating in peer coaching indicated that there was no significant statistical difference
between these two groups (Refer to table 8).

SELF-EFFICACY

26

Discussion
The results ofthis study showed that general education and provisionally licensed
special education teachers' self-efficacy increased after participating in graduate level
coursework. Significant mean gains were seen from the pretest to posttest in both
domains of self-efficacy for the general education and provisional special education
teachers (Refer to tables 6 & 7). This is consistent with Miller and his colleague's (1999)
beliefs that sufficient learning experiences for teachers result in an increase in confidence
in the teacher's ability to teach. When teachers are confident in their own abilities, they
are more capable of positively affecting student learning (Miller et al., 1999). Given the
practical nature of the courses, it was possible for teachers to feel a heightened sense of
ability to teach their students or to make a difference. While both groups of teachers
experienced increases in self-efficacy there was no significant difference in gains
between the general education and provisional special education teachers. This could
have been a result of teachers choosing to take the courses on the basis of need or to meet
re-certification standards.
Provisional special education teachers experienced more gains in personal efficacy
than did the general education teachers. Tl)is outcome suggests, as did Miller and
colleagues (1999), that as a result of taking the courses, the provisional special
education teachers acquired the skills that made them feel better able to serve their
students. Conversely, the general education teachers may have felt they already
possessed these skills therefore already feeling more secure in their abilities, which
resulted in less gains than the provisional special education teachers.
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General education teachers experienced more gains in teaching efficacy than did the
provisional special education teachers though this could be a result of more teaching
experience (Refer to table 4) and greater confidence that teachers, in general, do make a
difference in student achievement. Overall, the provisional special education teachers
have less teaching experience (Refer to table 2) in their main teaching field and may
therefore feel less certain about teaching in general. The provisional special education
teachers may feel less confident in the teaching profession as a whole because of the
limited amount of time they have been in the profession.
The researcher had anticipated that those teachers receiving peer coaching would have
more significant gains in efficacy than those teachers not partici.pating in the peer
coaching. However, results indicated that there was no significant difference in the gains
(Refer to table 8) of those receiving peer coaching and those not receiving peer coaching.
This result is difficult to interpret because it was not known if the teachers who
responded positively (i.e., yes) to the question about peer-coaching, were peer coaches or
were receiving coaching services.
Although significant results were found in areas of this study, some results were
difficult to interpret. The small sample size prohibits generalization to a larger
population. In addition, since there was no control group of teachers it is difficult to
attribute self-efficacy gains directly to participation in coursework.
As a result of this study's findings several suggestions for future research seem
appropriate. One study should examine the relationship between teacher self-efficacy
and student achievement in the classroom. This is consistent with Ashton's and Webb's
(1986) beliefs that teachers possessing effective teaching behaviors may also
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significantly increase student achievement. Another inquiry might look at the gains in
self-efficacy across several graduate level courses. Due to the gains seen in this study
of teachers participating in one graduate level course, the researcher believes that
greater gains in self-efficacy would result from taking subsequent courses. The last
suggestion for future research concerns peer-coaching and the effect of the peer
coaching on self-efficacy development of teachers. The researcher suggests that
coursework, paired with peer-coaching, would improve teacher's beliefs about their
preparedness and ability to meet student's needs which would in turn, increase the self
efficacy beliefs of those teachers.
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Special Education Director
Any Rural County School
P.O. Box 000
Anywhere, VA 00000
Dear Special Education Directors,
On behalf of Mrs. Amy McGinley, a graduate student in the five-year special education
program, I am requesting your assistance in a study that she is conducting. Amy is
studying the relationship between participation in graduate level coursework and self
efficacy development of teachers.
I would appreciate your cooperation in allowing Amy to conduct an anonymous survey
of the teachers participating in the Special Education Partnership Project grant. Under no
circumstances will the names of persons or school divisions be revealed and participation
will be voluntary. Those participating in the study may withdraw from the study at any
time without penalty. The surveys will be destroyed once the data has been collected and
entered into a computer.
If you allow your school personnel to participate in this study please complete the
attached form and return by December 1 7, 2000 in the self-addressed stamped envelope
provided. Unless Amy receives further notice from your Central Office, she will use the
Special Education Directors name as a contact person.
Thank you, in advance, for your assistance with her study.

