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Abstract 

Educators have endured the difficulties of teaching during a pandemic for over eighteen months. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has been described as the greatest challenge for our global society 

since World War II (Saha and Dutta, 2020). The nuances of teaching during this experience have 

influenced educators to reflect on their skill set and examine their continued effectiveness in the 

areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management. In addition, 

teachers and counselors have addressed their own mental health issues and the social emotional 

issues of their students and families. The purpose of this study was to determine the levels of 

teacher self-efficacy and differences between the subgroups of veteran and novice, rural and 

urban, and male and female. This quantitative descriptive study examined the self-efficacy of 

teachers during the pandemic as measured by the Teachers Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The study provided a point-in time for the lasting 

impact of this historical event on the self-efficacy of teachers. 

 The results of this study indicated an overall mid-range level of self-efficacy for teachers 

as well as differences between select sub-groups when comparing efficacy in the areas of student 

engagement, classroom management and instructional strategies.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

As a student who grew up attending public schools, the researcher recalls events that led 

to changes in the way my education was delivered. When the researcher was a second grader the 

community rebounded from the murder of a citizen which was linked to the BTK killer. The 

researcher can clearly remember the locking of the school doors and additional police presence 

as they walked to and from school. Additionally, there is a recollection of a latchkey program 

housed at the school so that students were not walking home to empty houses after school. The 

researcher recalls times when students sheltered in place due to severe weather and sadly 

remembers the impact of the tornado of 1991 that destroyed many parts of the city during her 

junior year of high school. Since the school was located in a heavily damaged part of town, 

students did not attend school for ten days as they repaired parts of the school and cleaned debris 

that threatened the safety of residents trying to travel to and from school and work. These events, 

while monumental to the researcher, do not come close to the impact and effect of the Covid-19 

pandemic that has gripped the nation for over two years.  

 Background to the Study 

 In March of 2020 governors and school leaders announced the closing of schools to help 

mitigate the spread of the virus and keep students and staff safe. While the physical buildings 

were closed there was an expectation that learning for students would continue until May of 

2020 which would signify the end of the school year. Teachers were asked to design and deliver 

“continuous learning” that would ultimately challenge their skillsets. Neither the state board of 

education nor the local school boards possessed a roadmap for how to deliver this type of 

instruction. A team of educators joined state education commissioners to develop a framework 

that provided parameters, but lacked specific details for how this continuous learning was to be 
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developed and delivered with fidelity. The beginning of the 2020-2021 school year allowed for 

the return to limited in-person instruction with synchronous instruction being delivered 

simultaneously and other districts delivering instruction completely remote. The planning, lesson 

delivery and assessment of student progress proved to be difficult. This was a turning point for 

educators and the education system as a whole (Adnan & Anwar, 2020). 

 Theoretical Framework 

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1998) with a focus on self-efficacy is the theoretical 

framework for this research study. Self-efficacy is closely aligned with the research questions 

posed in this study (Bandura, 1998). The self-efficacy component of Social Cognitive Theory is 

described by the triadic relationship between a person’s behavior, the characteristics of the 

person and the environment in which the behavior occurs are constantly interacting (Lenz, 2002) 

and is related to the motivation and self-determination experienced by teachers.   

Self-efficacy is grounded in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1977). Bandura 

(1997) first defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the 

courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). The focus of this research was to 

identify and address the levels and differences currently being experienced in teacher self-

efficacy. Teacher self-efficacy is defined as “teacher’s belief or conviction that they can 

influence how well students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Guskey & 

Passaro, 1994, p. 4). According to Bandura’s Theory, the teacher beliefs are viewed as proximate 

predictors of behavior, and are both influencing and influenced by environmental and behavioral 

factors (Barni et al., 2019; Bandura, 1977). Teacher beliefs have an effect on student outcomes 

because teachers with higher self-efficacy demonstrate more effective critical thinking lesson 

plans, (Djigic et al. 2014). Higher self-efficacy teachers experience fewer discipline issues 
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because their classroom management techniques are implemented with respect and fidelity, and 

class curriculum activities are meaningful with integration of student engagement because they 

demonstrate respect for student abilities and capabilities appropriate techniques (Alibakhshi et 

al., 2020; Barni et al., 2019). 

 Statement of The Problem 

Schools and classrooms across the country are staffed with teachers with varying degrees 

of experience which allow them to design and deliver lessons for students based on standards, 

objectives and data (Barnesa et al, 2020). Lesson delivery relies on a strong feeling of self-

efficacy for teachers which provide a foundation and support through times when they feel less 

than capable, are working with less resources or when they are working with students who bring 

needs that do not fit the experience or skill set of the teacher (Nguyen, 2020). The 

aforementioned feelings are part of the expected journey of a teacher and the mentoring 

programs initiated in many of today’s school districts designed to support teachers needing 

coaching or staff development (Will, 2020). The response to the pandemic concerning education 

has influenced feelings and experiences with limited empirical research regarding perceived 

needed staff development or mentoring. To determine the response to the after effects on teacher 

self-efficacy and propose a path forward, it is necessary to first understand what the perceived 

teacher experience and possible impact of these experiences (Orhan & Beyhan, 2020).  

Collins, et al. (2021) asserted that the trauma of the education system caused a ripple 

effect across all facets of education causing particular angst as the disruption to the traditional 

schooling structure had a direct impact on the working lives of parents and caregivers. When this 

is coupled with teachers who feel inept in their ability to teach students during a pandemic there 

is an effect on students, teachers and families which continues to complicate our ability to reach 
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students (Collins, et al., 2021). Roff (2021) concluded based on a study of professional 

development, most K-5 districts in the New York City area reported they felt ill-equipped to 

teach digitally and had not received a comfortable amount of staff development in this area as 

historically elementary students were not educated in a distance learning/technology-based 

structure. A common theme emerged identifying a change in beliefs, values and practices about 

students, curriculum and teaching approaches. As teachers began to implement digital learning 

activities and curriculum a vast disparity emerged which highlighted the differences in internet 

access for families (Orhan & Beyan, 2020).. Without this resource families struggled to stay 

connected and complete work which in turn raised the level of frustration for teachers when face-

to-face teaching was not possible. In addition, Bellwether Education Partners (2021) found that 

between March and October of 2020 approximately three million students disappeared from 

school contact. The Bellwether data indicated that according to school records, the missing 

students appear to be from marginalized groups (2021). Educators have indicated that families 

are no longer living at their previous residence and/or struggle with poor web access which has 

resulted in these thousands of students effectively “disappearing” from the radar of teachers 

(Bellwether, 2021).  

The summary of the research in this area indicated a need to determine where teachers 

felt successful during this time of continuous learning (Orhan & Beyan, 2020). Allowing 

educators to reflect on their shared experiences and how their self-efficacy was affected 

increased self-efficacy (Wu, 2020).  
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 Purpose of the Study 

 More than 1.48 billion students and more parents and guardians were directly affected by 

the change in education formats at the height of the COVID-19 outbreak in April 2020 (Heider, 

2021). Basilaia & Kvavadze (2020) reported online learning practices ultimately led to lower 

self-efficacy, less belief in skill set and pedagogy in addition to perceived isolation and burnout 

amongst educators. Heider (2021) continued to report that the absence of in-person professional 

development led to feelings of isolation and further doubt in the skills necessary to teach children 

who were no longer in-person each and every day. The purpose of this study was to determine 

the levels of teacher self-efficacy and differences between veteran and novice, rural and urban, 

and male and female. The ultimate goal was to provide data that informs district and state level 

professional development to meet the needs of teachers as we grapple with the changes occurring 

in education.   

Research Questions 

 The study will aim to answer the following research questions: 

1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the current 

level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management? 

-Do veteran or novice teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

-Do teachers in urban or rural setting report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the 

three areas? 

-Do female or male teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 
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 Significance of Study 

 Brookhart and Nitko (2014) reported the importance of instructional decision-making 

process is based on content, outcomes and assessment data while connecting the importance of 

allowing teachers to have control in the decision making. The COVID-19 pandemic and the 

closure of brick-and-mortar schooling shifted this decision-making process into the hands of 

policy makers at the state and local school board levels effectively taking away the ability for 

teachers to exercise expertise in these matters (Basilaia & Kvavadze, 2020). Szabo (2020) 

recognized that even the smallest change in classroom lesson delivery needed to be met with 

understanding and the ability to process this change as an educator on both a personal and 

professional level. The data collected in this study reflect the changes encountered by teachers 

and the implications these changes had on lesson planning, delivery and teacher self-efficacy.   

 

 Definition of Terms 

 

Self-Efficacy- Bandura (1997) first defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). The 

focus of this research is to identify and address the levels and differences currently being 

experienced in teacher self-efficacy.  

Teacher Self-Efficacy: Teacher self-efficacy is defined as “teacher’s belief or conviction that 

they can influence how well students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated” 

(Guskey & Passaro, 1994, p. 4).   

