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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this case study was to explore the perceptions of members of three triads
currently working in a professional development school (PDS). to determine in what ways the
context of the PDS influenced personal or collective efficacy. The triads consisted of a
collaborating teacher, pre-service teacher, and university supervisor and were all located in one
professional development school. Data were collected from two face-to-face individual
interviews with each triad member and one focus group meeting with all triad members.
Findings revealed that the growth of efficacy was influenced by the focus the PDS placed on
student learning and teacher development. The practices that influenced efficacy under the PDS
goal of student learning were: 1) collabortive planning, 2) co-teaching, 3) practitioner inquiry,
and 4) emotional support from the partnership. Under the goal of teacher development, the
practices influencing efficacy were: 1) shared responsibility to support PST success, 2)
importance of building relationships and working collaboratively, 3) shared learning experiences,
and 4) simultaneous renewal. The findings for this study have implications for professional
development schools and teaching practices that promote efficacy.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION

Background
The idea of reform in public schools is nothing new. In the early 1960s, students were
being escorted into schools by the National Guard, following Brown vs. Board of Education. In
2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) asked state accountability systems to dig deeper
and look at disaggregated data rather than surface-level data. This law established a goal that by
the year 2014, every student would be on grade level. When the political arena realized this goal
would not be met, reforms were re-written, and Race to the Top along with a re-organization of
IDEA emerged as new reform efforts. Through all of these reforms expectations for student
achievement continued to rise. Today, the educational landscape is faced with a myriad of new
standards, high-stakes testing, and a backlash of government and parent dissatisfaction
(Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Waters, 2017). However, at the center of all the politics lies the
nuts and bolts of what education is really about: effective teaching and a quest for student
achievement.
Similar to the way the educational system has been affected by the changes in the
political spectrum, the art of educating teachers has also been affected by political overtures.
Reforms in teacher preparation programs began in response to the historic report, A Nation at
Risk (1983), initiated by then-president Ronald Reagan. This report focused on the idea that
America’s schools were failing. Following this report, a group of college of education deans got
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together to create a set of standards to revise the quality of teacher education programs available
at the time. Out of this meeting of like minds, a consortium, called the Holmes Group, emerged.
The ultimate goal of this group was to transform teaching into a valued profession that would
meet the varied educational needs of students. The Holmes group worked in alignment with
other educational reform movements of that period, which were focused on attracting and
keeping high-quality individuals in the teaching profession (The Holmes Group, 1990).
According to The Holmes Group (1990), the driving force behind their effort was a state of
concern with the “lax policies and practices and the historic indifference to teacher preparation
on the part of the major research universities” (p. 10). Tilford (2007) espoused that professional
development schools (PDS) arose out of the need to “improve student achievement by creating
better schools through better training of teachers” (p. 61). They were also intended to be an
answer to the alternative certification movement, which was becoming a popular route for
educators (The Holmes Group, 1990; Teitel, 2010). With an agenda focused on improving the
overall process of teacher education, the Holmes Group is credited with giving birth to the
concept of the professional development school.
The context of a professional development school (PDS) is one in which clinical
education takes on a prominent role, and both preservice and in-service teachers work together in
partnership with the district and the university to prepare the new teacher for his or her role
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Rosenberg, Brownell, McCray, DeBettencourt, Leko, & Long, 2009).
They are designed to be innovative programs that focus on both teacher and faculty development
(Burns, Yendol-Hoppey & Jacobs, 2015; Rosenberg et al., 2009). Goodlad (1993) espouses
effective PDSs also promote the process of simultaneous renewal. In addition to the
development of new teachers, simultaneous renewal promotes the professional development of
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in-service teachers at the site. These teachers experience a sense of revitalization in their
practice by hosting preservice teachers, working collaboratively with university partners and
growing professionally in their practice as individuals and leaders.