Sincerely,
Jackie Jones
Project Director, Special Education Partnership Project
enclosure
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To: Jackie Jones, Amy McGinley
From: Special Education Director
Re: Permission to participate in the study to be conducted by Amy McGinley
You have my permission to solicit participation of the teachers participating in the
Special Education Partnership Proj_ect for the purpose of obtaining data for your study.
Signature ________________
Date --------

40

SELF-EFFICACY

41

Special Education Directors
Any Rural School
P.O. Box 000
Anywhere, VA 00000
Dear Special Education Directors,
Thank you for allowing your teachers to participate in my study of self-efficacy
development of teachers. The Teacher Efficacy Scale will be distributed during the first
class meeting on January 13, 2001 to the teachers who enroll in the Partnership Project
cours�s.
Voluntary information obtained from the questionnaire will be anonymous and will
remain confidential. Participants may withdraw from the study at any time without
penalty. After collection of the data, the information will be entered into my computer
and the surveys destroyed.
A post-questionnaire will be posted on the Special Education Partnership Project's web
site in March 2001, following the coaching component of the grant.
Again, thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Amy McGinley
Master's Student
Graduate Asst. SPED Partnership Project
Longwood College
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Dear Teachers,
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, i)ursuing a Master's degree in Special
Education. I am interested in gaining information regarding your reported level of self
efficacy. I have received permission to request your participation in this study from the
Special Education Director in your school division.
All information in the enclosed questionnaire will be reported anonymously. The survey
will not include your name, the name of your school, or the name of your school division.
You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.
I am scheduled to complete my graduate work in May, and your participation in this
study will help make that possible. Your participation is voluntary; however, it is
extremely important to the completion of my thesis. Please complete the enclosed survey·
and place in the envelope provided. I am very grateful for your time and attention.
Should you be interested in the results of this study, please contact me at (000) 000-0000.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

Amy McGinley
Master's Student
attachment
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Teacher Questionnaire
Part I: Please mark the appropriate response.
Years experience as a teacher at the end of the previous school year.
1
2-4.

more than 15

5-9
10-15

K-5

Grade level you teach:

6-8

--9-12

Subject(s) you teach:
Area of special education you teach: _______________
Education Level:
__ Bachelor's Degree

__Master's Degree

What type of teaching license do you possess?
__ Collegiate Professional (Special Education)
__ Collegiate Professional (General Education)
__ Unlicensed Special Education
__ Provisionally Licensed Special Education
-- Other
Part II. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement
below by circling the appropriate numeral to the right of each statement.
1 is SD (Strongly Disagree), 2 is MD (Moderately Disagree), 3 is DS (Disagree Slightly
More Than Agree), 4 is AS (Agree Slightly More Than Disagree), 5 is MA (Moderately
Agree), 6 is SA (Strongly Agree).
1. When a student does better than usual,
many times it is because I exerted a
little effort.

SD

MD

DS

AS

MA

1

2

3

4

5

6

2. The hours in my class have little 'influ
ence on students compared to the influence of their home environment.

1

2

3

4

5

6

SA
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SD

MD

DS

AS

MA

SA

3. If parents comment to me that their
child behaves much better at school than
he/she does at home, it would probably be
because I have some specific techniques
of managing his/her behavior which they
may lack.

1

2

3

4

5

6

4. The amount that a student can learn is
primarily related to family background.

1

2

3

4

5

6

5. If a teacher has adequate skills and
motivation, he/she can get t through to
the most difficult students.

1

2

3

4

5

6

they aren't likely to accept any discipline.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7. I have enough training to deal with
almost any learning problem.