Student engagement: Student engagement is a construct, a complex set of behaviors and 

experiences that address the comprehensive goals and influences of teaching and student 

outcomes. An emphasis is placed on the formal and informal learning opportunities that exist in 
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classrooms and in co-curricular events (Bowen, 1977). The definition of student engagement is 

developed from the original Astin’s (1999) theory of involvement. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and 

Paris (2004) synthesized engagement into of the three domains of behavioral, emotional, 

cognitive.  

Teaching Experience: The number of years a teacher has been employed as a licensed PK-12 

classroom teacher. 

Classroom management: Behaviors, structures, and practices established in the classroom for 

the purpose of engaging students and creating a physically and emotionally safe climate and 

culture. The goal of this environment is to encourage and elicit positive student engagement, 

active learning, and intrinsic motivation founded in self-determination theory. Recommended 

strategies include a focus on cultivating and nurturing relationships with students, addressing 

individual/personalized learning needs, contextual meaningful learning, and positive 

reinforcement to strengthen desired behaviors (Reupert & Woodcock, 2010).   

Instructional strategies: Constructs including processes in the teaching and learning processes 

designed to enhance cognitive, behavioral, and social-emotional development. The definition is 

comprehensive addressing individual student needs and personalized learning strategies that 

include assessments, development of critical thinking activities and questions, innovative 

teaching and learning activities, measuring student comprehension, evaluation and appropriate 

revision based on student data (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 
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Chapter 2 - Review of the Literature  

Chapter 2 is a review of the theoretical framework and literature related to Self-Efficacy during 

the time of COVID-19andemic, specifically, research to be reviewed included data related to 

teacher self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom 

management.   

 Global Impacts 

 The World Health Organization recognized the Covid-19 virus as a unique global 

challenge due to its contagiousness and lethality (Sibley et al., 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic 

led to global stress, anxiety, and loss including 3.3 million deaths as of May 11, 2021 (Johns 

Hopkins, 2021). Due to the death and loss being experienced around the world, Viner et al., 

(2020) reported by March 18, 107 countries had closed school buildings with an expediated 

movement to transition to remote education environments. One and half billion students under 

the age of 20 were unable to attend an on-campus school March-June, 2020 and again in 2021 

(Viner et al., 2022). It is reported that the pandemic reached almost every part of the world 

leaving very few unaffected (Sibley et al., 2020). Research listed worldwide school closures as a 

first layer of response to reduce social contact and hopefully mitigate the spread of illness (Bau, 

2020; Walsh et al., 2021). Yucesory-Ozkan et al. (2020) reported that one hundred forty-three 

countries closed schools on a country-wide level while other countries allowed the decision to be 

made at the local levels. To mitigate the negative consequences of the school closures, school 

leaders began to strategize on best practice to transition and provide continuous learning during 

the pandemic.  

The transition to remote and digital learning implemented on virtual or hybrid models began with 

limited planning or teaching preparation that resulted in mixed outcomes in teaching and 
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learning (Liu, 2021). Lucido (2021) reported other outcomes included increased mental and 

physical health challenges exacerbated by sudden changes and fear of the unknown. The 

emotional responses and adherence to school closures and social distancing created an additional 

layer of difficulty for teachers. Teachers were tasked with the challenge of teaching in a new 

environment while questioning their perceived ability to provide the quality of instruction 

necessary to meet previously expected outcomes (Lucido, 2021; McKibbin & Fernando, 2020). 

Nasri et al. (2020) found that teachers perceptions regarding the expanded use of technology in 

teaching and assessment affected the feeling of work satisfaction and confidence as the pandemic 

continued. Quezada et al. (2020) reported that teachers, as a collective unit, felt ill prepared to 

make rapid adjustments in their delivery modality as this had not been an integral part of teacher 

preparation programs prior to the pandemic. It was suggested that the general experience of the 

pandemic resulted in effects on the mental and physical health of people (Sibley et al., 2020). 

These effects were personalized, varied and dependent upon which parts of the world a person 

resides in combination with the extent to which they experienced the lockdown (Sibley et al., 

2020).  

 Effects On Education  

 Instability and trauma related to the COVID-19 pandemic has impacted the health of 

adolescents (Harris and Tarchak, 2020). Wright and Wachs (2021) reported that teachers provide 

imperative social support in the lives of students resulting in the avoidance of negative health 

outcomes for student. Experiences beginning in infancy affect individuals social, emotional, and 

behavioral development (Dawson et al., 2020; Malik & Marwaha, 2018; Steele et al., 1999). This 

support is perceived as critical for a child’s development. Supporting the social emotional, 

academic, and career development of students is a role of all educators. Developing strong 
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relationships and connections with all students creates a protective factor for students that may 

mitigate later mental health concerns (Yoshikawa et al., 2013; Bierman et al., 2018). Students 

need to know and feel that they are cared for and respected as human beings and that schools 

provide a social network of professionals the dedicated to their welfare (Davidson & Demaray, 

2007; Holt & Espelage, 2007). The Holt and Espelage (2007) research was conducted prior to 

the COVID-19  pandemic, but aimed to highlight the importance of building relationships with 

students. Social support is an unspoken and expected part of the position of classroom teacher 

(Reblin & Demaray, 2007; Holt & Espelage, 2007). Yuksek-Usta & Gokcan (2020) reported 

regular contact, described as daily check-ins with students via zoom or phone, and adherence to a 

schedule provided support for learning that buffered the effects of self-isolation during the 

pandemic. This social support was above and beyond the “normal” support provided by teachers 

in non-pandemic times (Bryant et al., 2020). This research further identified the important role 

teachers played in keeping students motivated and learning in a time of public health crisis 

(Yuksek-Usta & Gokcan, 2020).  

 Bau’s (2020) indicated the pandemic and the subsequent closure of schools reflected in a 

subsequent decrease in the self-efficacy of teachers. Based on the results of the Bau study, a 

majority (80% of 5,661 teachers) reported the lack of distance learning experience and 

knowledge base (Bau, 2020).  Ohran & Beyhan (2020) reported another roadblock faced by 

teachers was a perceived significant lack of knowledge and confidence with technology 

necessary to make distance and online learning successful. When this was coupled with personal 

coping of the COVID-19 pandemic for teachers, the ability to feel success in supporting students 

while balancing their own social and psychological needs was greatly diminished (Bau, 2020).  
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 The physical spaces in schools were also affected by the pandemic. When students 

returned to the school setting, mitigation measures that included seating arrangements, social 

distancing, classroom cohort groupings, masking and changes in common areas such as 

cafeterias and gyms were present in the school environment which made the return to the 

physical school environment difficult for students (MoH, 2020). Hoy & Woolfolk (1993) 

connected the aforementioned areas to the three areas of self-efficacy including student 

engagement, classroom management and instructional strategies which can be measured using 

The Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES). 

 Dos Santos (2021) cited Pre-k through 12 schools were not the only victims in the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Research also cited declining enrollment numbers in university teacher 

preparation programs. Barnesa (2020) reported 19 percent of undergraduate-level and 11 percent 

of graduate level teacher preparation programs saw a decline in enrollment during the 2020 

school year. Data collected from university faculty and staff members regarding the decline in 

teacher recruitment and retention noted the concern surrounding the risk in-person teaching 

entails (Barnesa et al., 2020). The additional responsibilities required under mitigation plans, 

including sanitizing instruments and teaching tools, modeling and enforcing proper mask 

wearing, sanitizing water bottles and keeping students socially distanced, added extra stress and 

concern for teachers (Dos Santos, 2021). The use of video technology to deliver instruction 

hindered the physical development of relationships with students and requires a different set of 

attention retention strategies necessary to keep students engaged when they were in-person 

which caused additional concern for students in teacher preparation programs (Dos Santos, 

2020). Collins et al. revealed attrition and burnout as reasons for the reduction of numbers in the 

workforce (2021). COVID-19 increased these numbers even causing 8 percent teachers to leave 
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before the end of their contract terms (Dos Santos, 2020). The COVID-19 Relief Bill provided 

129 billion in funding for K-12 schools which was to be used to increase staff to reduce class 

sizes for compliance with the COVID-19 safety protocols and mitigation strategies (Abiky, 

2021). Additional funding did not necessarily translate into the hiring of a large number of staff 

and it did little to slow the number of retirements and vacancies created by teachers who felt 

apprehension while teaching under the current condition (Dos Santos, 2020).  

Zhengping (2020) described the experience and emotion of one educator transitioning to 

online teaching. Abiky (2021) emphasized the importance of educators using personalized 

learning as a way to help students when the switch to online instruction required a more 

independent, self-paced type of environment. The change in instruction created by the pandemic 

was an opportunity to implement new methods that might be beneficial to learners once they are 

back to full, in-person and traditional schooling (Adnan & Anwar, 2020). Teachers with high 

self-efficacy were more willing to implement innovative instructional strategies and are more 

supportive of change than teachers with low self-efficacy (Donohoo, 2017; Hoogsteen, 2020; 

Rubie-Davies et al., 2012). In addition, teachers in schools with high collective teacher efficacy 

hold students to higher expectations and standards (Bandura, 1997; Donohoo, 2017; Hoogsteen, 

2020). Will (2020) reported the work of remote learning is difficult, at best, and requires more 

time, effort and energy on the behalf of teachers. The ability to provide instant feedback to 

students and the ability to be present became more difficult when teaching remotely using a 

technological platform for instructional delivery (Will, 2020).  