Over the past fifty years, there have been several different shifts in the idealism and
research that has guided the preparation of teachers. As posited by Cochran & Villega (2015)
schools were originally developed to provide an education for the working force. Changes to
the field have been driven by three trends: 1) political emphasis on an unprecedented attention to
accountability and the quality of teachers, 2) intellectual trends which focus more on a
knowledge-based economy and 3) demographic trends which has resulted in a diverse student
population and the issue of school inequality (Cochran & Villega, 2015). As the nation became
more aware of the problems affecting education the teacher education programs of old, which
consisted of minimal preparation at lab-based schools, gave way to the concept of a researchbased initiative, which focused on collaboration between schools and universities.
The actual call for the development of PDSs began with the Holmes Group and was
followed by a set of PDS accreditation standards created by the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE, 2001). This project was called the Professional
Development Schools (PDS) Standards project. The NCATE report identified a set of standards
for PDSs to use as a guide. These standards, the next level of innovation, urged educators to redesign and transform the preparation program of teachers. The report contained a set of five
standards and a handbook that provided a rubric, which PDSs could use to see where they fell on
the continuum of a PDS (Teitel, 2004). The three goals of the report were: (a) establish a
consensus for quality and good practice in PDSs; (b) design standards that reflect the fact that the
PDS is still evolving as a new institution; and (c) use the standards as part of the development of
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an infrastructure to support and sustain PDSs (NCATE, 1998, p. 7). While these goals were
established to create common expectations for PDS programs, Teitel (2010) in his literature
review of professional development schools, noted that there was very little agreement in the
definition of professional development schools.
The National Association of Professional Development Schools (NAPDS) echoed this
same thought in their 2008 statement, “What it Means to be a Professional Development School”
(NAPDS, 2008). They described the “tendency for the term ‘PDS’ to be used as a catch-all for
various models of school-university partnership work that may or may not be best described as
PDSs” (NAPDS, 2008). The association did not want to critique or evaluate the work that had
already been done in the PDS forum. Rather, the leaders wanted to establish a set of essentials
that schools and university partnerships could use to guide PDS practice. To do this, NAPDS
gathered together a group of educators representing the P-20 continuum, and along with leaders
from various national education forums, created a list of Nine Essentials that could be used to
“define the PDS mission” (source: www.https://napds.org/).
The next reorganization of teacher education standards came from the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). This council created a set of five standards for
teacher education. The standards, which, according to their website, “are drivers”, can be used to
“define quality in terms of organizational performance and serve as the basis for accreditation
reviews and judgments” (CAEP website). These standards were developed in agreement, by a
large and varied group of various educational stakeholders, who included, “providers, teachers,
parents, critics and unions” (CAEP website). According to the CAEP website, these “standards
reflect the voice of the education field – on what makes a quality educator.”
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In 2010, NCATE commissioned the NCATE Blue Ribbon Panel on Clinical Preparation
and Partnerships for Improved Student Learning. This group comprised of education leaders,
union representatives, education critics, state officials, teachers, and teachers of higher education,
spent ten months reviewing teacher education programs with a focus on meeting the needs of
today’s school. The group specifically focused on the “gap between how teachers are prepared
and what schools need” (p. ii). The end result was a report entitled Transforming Teacher
Education Through Clinical Practice: A National Strategy to Prepare Effective Teachers. This
report centered teacher education on clinical experiences and suggested the need for more
significant partnerships. In addition, the NCATE report specifically spoke to the lack of
educational programs to address the staffing and learning challenges that face high need and low
performing schools (NCATE, 2010).
The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) initiated the
latest change in the history of the PDS continuum, with their report, A pivot toward clinical
practice, its lexicon, and the renewal of educator preparation (2018). This report contained two
significant pieces. The first part of the report includes a lexicon of practice, which consists of a
list of common definitions for the terms used in PDSs. The second part of the report contains an
operational guideline for clinical practice, which is made up of a set of proclamations intended to
strengthen clinical practice (AACTE, 2018). This report is a very significant step as it is an
official response to federal and state policy initiatives and offers a comprehensive approach for
PDSs to follow.