1

2

3

4

5

6

8. My teacher training program and/or
experience has given me the necessary
skills to be an effective teacher.

1

2

3

4

5

6

9. Many teachers are stymied in their
attempts to help students by lack of
support from their community.

1

2

3

4

5

6

10. Some students need to be placed in
slower groups so they are subjected
to unrealistic expectations.

1

2

3

4

5

6

11. Individual differences among teachers account for the wide variations
in student achievement.

1

2

3

4

5

6

12. When a student is having difficulty
with an adjustment, I am usually able
to adjust it to his/her level.

1

2

3

4

5

6

6. If students aren't disciplined at home,

SELF-EFFICACY

SD

MD

DS

AS

1

2

3

14. When a student gets a better grade than
he usually gets, it is usually because
I found better ways of teaching that
1
student.

2

15. When I really try, I can get through to
the most difficult students.

1

47

MA

SA

4

5

6

3

4

5

6

2

3

4

5

6

16. A teacher is very limited in what he/she
can achieve because a student's home
environment is a large influence on his/
1
her achievement.

2

3

4

5

6

17. Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement when
all factors are considered.

1

2

3

4

5

6

18. If students are particularly disruptive
one day, I ask myself what I have been
doing differently.

1

2

3

4

5

6

19. When the grades of my students improve
it is usually because I found more
1
effective teaching methods.

2

3

4

5

6

13. If one of my new students cannot remain on task for a particular assignment,
there is little that I could do to
increase his/her attention until he/she is
ready.

20. If my principal suggested that I change
some of my class curriculum, I would feel
confident I have the necessary skills to
implement the unfamiliar curriculum.

1

2

3

4

5

6

21. If a student masters a new math concept
quickly, this might be because I knew the
1
necessary steps in teaching that concept.

2

3

4

5

6
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SD

MD

DS

22. Parent conferences can help a teacher
judge how much to expect from a student
by giving the teacher an idea of the
parents' values toward education,
discipline, etc.

1

2

23. If parents would do more with their
children, I could do more.

1

24. If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would
know how to increase his/her retention in
the next lesson.

48

AS

MA

SA

3

4

5

6

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

25. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that
I know some techniques to redirect
him quickly.

1

2

3

4

5

6

26. School rules and policies hinder my
doing the job I was hired to do.

1

2

3

4

5

6

27. The influences of a student's home experiences can be overcome by good
teaching.

1

2

3

4

5

6

28. When a child progresses after being
placed in a slower group, it is usually because the teacher has had a
chance to give him/her extra attention.

1

2

3

4

5

6

29. If one of my students couldn't do a
class assignment, I would be able to
accurately assess whether he was at
the correct level of difficulty.

1

2

3

4

5

6

30. Even a teacher with good teaching abil1
ities may not reach many students.

2

3

4

5

6
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H otm a i I® amymcginley@hotmail.com
,q,,c,,:jlfl•l111·\•4fl@G•,:...---i'"-SllslkMf-JWTI•\·l1i--J

lnbox

From:
"Myron Dembo" <dembo@usc.edu> Save Address - Block Sender
Reply-To: <dembo@usc.edu>
To:
"Amy McGinley" <amymcginley@hotmail.com> Save Address
Subject; RE: Permission to use the Teacher Efficacy Scale

Date:

Mon, 9 Oct 2000 09:00:43 -0700

iI:I:Jml

ArnyYou have my permission to use the Teac�er Efficacy Scale in ycur r aao=r -�.
Myron H. De:nbo
Stephen Crocker Professor of Education and
Chair, Division of Learning and Instruction
600 Phillips Hall
University of Southern California
Los Angeles, CA 90089-0031
Phone: Office - 213-740-2364
Fax: Office - 213-740-2367
Phone: Home - 818-343-3957
Fax: Home - 818-343-2119
-----Original Message----From:
P..my McGinley [mail to: 'i!'.','i"'c:::i:-:::.e•.:E:-.-:::r:a i l.cc.m]
Sent:
Monday, Octccer 09, 2000 8:51 AM
C."'"';....cf'.l:.1a:-. ,::. ...;.,
To:
Per�issicn to use the Teacher Efficacy Scale
Subject:
Dr. Dembo,
My name is P..my McGi!'lley and I am a Master's st 1.1der.t: at Lcr:g·,,ocd College in
I am writing tc retjuest your per�issicn t:o use the
Farmville, Virginia.
Gibson & Der:tbo Teacher E=ficacy Scale. My to�ic fer the t�esis is : The
relationship between teac�er participation in graduate level ccurse�ork and
increases in self-efficacy.
Also, I am a grad�c�e ass�s�a�� f�= c� e SCut�side V�=;���a ��e�ial E=�ca��c�
Pa=t:nership Projec:. Jackie Jcnes, t�e Grant Cirectcr, would also like tc
use your scale in studies s�e is cond�c:ing related to t:he grant.
I am doing my thesis in con�unction wi:j t�e P = r--aP a �•� �reject and wcu:�
a��reciate your per=ission to use tje sca:e.

=···

J ••• - - -· ·

Thank �OU �o= ycu= a a �•a-a��a,
F-""--ny McSinley

Get Your Private,

·- --- .
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Table 1: Demographic information of the general education and provisionally licensed
special education teachers.

Group

N

%

Peer Coaching
Participants

General
Education
Teachers

10

47.6

8

Provisional
Special Ed.
Teachers

11

52.3

6
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Table 2: Frequency table of years experience for general education and provisional
special education teachers.

1

2-4

5-9

10-15

15+

GENED

1

5

1

0

3

PSET

2

5

1

1

2
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Table 3: T-test that compares the gains of provisional special education teachers
and general education teachers who participated in peer coaching to those
who did not participate in peer coaching.

Groups

N

!

Sig. (2-ta1led)

Gains/
Teaching
Efficacy

Peer coaching
14
No peer coaching 9

-.587
-.607

.563
.551

Gains/
Personal
Efficacy

Peer coaching
14
No peer coaching 9

-.427
-.501

.674
.622

SELF-EFFICACY

55

Table 4: Group statistics comparing mean gain scores of provisional special education
teachers and general education teachers in the domains of teaching efficacy
and personal efficacy.

Std. Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

Group

N

Mean

Teaching
Efficacy

GENED
PSET

10
11

.3240
.1991

.5719
.6537

.1808
.1971

Personal
Efficacy

GENED
PSET

10
11

.2970
.4736

.8056
.5855

.2547
.1765
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Table 5: T-tests comparing the gains of provisional special education teachers and
general education teachers in the domains of teaching efficacy and personal
efficacy.

Group

!

Sig. (2-tailed)

Teaching
Efficacy

GENED
PSET

.464
.467

.648
.646

Personal
Efficacy

GENED
PSET

-.579
-.570

.570
.576
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Table 6: T-test of gains from pre to posttest in teaching efficacy.

Pretest
Posttest

N

Mean

23
23

3.3052
3.5565

Sig. (2-tailed)
37.037
42.354

.0000
.0000
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Table 7: T-test of gains from pre to posttest in personal efficacy.

N

Mean

1

Pretest

23

3.9978

32.907

.0000

Posttest

23

4.4057

34.489

.0000

Sig. (2-tailed)
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Table 8: Groups statistics comparing mean gain scores in the domains of teaching
efficacy and personal efficacy of those teachers participating in the peer
coaching component and those not participating in peer-coaching
coaching.

Group

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Mean

Peer coaching 14
Gains/
Teaching No peer coaching 9
Efficacy

.1936
.3411

.6199
.5330

.1657
.1777

Peer coaching 14
No peer coaching 9

.3600
.4822

.8099
.3363

.2165
.1121

Gains/
Personal
Efficacy
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