 Education Week Research Center (2020) reported teachers themselves assigning, 

collecting work and using digital tools they had not previously implemented to teach their 

students before brick-and-mortar schools were closed. It was noted that the broadband 
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infrastructure left many rural and families living below the poverty line without the necessary 

internet access that would allow for reliable and ongoing instruction and connection with 

teachers and other educators (Anderson et al., 2020). The gap in internet access and sufficient 

devices particularly for English Language Learners and students identified with disabilities 

perhaps to be at a greater disadvantage during this time (Orhan & Beyhan, 2020). While the 

approaches varied greatly, children were essentially attending school from whatever remote 

location was accessible while parents and caregivers struggled to find responsible daycare while 

meet employment responsibilities (Baloran, 2020).  

 National Impacts 

 Families felt the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic both social-emotionally and 

financially (Sibley et al., 2020). The trauma influenced by isolation and the lack of access to 

face-to-face social emotional support and mental health services impacted the processing of 

trauma for students and their families (Trougakos, et al., 2020). Chavez & Sperry (2020) 

reported students returned to classrooms and were still carrying unpacked trauma and continued 

to present with additional trauma based on their experiences. The lack of school structure and 

pandemic related trauma including but not limited to the death and loss experiences of students 

intensified the responsibilities felt by teachers including the pressure to meet the academic and 

social emotional needs of students. The United States Department of Labor (2020) connected the 

monthly unemployment claims to the increase in abuse and neglect of children. When brick and 

mortar schools were closed, children were forced to complete schooling requirements in their 

home environments. Often, they potentially found themselves with caregivers who were coping 

with their own mental health struggles which potentially could have affected students mentally 

and physically (Damian et al., 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic caused an impact on health, 
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anxiety, and work resulting in feelings of hopelessness and loss of control permeating all areas of 

life (Sibley, et al., 2020). Teachers during the pandemic demonstrated tenets Self-Determination 

Theory (2000) by being committed to goal progress and attainment. The internal motivation that 

directed teachers to seek personal and professional success during the pandemic, also has been 

cited as the impetus of stress, anxiety, and depression, in part, due to a feeling of powerlessness, 

incompetence, and a lack of success (Trougakos, et al, 2020). With the uncertainty caused by the 

pandemic work goals became unclear and often high frustration was present in their quest to 

meet the goal (Yuksek-Usta & Gokcan, 2020). When applied to classroom teachers, the closing 

of schools and the transition to online instruction delivery was unexplored territory for many 

educators which added stress to their already difficult task (Yuksek-Usta & Gokcan, 2020). The 

aforementioned study highlighted the importance of recognizing the need for fulfillment for 

employees while understanding the impact this has on health and anxiety. Researchers 

recommended anxiety mitigating measures including straining in emotional coping, resilience 

and stress management as ways to combat the effects of the pandemic (Orhan & Beyhan, 2020). 

Trougakos, et al. described the pandemic as having detrimental implications on the teaching 

environment (2020). COVID-19 impacted the global workforce, however no workforce more 

forcefully than education. The targets were described by Trougakos, et al. as constantly changing 

are without the safety, routines, and structures traditionally provided by the school setting. It is 

these structures that create safety and predictability and create a culture and environment in 

which students thrive (Trougakos, et al., 2020).  The closures to school interrupted these routines 

and students became socially isolated which hinders social-emotional development and impedes 

academic growth (Yuksek-Usta & Gokcan, 2020).  



15 

 Commissioners, school board members, legislators and school staff members shared their 

thoughts on plans proposed for reopening in-person school facilities post-pandemic. These 

thoughts addressed the continued issues of equity as it related to the education of students with 

disabilities and those learning English as a second language (Basilaia & Kvavadze, 2020). The 

U.S. Department of Education advised on March 17, 2020 the online learning opportunities that 

must be accessible to all students or to provide an equally effective alternative for those who 

could not access remote learning. These equitable opportunities included the delivering of paper 

lessons to students by adding Wi-Fi connectivity on school buses that became roving hot spots in 

neighborhoods allowing students the ability to access the network, translating online materials 

into multiple languages and provided audio-recorded instruction and lesson to those who would 

benefit (Basilaia & Kvavadze, 2020). While these practices were being implemented, researchers 

were concerned for the growing amount of screen time children were engaged in and the effect 

this had on language development and attention span (Butler-Henderson, et al., 2020). Concerns 

grew on how the video technology platforms allowed for privacy issues and opportunities for the 

public to infiltrate these platforms while teachers were in the midst of instruction (Basilaia & 

Kvavadze, 2020). 

 Theoretical Framework 

 Social Cognitive Theory (1998) is the theoretical framework for this research study and is 

illustrated in the triangle of triadic reciprocal causation. Self-efficacy is a major tenet of the 

theory and is closely aligned with the research questions posed in this study (Bandura, 1998). 

The self-efficacy component of Social Cognitive Theory explained the triadic relationship 

between a person’s behavior, the characteristics of the person and the environment the behavior 

occur are constantly interacting (Lenz, 2002). Bandura proposed that if one component of this 



16 

triangle changed, the results affect the other two points of the triangle. The model demonstrated 

self-efficacy as the judgement of an individual’s capabilities to organize and execute behaviors 

required to attain expected levels of performances. (Bandura, 1998). Self-efficacy is cultivated 

on success or achievement (Bandura, 1986). These definitions are especially relevant to teacher 

outcomes and perceived performance levels experienced during the pandemic. 

Self-efficacy is not a general personality trait, rather a model of human agency and 

relates to specific skills or situations (Donohoo, 2017). Donohoo and Katz (2017) emphasized 

the influence of teacher self-efficacy by titling an article, “When teachers believe, students 

achieve” (p.20). The underlying basic premise of self-efficacy theory is that “the personal 

mastery (efficacy expectations or self-efficacy) and success (outcome expectations) determine 

whether an individual will engage in a particular behavior” (p. 10). A person’s motivation is 

increased when engaged in behaviors that are believed to produce desired and positive outcomes 

(Lenz, 2002) This feeling of confidence in behavior, “self-efficacy” predicts performance (Lenz, 

2002). Incentives and guides for future actions are influenced by a person’s goals and aspirations 

which are a direct reflection of value systems. The personal views of potential obstacles and 

opportunities for success ultimately create self-efficacy and this will impact the trajectory their 

lives, personally and professionally (Bandura, 2002).  

Bandura (1998) identified four sources for self-efficacy including mastery experiences, 

vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and psychological information. Mastery experiences are 

reported to be the most powerful source of self-efficacy with vicarious experiences reported as a 

secondary source for the development of self-efficacy (Adams and Forsyth, 2006; Bandura, 

1997; Donohoo, 2017; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004). When a person experiences 

success, self-efficacy is increased. Failure may decrease self-efficacy when occurring early in the 
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learning process. Once a person has become proficient in the skill area, a failure will not have as 

large of an impact on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1998). If a person is confident in ability, failure is 

seen as situational. However, if a person has low self-efficacy failure may be seen as an affront 

to personal skill capabilities (Bandura, 1997). While vicarious experiences, which are the result 

of observing others, are a source of self-efficacy, they are a weaker source than direct 

experiences. When engaging in the observation of others, people can reflect on example set by 

the person and determine the degree of difficulty of the task being observed (Bandura, 1997). 

These observations allow for a comparison to measure a person’s own capability and serve as a 

benchmark for estimating their own success (Bandura, 1977). The expectation for future 

outcomes come from the expectations constructed by people who observe their own, as well as 

others conditional responses and relations to the events occuring around them. These 

observations often set the tone for vicarious experiences (Bandura, 2001). Social persuasion, 

including discussions and feedback from other educators, has been reported to be a powerful tool 

for increased self-efficacy (Beauchamp et al., 2014). Verbal persuasion is another source for self-

efficacy. Verbal persuasion alone has limited power (Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2004; 

Hoogsteen, 2020). However, when paired with mastery experiences or verbal persuasion and 

presented by an individual with a strong identity connection, robust credibility or gravitas has 

potential to impact educator self-efficacy. Instructions, and feedba given by colleagues provide 

support and encouragement that will serve to influence individuals they can succeed (Goddard et 

al., 2004; Hoogsteen, 2020). According to Bandura (1997) the fourth source of self-efficacy is 

physiological and affective states. These states provide information about affective arousal in 

select situations. Tension, anxiety and depression can trigger feelings of inadequacy and fatigue 

and pain can lend itself to causing a person to feel low in the area of self-efficacy. Success is 
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anticipated in situations that are low stress when they are feeling physically capable and able 

(Lenz, 2020). The more efficacious the view of one’s capabilities are, the stronger the impact on 

our choices, our effort, level of perseverance, and the stress and depression felt when addressing 

situations that make one feel vulnerable (Bandura & Abrams, 1986). 