Looking across the various calls and documents from these different organizations,
Teitel (2010) found that:
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Although the wording differs, and the emphasis and focus differ among PDS advocates,
there is a strong convergence around four goals: the improvement of student learning,
the preparation of educators, the professional development of educators, and research and
inquiry into improving practice. (p. 38)
Due to these emphases, Teitel (2010) declares, PDS programs can offer “a superb laboratory for
education schools to experiment with the initiatives designed to improve student achievement”
(Levine, 2002, p. 105).
Statement of the Problem
According to Darling-Hammond (2010), “studies of highly developed PDSs have
suggested that teachers who graduate from such programs feel more knowledgeable and prepared
to teach and are rated by employers, supervisors and researchers as better prepared than other
new teachers” (p. 42). Efficacy, as defined by Bandura (1997), is the belief a teacher has in their
ability to be successful with their students. When teachers feel more qualified to do their job
(efficacy), they also have a higher degree of motivation than teachers who feel less qualified
(Collie et al., 2012; Holzberger, 2013). Therefore, due to the research on the impact of the PDS,
efficacy is a construct to be explored within this unique context.
In today’s world of dwindling teacher numbers and high teacher burn out (Fernet, Guay,
Senecal & Austin, 2012; Vittorio Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006) the ability of
novice teachers to enter the field with a strong sense of self-efficacy is crucial. Tschannen
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (1998) found that there was “a direct relationship between first-year
teachers, their stress levels and their commitment to teaching” (p. 236). It is imperative that
before a preservice teacher becomes a novice or beginning teacher, they would have already
established their sense of self-efficacy. Teachers who have a high level of efficacy can handle
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challenges and stress factors better than teachers who do not have a strong sense of efficacy
(Holzberger, Philip, & Kunter, 2013). They are also capable of handling high workloads, student
discipline issues or working with students with special needs (Collie, Shapka & Perry, 2012;
Klassen, 2010; Klassen & Tze, 2014; Roth, Assor, Kanat-Maymon & Kaplan, 2007). Also, these
teachers typically feel more connected to their students and more capable in their job, which
builds both personal teacher efficacy (PTE) – teachers’ belief of their own competence, and
general teacher efficacy (GTE) – teachers’ expectancy in their own effectiveness as it relates to
environmental issues (Dellinger, Bobett, Olivier, & Ellett, 2008; Klassen, 2010). This
connection enables them to tolerate occasional frustrations and setbacks that are a part of the
educational process (Collie et al., 2012; Roth et al., 2007). They also showed a greater sense of
enthusiasm and commitment to teaching and were more likely to remain in the profession
(Tshannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Overall, they are motivated and have a sense that
their work is exciting and meaningful, even if it is difficult at times (Collie et al., 2012; Klassen,
2010; Klassen, Perry, & Fenzel, 2012; Roth et al., 2007).
Although most teachers work in individual classrooms, Tschannen Moran and Barr
(2004) espouse, “schools are social organizations made up of teachers who collectively impact
the achievement of students in their building” (p. 96). Studies on the subject of efficacy have
shown that a healthy school climate affects the overall success of the school community and
personal teacher efficacy (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2001, 2007). Feelings of self-efficacy can be developed in an environment where collaboration
and support are present (Collie et al., 2012) or where a high level of collective efficacy flourishes
(Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). Currently, there is a limited amount of research that speaks
specifically to building teacher efficacy in a professional development school setting.

7

According to, Klassen, Bong, Usher, Chong, Huan, Wong & Georgiou (2009), “research on
teachers’ sense of self-efficacy has been growing over the last decade, but little attention has
been paid to building understanding of the universality of the construct in diverse settings” (p.
74).
Garfield-Dorel, Kearney, and Garza (2011) noted various pieces of a PDS that help build
teacher efficacy and are present in quality PDS sites. These include instructional opportunities,
teaching activities of an experimental nature, quality feedback, observation, different methods of
instruction, student teaching and the value of master teacher models for them to learn from.
According to Collie et al. (2012), feelings of self-efficacy can be developed in an environment
where collaboration and autonomous support are present or where a high level of collective
efficacy flourishes (Tshannen Moran & Barr, 2004). Since “schools are social organizations
made up of teachers who collectively impact the achievement of students in their building” (p.