Gage & MacSuga-Gage (2017) referred to effective teaching to include delivering 

instruction while maintaining a managed classroom and ensuring student engagement in the 

curriculum with few distractions. Teachers indicated classroom management as one of the most 

challenging aspects of their work (Reinke et al., 2011) which further compounds feelings of low 

self-efficacy in the area of classroom management (Freeman et al., 2014). Choa et al. 2017 found 

that the self-efficacy of teachers can be task and/or content specific and can vary according to the 

types of tasks the teacher is asked to complete, students in the classroom, and the given 

circumstances depending on the day. Teachers with high self-efficacy create classrooms that 

offer high-quality, differentiated lesson planning, varied lesson delivery and classroom 

management that allows for safety and high levels of student engagement (Barni et al., 2019; 

Caprara et al., 2006; Djigic et al., 2014; Woolfolk et. al., 1990). Teachers who reported high 

levels of self-efficacy also reported more meaningful relationships with students and interactions 

in ways that meet both the academic and behavioral needs of students (Poulou, 2017).  

Instructional strategies, as measured by the teacher self-efficacy instrument, are 

positively influenced when the teacher is given the opportunity to apply these skills in an 

authentic setting (Tschannen-Moran and McMaster, 2009; Bruce et al., 2010). Tschannen-Moran 

and Woolfolk-Hoy (2007) found that veteran teachers reported higher self-efficacy with 

instructional strategies which were boosted by prior successful experiences and verbal 

persuasion provided by trusted colleagues and administrators. Qualitative data gathered through 
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interviews suggested that student’s poor performance on academic tasks lowered the feelings of 

teacher self-efficacy as teachers began to question the quality of their instructional delivery 

(Gale, et al., 2021).  

Klassen and Chiu (2011) reported higher self-efficacy in teachers in the area of classroom 

management specifically for practicing teachers reflective of extended time in the classroom 

when compared with preservice teachers. Gale et al. (2021) reported beginning teachers showed 

a lower level of self-efficacy in classroom management which was further explained in 

qualitative interviews revealed that the lack of successful experiences contributed to this data. 

Woolfolk et al. (2005) found that teacher self-efficacy in the area of classroom management 

grows as teachers gain more experience with managing their own classroom. Higher workload 

stress was associated with lower feelings of self-efficacy in the area of classroom management 

and was most often reported by teachers with more years of teaching experience (Klassen and 

Chiu, 2010).  

In the area of student engagement, Gale, et al. (2021) found that 67% of teachers describe 

increases in self-efficacy when they experienced successful lessons in which students are 

engaged. Conversely, negative experiences lessen the feelings of self-efficacy in student 

engagement particularly after a classroom observation during which a peer or administrator 

observes lower student involvement in the lesson (Gale, et al., 2021). The relationships and 

interactions between teachers and students are key to the effective teaching and learning in 

classrooms (Bishop & Berryman, 2009).  

Perera et. al. (2019) found that teachers who feel competent in the area of classroom 

management fostered a desire to remain in the profession. Teachers who felt confident in the area 

of student engagement and classroom management reported being more effective at coping with 
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demands in the context of school reforms (Schwab, 2019). When teachers have a higher level of 

self-efficacy, they are more prepared to address students with behavioral challenges (Wu et al., 

2019). 

 Miller et, al. found that teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy project confidence in 

their abilities through their interactions with students in their classrooms (2017). Milner (2002) 

teachers with grit and persistence reported higher levels of self-efficacy and this translated into 

higher student engagement which ultimately impacted the growth of the teacher. 

  Neto et. al. found that higher self-efficacy in teachers translated into a higher level of 

willingness to experiment with instructional strategies in an effort to raise student engagement 

(2018). Research aimed at studying teachers who engage students in all modalities of learning, 

including online, found that higher teacher self-efficacy translated into online learning activities 

that require critical thinking, are challenging, and engaging (Hampton et al., 2020).   

Caprara et. al. (2011) assert that when teachers are provided adequate instruction (staff 

development) their negative feelings of self-efficacy lower. Additionally, Schunk and Meece 

(2006) suggest that observing other colleagues who bear similarities to their own teaching style 

will positively impact the feelings of self-efficacy. A relationship exists between the teaching 

experience and the willingness to adopt new and innovative teaching, engagement and classroom 

management strategies (Poulou et al., 2018). Suprayogi et al. (2017) found that teachers with five 

or less years of experience seem more eager to adopt new practices while teachers with twenty or 

more years of experience are more likely to resist change and are often highly critical of new 

practices thus leading to effects in teacher self-efficacy.  

Viewing through the lens of self-efficacy theory allowed for the framing of the study 

moving forward. The literature review revealed a universal path traveled by educators 
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throughout the entirety of the Covid-19 pandemic. While the literature indicated challenges in 

providing instruction both remotely and in-person, the concerns for the health of educators, the 

difficulties in keeping a connection with students and the impact on the number of applicants for 

teacher preparation programs, questions abound regarding the connection between self-efficacy 

of teachers and the impact of their experiences based on the last 18 months of teaching. This 

study examined the self-efficacy differences between veteran and novice teachers, urban and 

rural and female and male. The questions on the self-efficacy survey completed by participants 

allowed for the evaluation of various activities required in their daily work during the past 18 

months. The survey examined efficacy in decision making, influencing school resources, 

instruction, discipline, enlisting parent and community involvement, as well as creating a 

positive school climate.  The goal of this study was to explore the effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic on the self-efficacy of teachers. Nguyen (2020) reported teacher attrition in Kansas has 

declined identifying issues such as salary and working conditions. The results of Nguyen’s study 

lent themselves to the continued research determining the current level of self-efficacy amongst 

teachers in the midst of a global pandemic.  
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Chapter 3 - Methodology 

This chapter provides the methodology conducted in this study. This quantitative study 

employed the use of survey data to report the current feeling of teacher self-efficacy as the 

country continues to navigate the COVID-19 pandemic. The use of descriptive data allowed for 

the reporting of various subgroups and three distinct areas of teacher self-efficacy. The Teacher 

Sense of Self Efficacy Scale allowed for streamlined data collection in Qualtrics. The Scale 

measured the feelings and views of teachers based on their experiences and allowed for a 

comparison between various district sizes, years of experience and geographical locations in the 

state. The following research question were addressed in this study. 

1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the current 

level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management amongst teachers? 

-Do veteran or novice teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

-Do teachers in urban or rural setting report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the 

three areas? 

-Do female or male teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

 Participants  

The sampling used for the study was non-probability/non-random sampling, specifically 

convenience sampling. This type of sampling involved collecting data from locations that the 

researcher deemed convenient. Etikan et al. (2016) explained this type of sampling provides easy 
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access to willing participants that are known to the researcher and allows for participants who are 

readily available.  

 Participants in this study were teachers from school districts in a midwestern state. The 

districts included schools from different geographical regions. Each geographical region 

included teachers who were novice teachers (those having 3 or less years of experience) and 

veteran teachers (those with 20+ years of experience). The qualifiers for categorizing teachers 

mirrored those on the Department of Education website. The teachers in these districts planned 

and delivered lessons for students in their classrooms. Inexperienced teachers are defined as 

having less than three total years of experience. Fully licensed teachers hold a valid teaching 

certificate/license. The definitions for “suburban/rural” and “urban” for this study were based on 

the qualifiers used by the state department of education in the state of this research study to 

determine the setting of each school district.  

 Inclusion Criteria 

 Teachers in participating districts were sent an email explaining the study and inviting 

participation. Integral to encouraging participation was the explanation of the long-term vision 

based on the results of this research study. Demonstrating the long-term effects and needs as a 

result of teaching during a pandemic allowed for conversation around changes to post-pandemic 

professional development while consideration was also given to the adjustments necessary to our 

teacher preparation programs. Teachers who believe their voices have an impact on issues 

affecting them every day will see the importance of their views. Participation in this study was 

encouraged but remained voluntary.  
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 Research Questions  

1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the current 

level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management amongst teachers? 

-Do veteran or novice teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

-Do teachers in urban or rural setting report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the 

three areas? 

-Do female or male teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

 Hypothesis  

 1. The self-efficacy of teachers, as reported using the Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy  

Scale will reveal scores on the lower end of the scale when computing the mean scores of 

unweighted items for student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom 

management.  

2. There is a significant difference between veteran and novice teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidenced by 

the results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale. 

3. There is a significant difference between urban and rural teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidenced by 

the results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale.  
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4. There is a significant difference between male and female teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidenced by 

results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale.  

 Null Hypothesis 

 1. The self-efficacy of teachers, as reported using the Teachers Sense of Self-Efficacy  

Scale (TSES) reveal scores at the higher end of the scale when computing the mean 

scores of unweighted items of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom 

management.  

2. There is no significant difference between veteran and novice teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidences by 

the results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale. 

3. There is no significant difference between urban and rural teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidenced by 

the results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale.  

4. There is no significant difference between male and female teachers in the areas of 

student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management as evidenced by 

results on The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale.  

 Instrument 

 To research the impact on self-efficacy, the researcher used The Teacher Efficacy Scale- 

short form (Hoy & Woolfolk,1990). The scale presented twelve items with a self-reported score 

on a scale including 1 (no control),  3 (very little control), 5 (some influence), 7 (quite a bit of 

influence), or 9 (a great deal of influence). The scale included items on their feelings of self-

efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management.  
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 This scale was field tested in three different studies. Through the field testing, the number 

of items were reduced and two forms of the scale were developed offering a long form featuring 

22 items as well as a short form with 12 items. The first field test included 224 participants 

which included 146 pre-service teachers taking classes at The Ohio State University and 78 

inservice teachers. The second field test included a sample of 217 participants made up of 70 

pre-service teachers and 147 inservice teachers (with 3 failing to indicate their teaching status). 

The third field test served as an opportunity to refine the instrument and included a sample size 

of 410 participants of which 103 were pre-service teachers and 255 were inservice with 38 

failing to report their teaching status. The overall results from the analysis of this tool indicated 

the instrument is considered reasonably valid regardless of the use of the short or long form. The 

instrument proved to move beyond the previous measures of teacher self-efficacy by including 

the measurement of a wider variety of teaching tasks including support of student, teacher 

effectiveness with students who show a higher degree of capability, being creative in teaching 

approaches and the use of alternative forms of assessment and flexible teaching strategies.  The 

construct validity of the scale was tested by examining the correlation of this measure with 

existing measures. Participants responded to the instrument as well as previously studied 

measures of Teacher Self-Efficacy including the Rand Items as well as the Gibson and Dembo 

TES. The scores on the instrument were positively related to the Rand items (r = 0.18 and 0.53, p 

<0.01) as well as the Gibson and Dembo measure (r = 0.64, p < 0.01).  Correlation of p <0.01 

indicates a strong correlation to measure personal teaching efficacy. The results of this study 

indicate this tool is positively correlated with other measures of teacher self-efficacy (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  



27 

 To gather the necessary demographic data needed for subgroup analysis, drop down 

menus were provided for participants when administering the survey. These down menus 

allowed for participants to choose their gender and the opportunity to identify whether they were 

an experienced (more than three years of teaching) or an inexperienced teacher (three years or 

less). The survey response also included their reporting if their school district is an urban or rural 

school district. The name or location of the district is not included. 

 Data Collection 

 Following approval from the researcher’s dissertation committee, the IRB application 

was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Once the study was approved, an email 

was crafted and emailed to leaders in districts responsible for approving research studies 

describing the study and asking for permission to approach participants in their district about 

completing the survey. The consent form included an explanation of the study and information 

pertaining to the confidential nature of the data collected. While demographic data was collected 

as a means for data analysis of subgrouping, no personally identifiable information about any 

participant were collected or stored through completion of the survey.  

 Data Analysis 

 Descriptive statistical methods were used to evaluate the results of the data collection. 

The use of percentages, measures of central tendency (mean scores) and variability (standard 

deviations) were calculated to address the overarching research question. The use of analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) were used for the sub questions which allowed the researcher to examine 

differences between the identified groups (veteran/novice teachers, urban/rural teachers and 

male/female teachers). 
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 For the overarching research question, the researcher followed the format of Hoy and 

Moran and computed the unweighted means of the items that load each of the following factors; 

efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional practices and efficacy in classroom 

management. To determine the reliability of the responses to the questions the Cronbach’s Alpha 

score were determined. The use of ANOVA allowed for the analysis of the unweighted mean 

items revealed the existence of a statistical difference amongst the subgroups identified by the 

researcher.  

 Data Storage 

All data were coded and stored on University OneDrive to protect confidentiality. 

Responses were collected in the aggregate. Only the Principal Investigator and PhD student 

researcher had access to the data. 

 Human Subject Review 

There were no anticipated ethical concerns regarding this study. However, contact  
 

information was included in the informed consent and was shared with the participants. The  
 
study began following the approval of the committee and the University  
 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
 

 Summary 

This chapter outlined the research questions, hypothesis, design, setting, sample, 

instrumentation, data collection, data analysis procedures, and ethical concerns. The research 

questions and hypothesis examined the current teacher self-efficacy in the areas of student 

engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management amongst teachers, differences 

with veteran or novice teachers in each of the three areas, teachers in urban or rural setting in 

each of the three areas, and in female or male. 
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Chapter 4 - Data Analysis and Results 

 Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to explore and identify the current level of teacher self-

efficacy. It was hypothesized that the overarching self-efficacy score for teachers would fall on 

the lower end of the scale when using descriptive statistics to analyze survey data. Further, the 

researcher hypothesized that there would be a significant statistical difference between veteran 

and novice teachers, male and female teachers and teachers who served in urban and 

rural/suburban settings. The use of a descriptive study allowed for the reporting of various 

subgroups as well as three distinct areas of teacher self-efficacy. The use of The Teacher Sense 

of Self Efficacy Scale allowed for streamlined data collection and measured the feelings and 

perceptions of teachers based on their experiences and allowed for a comparison between various 

district sizes, years of experience and geographical locations in the state. The following research 

questions were addressed in this study. 

1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the current 

level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management amongst teachers? 

-Do veteran or novice teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 

-Do teachers in urban or rural setting report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the 

three areas? 

-Do female or male teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in each of the three 

areas? 
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 Descriptive Findings  

 The first three questions on the survey asked respondents to identify demographic 

information that was used to form groups for analysis. The three areas offered were gender, 

school setting and years of experience. These three areas were subject to the use of descriptive 

analysis looking at the frequencies of each choice. Below are three tables displaying the 

demographics represented in the study.  

 For this study, 361 respondents completed the survey in Qualtrics. The breakdown of the 

gender is represented in Table 1.  

Table 4.1 

Gender Descriptions 

Gender N % 

Male 60 16.6%  

Female  298 82.5%  

Prefer not to say 2 0.6%  

Prefer to Self-Describe 1 0.3%  

    
Gender representation in the survey included more female educators than male with two 

respondents choosing to opt of out identifying gender with one choosing to self-describe. The 

respondent that chose to self-describe did not include any descriptors. Two respondents chose to 

not identify their gender. 

 The survey offered respondents the option to identify their teaching settings. The two 

choices included urban and suburban/rural. Definitions from the census bureau used to 

distinguish suburban/rural from urban was more than 25,000 was urban and less than 25,000 
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defined as suburban/rural. These definitions are consistent with the Department of Education.  

The descriptions of settings is represented in table 2. 

Table 4. 2 

Teaching Setting 

Setting N % 

Urban (Population of 25,000 
or more) 

183 50.7% 

Suburban/Rural (Population 
less than 25,000) 

178 49.3% 

Note: Data from this question reflects a fairly even distribution across both settings with urban educators being 
slightly more represented.   

The final demographic identified asked respondents to identify their experience category 

which allowed them two choices. Definitions from the state department of education website 

were used to create categories for respondents to choose from. The data from these choices are 

represented in table 3.  

Table 4.3  

Years of experience 

Experience N % 

Novice- 3 or less years of experience  115 31.9% 

Veteran - 4 or more years of experience 245 67.9% 
Missing 1 0.3% 
Note: Data from this table reflects there were more veteran teachers who responded to the survey. 

The use of simple percentages, measures of central tendency (mean scores) and 

variability (standard deviations) were calculated to address the overarching research question. 

The researcher followed the format of Hoy and Moran and compute the unweighted means of the 

items that load each of the following factors; efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in 

instructional practices and efficacy in classroom management. To determine the reliability of the 

responses to the questions the Cronbach’s Alpha score will be determined. 
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Efficacy in student engagement is the first factor analyzed. The unweighted means of the 

following questions were input into SPSS.  

1. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work?  

2. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work?  

3. How much can you do to help your students value learning?  

11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?  

These questions and their corresponding data were combined in SPSS to create a composite 

variable named “Student Engagement”. The mean, standard deviation and the range of this new 

variable were computed and the following table represents the results.  

Table 4.4 

 Student Engagement Mean 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum  

Student Engagement 6.1632 1.34542 2.0 9.0 
Note: The mean for student engagement suggests a feeling between “some influence” and “quite a bit of influence” 
when considering the data set as a whole.  

 Efficacy in instructional strategies is the second factor analyzed. The unweighted means 

of the following questions were input into SPSS. 

5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  

9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?  

10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are                   

confused?  

12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?  

These questions and their corresponding data were combined in SPSS to create a composite 

variable named “Instructional Strategies”. The mean, standard deviation and the range of this 

new variable were computed and the following table represents the results.  
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Table 4.5 

 Instructional Strategies Mean 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Instructional Strategies  6.4805 1.46334 2.75 9.0 
Note: The mean for instructional strategies suggests a feeling between “some influence” and “quite a bit of 
influence” when considering the data set as a whole.  

 Efficacy in classroom management is the third and final factor analyzed. The unweighted 

means of the following questions were input into SPSS. 

      1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  

6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  

7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?  

8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of 

students?  

These questions and their corresponding data were combined in SPSS to create a composite 

variable named “Classroom Management”. The mean, standard deviation and the range of this 

new variable were computed and the following table represents the results.  

Table 4.6 

 Classroom Management Mean 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Classroom Management 6.4321 1.49672 1.50 9.0 
Note: The mean for classroom management suggested a feeling between “some influence” and “quite a bit of 
influence” when considering the data set as a whole.  

RQ 1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the current 

level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management? 

The level of self-efficacy for each of the three composite variables reported a range of 6.0 to 

6.48. This scores firmly between “some influence” and “quite a bit of influence”. For this 
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research question, the null hypothesis reported the self-efficacy of teachers, as reported using 

The Teachers Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale revealed scores at the higher end of the scale when 

computing the mean scores of unweighted items of student engagement, instructional strategies 

and classroom management. This indicates inaccuracy with scores in the 6.0-6.48 range which 

scored in the middle of the scale.  

The next step in the data analysis was to answer the sub-questions which study the 

difference in means between subgroups in each of the three composite variables for self-efficacy. 

To complete this data analysis, an ANOVA was used to compare the mean data for each group 

using the three composite variables.  

 Years of Experience Sub-Group 

 The first ANOVA for experience looked at the differences between means for student 

engagement. Novice teachers had a mean of 6.43 and veteran teachers had a mean of 6.02. 

Table 4.7 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Student Engagement by Years of Experience  

Source df SS MS F p 

Between groups 1 13.086 13.086 7.40 .007 
Within groups 357 631.288 1.768   

Total 358 644.374    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers with Novice teachers reporting a higher level of self-efficacy F(1 ,357) = 7.40, p = .007. 

The second one-way ANOVA examined the between means in instructional strategies. 

Novice teachers had a mean of 6.3894 and veteran teachers had a mean of 6.5163.  
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Table 4.8 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Instructional Strategies by Years of Experience 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 1 1.246 1.246 .581 .446 

Within groups 356 763.052 2.143   
Total 357 764.298    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was no significant statistical difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers on the variable of instructional strategies  

F (1, 356) = .581, p = .446.  

The final one-way ANOVA ran for this sub-group examined the difference in means for 

classroom management. Novice teachers had a mean of 6.5196 and veteran teachers had a mean 

of 6.3837.  

Table 4.9 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Classroom Management by Years of Experience 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 1 1.445 1.445 .645 .422 
Within groups 358 801.703 2.239   

Total  359 803.148    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was no significant statistical difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers on the variable of classroom management   

F(1, 358) = .645, p = .422.  

The null hypothesis for this subgroup stated “There is no significant difference between 

veteran and novice teachers in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management as evidences by the results on the instrument.” The variable of student 

engagement showed the sig value was smaller than .005 which means the null hypothesis was 

rejected for this variable with novice teacher scoring higher. There was no significant difference 

between the subgroups of veteran and novice teachers in the areas of instructional strategies and 

classroom management. 
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 Setting subgroup 

The first one-way ANOVA ran for the setting sub-group examined the differences between 

means for student engagement. The mean for teachers in the urban setting is 5.8388 and the 

mean for teachers in a suburban/rural setting is 6.4986. 

Table 4.10  

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Student Engagement by Setting 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 1 39.168 39.168 22.962 <.001 
Within groups 358 610.682 1.706   

Total 359 649.850    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers on the variable of student engagement with teachers in the suburban/rural setting 
reporting higher levels of self-efficacy F (1 ,358) = 22.962, p = <.001. 

The second one-way ANOVA ran for setting sub-group examined the differences in the 

means for instructional strategies. The mean for teachers in an urban setting was 6.0288 while 

the mean for suburban/rural teachers was 6.9449.  

Table 4.11 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Instructional Strategies by Setting 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 1 75.302 75.302 38.887 <.001 

Within groups 357 691.311 1.936   
Total 358 766.614    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers on the variable of instructional strategies with teachers in the suburban/rural setting 
reporting higher levels of self-efficacy F (1 ,357) = 38.887, p = <.001. 

The final one-way ANOVA for the setting sub-group examined the means for classroom 

management. The mean for teachers in the urban setting is 5.9699 and the mean for teachers in a 

suburban/rural setting is 6.9073.  
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Table 4.12 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Classroom Management by Setting 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 1 79.282 79.282 39.141 <.001 

Within groups 359 727.180 2.026   
Total 360 806.462    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between 
veteran and novice teachers on the variable of classroom management with teachers in the suburban/rural setting 
reporting higher levels of self-efficacy F (1 ,359) = 39.141, p = <.001. 

The null hypothesis for this subgroup stated “There is no significant difference between 

urban and rural teachers in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management as evidenced by the results on the instrument”. In all three of the 

variables there was a significant difference in the means of novice and veteran teachers.  

 Gender Sub-group 

The first ANOVA ran for gender sub-group examined the differences between means for 

student engagement. Males had a mean of 6.3250 and females had a mean of 6.1448.  

Table 4.7 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Student Engagement by Gender 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 3 10.007 3.336 1.856 .137 

Within groups 356 639.843 1.797   
Total 359 649.850    

Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was no significant statistical difference in the mean scores between 
male and female teachers on the variable of student engagement  

F (3, 356) = 1.856, p = .137.  

The second one-way ANOVA ran for the gender sub-group analyzed the differences in 

means for instructional strategies. Males had a mean of 6.4667 and females had a mean of 

6.4941.  
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Table 4.8 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Instructional Strategies by Gender 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 3 6.128 2.043 .954 .415 

Within groups 355 760.485 2.142   
Total 358 766.614    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was no significant statistical difference in the mean scores between 
male and female teachers on the variable of instructional strategies  

F (3, 355) = .954, p = .415.  

The final one-way ANOVA ran for gender analyzed the differences in the means for 

classroom management. Males had a mean of 6.5583 while females had a mean of 6.4237.  

Table 4.9 

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Classroom Management by Gender 

Source df SS MS F P 

Between groups 3 15.466 5.155 2.327 .074 
Within groups 357 790.997 2.216   

Total 360 806.462    
Note: A one-way ANOVA revealed that there was no significant statistical difference in the mean scores between 
male and female teachers on the variable of instructional strategies  

F (3, 357) = 2.327, p = .074.  

 The null hypothesis for this subgroup stated “There is no significant difference between 

male and female teachers in the areas of student engagement, instructional strategies and 

classroom management as evidences by the results on the TSES.” For each of the three 

composite variables the sig value was larger than 0.05 which means the null hypothesis was 

accepted. There was no significant difference between the subgroup of gender in the compositive 

variables of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom management.  
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 To determine the reliability of the responses to the questions in the survey and analysis of 

Cronbach’s Alpha as conducted. The Cronbach’s Alpha score was .945 which is considered high 

so it is concluded that the questions used on the survey for this research study are highly reliable.  

 Limitations 

 Although the sample size for this research study included over 350 respondents, this is 

only a small fraction of the teachers in the state. The demographic of the sample size was not 

examined so the applicability of this data to districts with diverse employee demographics might 

be low considering the lack subgroup research in this study.  

 Summary 

 The methodology and analysis implemented in this chapter addressed the data in relation 

to the research questions set forth in this study. The results of the data confirmed a difference in 

a few sub-groups across various components of teacher self-efficacy. This chapter included 

descriptive findings and results of data collection and analysis of this data. Chapter five will 

provide implications of the data, a summary of the findings and recommendations for future 

studies.  
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Chapter 5 - Conclusion and Recommendations for Further Research 

 Summary of Study 

 Teacher self-efficacy is defined as “teacher’s belief or conviction that they can influence 

how well students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Guskey & Passaro, 

1994, p. 4).  According to Bandura’s Theory, the teacher beliefs are viewed as proximate 

predictors of behavior, and are both influencing and influenced by environmental and behavioral 

factors. Teacher beliefs have an effect on student outcomes because teachers with higher self-

efficacy demonstrate more effective critical thinking lesson plans. Teachers with higher self-

efficacy experience fewer discipline issues because their classroom management techniques are 

implemented with respect and fidelity. Student engagement is higher in classrooms with highly 

efficacious teachers and the strategies while delivering instruction are done so successfully 

which impacts the self-efficacy of teachers.  

There is significant research on the impact teacher self-efficacy on the areas of classroom 

management, student engagement and instructional strategies (Barnesa et al., 2020). The more 

efficacious the view of teaching capabilities, the greater the impact on teacher choices and effort 

and level of perseverance. Conversely, when teachers do not feel efficacious and experience 

challenging situations, stress and depression are increased due to vulnerability (Bandura & 

Abrams, 1986). However, the research is limited in examining the current level of teacher self-

efficacy in the mid-western part of the country at this point in the COVID-19 pandemic. This 

research supports the goal of understanding the current perceived self-efficacy of educators to 

inform future staff development needs in response to post-pandemic teaching.  
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Included in chapter five are the findings and conclusions of this study and the 

significance of the finding. Using the research questions as a guide to this discussion allow a 

greater understanding of the overall feelings of self-efficacy and implications and 

recommendations for future research.  

 Summary of Findings 

 The summary of this study revealed an overall feeling of self-efficacy that scored in the 

middle part of the scale. While there were differences in the groups studied, the overall mean for 

the groups on all measures scored in the middle range. The scores on the scale allowed teachers 

to self-evaluate with the overarching scores scoring in the range of 6.0 to 8.0 which indicated 

that the respondents felt some control to a quite a bit of control over the areas of student 

engagement, classroom management and instructional strategies.  

1. When measured using The Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale, what is the 

current level of self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, instructional 

strategies and classroom management amongst teachers? 

Gage & MacSuga-Gage (2017) referred to effective teaching to include delivering 

instruction while maintaining a managed classroom and ensuring student engagement in the 

curriculum with few distractions. The first composite variable studied was student engagement. 

Included in this variable is the feeling that teachers can impact the belief students have on how 

well they can do in school, the impact teachers have on how students value learning and the tools 

teachers have to assist families in assisting their children in school (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 

2000). The data gathered on this variable found that the feelings of teachers firmly scored in 

between “some influence” and “quite a bit” influence. The mean of 6.16 indicated more feelings 

of “some influence”. Bandura asserted that teacher belief is viewed as a proximate predictor of 
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behavior which when applied to the results on the measure teachers feel they have quite a bit of 

influence over the engagement of the students in their classroom (Bandura, 1997).  

The second composite variable studied was self-efficacy in the area of instructional 

strategies. This variable included the extent to which teachers can craft good questions, use a 

variety of assessment strategies, provide alternate explanations and examples when needed and 

the ability to implement alternative strategies in the classroom. Instructional strategies, as 

measured by the TSES, are positively influenced when the teacher is provided the opportunity to 

apply these skills in an authentic setting (Bruce et al., 2010; Tschannen-Moran and McMaster 

2009). The results of the survey administered revealed a mean of 6.4805 which placed teachers 

firmly between “some influence” and “quite a bit of influence” however unlike student 

engagement which was closer to the “some influence” score, the mean of this measure would 

indicate teachers are closer to the “quite a bit” of influence score as a whole. The use of 

instructional strategies in a setting that is well controlled allows for more precision which 

increases self-efficacy. When viewing these results through the lens of Bandura’s theory, it 

would be assumed that the belief that teachers have quite a bit of influence on instructional 

strategies which means that the behavior of the respondents in this survey would reflect this 

range of scores.  

 The final composite variable studied was classroom management. This variable included 

the teacher’s feeling about their ability to control disruptive behavior, have students follow 

classroom rules, calm students who are disruptive or noisy and establish a classroom 

management system to use with each group of students. The research revealed an overall mean 

of 6.4321 which scored between “some influence” and “quite a bit” of influence with a trend 

toward the higher level in this composite variable. The feeling of being able to control a 



44 

classroom lends itself to the ease in using instructional strategies and engaging students. 

Bandura’s theory applied to this result would allow for the prediction of teachers who are acting 

in ways that reflect the feeling of having strong influence over classroom management.  

The overall findings of this question indicated that teachers felt a collective sense of 

efficacy that falls firmly between “some influence” and “quite a bit” of influence. The lower end 

of the scale was hypothesized before the data was collected therefore the null hypothesis proved 

to be accurate in this research question. Teachers who reported high levels of self-efficacy also 

reported more meaningful relationships with students and interact in ways that meet both the 

academic as well as behavioral needs of students (Poulou, 2017). The current state of self-

efficacy does not reflect a high level, therefore there is a potential for an impact on the 

relationships and interactions with students which ultimately impact student achievement. 

Bandura’s theory asserted that teachers are highly influenced by their beliefs and the range of 

scores for this research question indicates that the belief that teachers have of influence in their 

classroom in the areas of student engagement, classroom management and instructional 

strategies would translate into actions that reflect efficacious teachers.  

Sub-question A: Do veteran or novice teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy 

in each of the three areas? 

Klassen and Chiu (2011) reported higher self-efficacy in teachers in the area of classroom 

management specifically for practicing teachers reflective of extended time in the classroom 

when compared with preservice teachers. The data collected in this study indicated no significant 

statistical difference in the mean scores of veteran and novice teachers in the area of classroom 

management. The differences in this result and the prior research could be attributed to the 
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experiences of teaching in a pandemic which is reflected in this current study, but not reflected 

research conducted prior to the pandemic.  

 Suprayogi et al. (2017) found that teachers with five or less years of experience seem 

more eager to adopt new practices while teachers with twenty or more years of experience are 

more likely to resist change and are often highly critical of new practices thus leading to effects 

in teacher self-efficacy. However, data collected in this study indicated no significant statistical 

difference in the mean scores between veteran and novice teachers. Bandura’s theory of self-

efficacy emphasized the importance of the individual’s perceptions of personal capabilities as 

key indicators of successful outcomes. The perceptions of both novice and veteran respondents 

indicate that while both groups show a mean between 6.3 and 6.5 there is not statistical 

differences in these groups thus both groups hold the perception that they have some influence 

over the instructional strategies used in their classrooms.   

The relationships and interactions between teachers and students are key to the effective 

teaching and learning in classrooms (Bishop & Berryman, 2009). The data collected in this study 

revealed a statistically significant difference in the mean scores between veteran and novice 

teachers with novice teachers reporting a higher level of self-efficacy in the area of student 

engagement. The mean score for the novice teachers was 6.43 while the mean (M) score for the 

veteran teachers was 6.02. The p value of .007 indicates there is a difference with novice 

teachers reporting a higher feeling of self-efficacy in the area of student engagement. Bandura’s 

theory of self-efficacy asserted that individuals are empowered by a feeling of control over their 

success. These results indicated novice teachers feel they have more control over the interaction 

with students in their classrooms. The student-teacher relationship represents a foundational key 

to student achievement and self-efficacy and is developed through successful interactions. 
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Moulding et al. 2014 found that novice teachers receiving feedback from peers and supervisors 

positively impacted their overall levels of self-efficacy at the beginning of their career as these 

supports are often present during a teacher’s probationary period.  

 The overall findings of this sub-question revealed the means for each group in this 

composite variable scored within the “some influence” and “quite a bit” of influence. While 

there is a significant difference between the groups in classroom management yet no significant 

statistical difference in instructional strategies and student engagement, each sub-group scored 

within the trend of “middle” level self-efficacy. The feeling that teachers have some control over 

these aspects of their classroom addressed the feelings of success Bandura’s theory identify as an 

integral part of developing highly self-efficacious teachers.  

Sub-question B: Do teachers in urban or rural setting report a higher level of self-

efficacy in each of the three areas? 

Schools and classrooms across the country are staffed with teachers with varying degrees 

of experience which allow them to design and deliver lessons for students based on standards, 

objectives and data (Barnesa et al, 2020). When examining the impact on the composite variable 

of classroom management, the data revealed a higher level of classroom management with the 

teachers serving in a rural/suburban. The means for both groups scored within the “some 

influence” and the “quite a bit” of influence scores on the scale with teachers in the urban/rural 

areas scoring a mean of 6.9073 with those teachers serving in the urban setting with a mean of 

5.9699. The mean for teachers in the rural/suburban setting almost reached the score for “quite a 

bit of influence” while the score for those teaching in the suburban setting was closer to the 

“some influence” score.  The expectations for managing a classroom were complicated with 

Covid mitigation measures which varied according to local health orders. For some rural and 
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suburban settings there were instances of fewer mitigation strategies which might have 

accounted for less need for classroom management interventions. Bandura’s Self-Efficacy 

Theory relies on successful experiences which impact the belief in future opportunities. 

Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, teachers experienced varying levels of success with 

classroom management and these experiences affect the mean score for both groups.  

 The change in instruction created by the pandemic was an opportunity to implement new, 

creative and innovative methods that might be beneficial to learners once they return to full, in-

person and traditional schooling (Adnan & Anwar, 2020). The data collected for instructional 

strategies indicated teachers serving in a rural/suburban setting reported a higher level of self-

efficacy in the composite variable of instructional strategies. The mean score for these teachers 

was 6.9449 which is extremely close to the “quite a bit” score on the scale. Conversely, the 

teachers in the urban setting were represented by a mean score of 6.0288 which is significantly 

different and reveals a lower feeling of self-efficacy in implementing new methods and strategies 

in their classroom. Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy indicated the importance of past behavior 

influencing the feeling of efficacy in situations where new strategies are implemented. This data 

indicated that teachers in the rural/suburban settings draw on more successful past experiences 

with instructional strategies which translate into a higher mean when these teachers self-reported 

using the self-efficacy scale.  

 Social support is an unspoken and expected part of the position of classroom teacher 

(Reblin & Demaray, 2007; Holt & Espelage, 2007). This support is paramount to engaging 

students in learning whether in the classroom environment or in the remote environment. The 

data on the composite variable of student engagement revealed a statistically significant 

difference in the mean scores between veteran and novice teachers in the variable of student 
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engagement with the teachers in the suburban/rural setting reporting higher levels of self-

efficacy. Those teaching in the urban setting had a mean of 5.8388 and those in the 

suburban/rural settings scored a mean of 6.4986. This difference indicated those in the 

suburban/rural settings are close to the feeling of having “quite a bit of influence” when 

engaging the students in their classrooms while those in the urban settings reported a mean closer 

to the “some influence” score.  Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy recognized the relationship 

between the positive belief in the skills of the teacher and the successful outcomes when using 

these skills to engage all students (Bandura, 1997). 

 The overall findings in this subgroup found the teachers serving in the rural/urban setting 

report a higher level of self-efficacy in all three of the areas measured by the Teacher Self-

Efficacy survey. When reflecting on the mitigation measures implemented in urban and rural 

districts, a relationship might exist that could be explored in a further study on this topic.  

 Sub-question C: Do female or male teachers report a higher level of self-efficacy in 

each of the three areas? 

 The trauma influenced by isolation and the lack of access to face-to-face social emotional 

support and mental health services impacted the processing of trauma for students and their 

families (Trougakos et al., 2020). This trauma often translates into the classroom and manifests 

itself in the need for higher levels of classroom structure and management. Self-efficacy in the 

area of classroom management reflects Bandura’s theory (1997) in the assertion that successful 

application of a strategy will allow for growth in the feeling of success and efficacy. The data 

from this study reported no significant difference in the feelings of self-efficacy of males and 

females in the area of classroom management. Males scored a mean of 6.5583 while females 
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scored a mean score of 6.4237. Both of these means reflected a feeling of self-efficacy that 

scored between “some influence” and “quite a bit of influence”.  

 Education Week Research Center (2020) reported teachers assigning, collecting work and 

using digital tools they had not previously implemented to teach their students before brick-and-

mortar schools were closed. These instructional strategies were implemented when schools 

transitioned to online learning and became part of the flexible approaches administered by 

teachers as students began returning to school and teachers found themselves using these as they 

balanced continued remote instruction with in person instruction. Examining the data on 

instructional strategies, there were no significant differences between males and females in the 

area of instructional strategies reflected in this study. Males scored a mean of 6.5583 while 

females scored a mean of 6.4237. Both means scored between “some influence” and “quite a bit 

of influence” on the scale for teacher self-efficacy. A tenant of Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy 

states that vicarious experiences often form the self-efficacy of teachers. As professional 

development occurs and teachers reflect on the success of varied instructional strategies, the self-

efficacy of teachers is impacted (Bandura, 1997). 

 This feeling of being cared for directly translates into the connections teachers create 

when they engage students in learning. Results from the research indicated no significant 

differences in the feelings of self-efficacy between males and females in relation to student 

engagement. The mean for males was 6.3250 while females scored a mean of 6.1448. Both of the 

meas represent a feeling of self-efficacy between “some influence” and “quite a bit of influence” 

with males scoring closer to the higher level of influence. Belief in ability reflects action which 

Bandura asserts is indicative of higher levels of self-efficacy.  
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 The overall findings on this sub-question indicated that when studying for gender 

differences in self-efficacy there would appear to be no significant differences in self-efficacy in 

the areas of student engagement, classroom management and instructional strategies. The overall 

gender make-up of the state’s education system might be different than the data set of this study 

which had 60 male respondents and 298 female respondents. These results could potentially be 

different if the number of males and females were more evenly distributed.  

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1998) provided a theoretical framework with which to 

explore this data. Self-efficacy is grounded in Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 

1977). This research served to address the levels and differences in the aforementioned self-

efficacy beliefs held by teachers which can influence how they serve students in their 

classrooms. This study revealed that self-efficacy is dependent upon the setting in which the 

teacher is working in and can be influenced by their years of experience. The beliefs teachers 

hold have an effect on the achievement and outcomes for students. Teachers with higher self-

efficacy demonstrate more effective critical thinking lesson opportunities and these teachers 

often experience fewer discipline issues due to higher levels of classroom management and more 

purposeful student engagement strategies (Bandura, 1998).  

 Conclusions And Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the levels of teacher self-efficacy and 

examine any differences between veteran and novice teachers, teachers in urban and 

rural/suburban settings, and male and female teachers. The research suggested that for the 

sample population studied the feeling of self-efficacy is between “some influence” and “quite a 

bit” of influence on all measures while indicating there is some differences in the subgroups 
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chosen for the study. The mean differences in the subgroups provide a springboard for further 

investigation to determine if other factors impact the feelings of self-efficacy in teachers. 

 This new research, as a moment in time look at teacher self-efficacy suggests that while 

the feelings of self-efficacy are in the mid-range, teaching during a pandemic might have had an 

effect on the overall feeling of self-efficacy. Teachers are not reporting high levels which are 

reflective of the numbers of teachers leaving the profession either through retirement or the 

decision to change career paths. This research reported teachers in rural/suburban settings feeling 

higher levels of self-efficacy in classroom management, instructional strategies and student 

engagement. The rural/suburban districts chosen for this study were some of the first to drop 

their COVID-19 mitigation measures which allowed for a departure from masking, allowed for 

more flexible groupings of students and brought all students back to in-person instruction earlier 

than the urban setting participants. Allowing teachers the freedom to use flexible groupings 

allow for a closer match between academic interventions and the instructional needs of the 

students. The closer the match of interventions the more capable students feel which translates 

into less work avoidance and less behavior incidents when academic demands are presented to 

students. The teachers in the urban setting who participated in the study are still working in 

classrooms where masking is required each day and flexible groupings are not allowed which 

means less opportunities to provide differentiated instruction to small groups  

 The results of this study might have been influenced by the timing of this research. The 

study was conducted at a time where COVID-19 case rates are declining and the mitigation 

restrictions were lifted. The feeling of being able to return to “normalcy” provided hope for 

people. This hope might have translated to higher self-efficacy scores as teachers see many of 

their perceived roadblocks coming to an end. If this research was completed a year ago the data 
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might have offered a different picture. This study offered a “moment in time” look at teacher’s 

feelings while a longitudinal study would have allowed for a picture of true impacts throughout 

the pandemic.  

 The teachers in districts that participated in this study could use this data to look at long-

term staff development plans in an effort to be responsive to the feelings of teachers. As urban 

school districts begin to make changes to their mitigation measures, follow up data collection 

could inform their immediate and future staff development plans. 

 Many veteran teachers have been in education long enough to see a significant number of 

policies and programs. Often when a new initiative is introduced veteran teachers rely on their 

experiences and they know that eventually things will go back to “normal”. COVID-19 has 

changed education. Our educational response to the pandemic has provided new ways of 

education and an understanding that there will likely never be a return to the ways in which we 

were educating pre-pandemic.  

 Recommendations for Future Research 

 Based on the conclusions from the current study, future research needs to be conducted to 

determine the precise needs of educators post-pandemic. These needs might be in the categories 

of instructional, student engagement, classroom management and/or mental health and self-care. 

As more is discovered about the instructional needs of students to fill the gaps in learning, 

teachers will need additional instruction in strategies. Differentiation is an approach proven to be 

effective with students. This approach would also benefit educators in the staff development they 

receive. Further research would inform decision makers and stake holders of these needs and 

allow for exploration of different modes and types of staff development to meet these needs.  
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 While this study was quantitative, further qualitative research would provide specific 

personalized data. The stories and experiences shared by educators would provide a complete 

picture of the effects of the pandemic and aid in designing responsive professional development 

moving forward. This type of research can be completed through case studies but also the use of 

focus groups.  

 Students rely on teachers to provide academic, social, and career supports. As educators 

look forward to a post-pandemic world, data based professional development will need to be 

designed to help teachers grow so they are able to meet the needs of each and every student in 

their classroom.   
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Appendix A - Instrument  

Henderson Teacher Self Efficacy Survey 

 

 

Q1 How would you describe your gender? 

o Male 

o Female 

o Non-binary / third gender 

o Prefer not to say 

o Prefer to Self Describe ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q2 In what setting do you teach?  

o Urban (Population of 25,000 or more) 

o Suburban/Rural (Population less than 25,000) 
 

 

 

Q3 How would you describe your teaching experience? 

o Novice- 3 or less years of experience 

o Veteran - 4 or more years of experience 
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Q1 How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

Q2 How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7-Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
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Q3 How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3-Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

Q4 How much can you do to help students value learning? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5-Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite A Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
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Q5 To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9-A Great Deal 
 

Q6 How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

 



68 

Q7 How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite A Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

Q8 How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite A Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
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Q9 How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite A Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

Q10 To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are 

confused?  

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
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Q11 How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
 

Q12 How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom? 

o 1- Nothing 

o 2 

o 3- Very Little 

o 4 

o 5- Some Influence 

o 6 

o 7- Quite a Bit 

o 8 

o 9- A Great Deal 
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