19) and an essential component of PDS calls for a “structure that allows all participants a forum
for ongoing governance, reflection and collaboration” (NAPDS, 2008, p. 19); the PDS is also an
excellent place to study collective efficacy.
The PDS setting is also a good place to study collective efficacy due to the cooperative
atmosphere present. This is a result of the fact that schools are social associations made up of
teachers who collectively influence the success of the students in their school. An essential
component of PDS that supports collective efficacy is the basic structure that gives all
participants a forum for ongoing governance, reflection and collaboration (NAPDS, 2008, p. 19)
Colwell, MacIsacc, Tichenor, Heins, and Peichura (2014) espouse “there is no doubt that
a fully functioning professional development school (PDS) partnership can improve teaching and
learning in our schools” (p. 17) and there is a strong link between teacher self-efficacy and
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student achievement (Duffin, French & Patrick, 2012). Therefore, if schools want to raise
achievement scores and hire teachers who have a strong sense of efficacy at the start of their
careers, then it is essential to look at the preparation as a means to that end.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
Reviews of the various PDS reforms show the goals of PDS reform point to a change
toward collaboration, partnership, innovative practice and the need to reach critical shortage
areas and high needs schools (NCATE, 2001; NAPDS, 2008; CAEP, 2016).
The research validates the importance of teacher efficacy being built in the early years
(Bandura, 1997). Therefore, the role of the professional development school with its emphasis
on a sustained collaborative effort to grow quality teachers indicates that PDSs are an important
forum for preparing new teachers (Burns et al., 2005; Cochran-Smith, Feiman-Nemser,
McIntryre, & Demers, 2008; Burns et al., 2015). Another important reason to study teacher
efficacy in a PDS is found in the current emphasis on school reform. School reform, which has
occurred over the past twenty-plus years, has created an environment that can cause teachers to
question their effectiveness (Waters, 2018), which makes it challenging to hire and retain quality
teachers (Tilford, 2007). Therefore, studying PDSs, which could be an impactful and
collaborative venue that grows new teachers and influences teacher efficacy, makes sense.
The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent participating in a PDS
influences personal teacher efficacy (PTE) and collective efficacy (CE). The over-riding
question that guided this research study was: In what ways is efficacy present within a
professional development school context? More specifically, I sought to answer the following
questions:
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1) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal efficacy?
2) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences collective efficacy?
Research Design
The proposed method of study for this research was a multiple case study (Stake, 2006).
According to Borg and Gall, (1989) results from a single case may not provide enough
information to draw conclusions. Therefore, using a multiple case study design that involves
studying several examples of a similar context will provide a higher level of data to base
generalizations on. Stake (2006) also postulates “a good qualitative research project will deal
deeply with a few of the complexities of human experience” (p. 38). The qualitative research in
this study will be interpretative (Stake, 2006). A common goal of qualitative research is
verstehen, a German word meaning “personal understanding.” Our interpretation of all things is
shaped by our experiences and our understanding – our verstehen. I attempted to make sense of
the personal stories and reflections of several triads located within the context of one PDS. Each
triad represented one case and consisted of a collaborating teacher, preservice teacher and the
university supervisor. A total of three cases were included in this study.
All of the cases for this multiple case study were located in the same professional
development school, which was located in a Southeastern state. The study focused specifically
on the members of the three cases and their interpretation of the phenomena of a PDS and how
those organic experiences affected both personal and collective teacher efficacy. These cases
may not be representative of other triads located in different PDS sites. However, as noted by
Stake (2006), the cases are of interest because of their ordinariness. The study is bound by time
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(final semester of the PSTs internship) and location (one PDS). I assumed that these cases are
ordinary and typical examples of triads in a PDS and I studied the perceptions of the in-service
and preservice teachers as they pertained to personal teacher efficacy and collective efficacy
within the context of a PDS. In addition, to fully understand the PDS where the cases were
located, I also interviewed the principal. Since efficacy is a personal construct, which will be
primarily understood through the perceptions of the members of the triad, the purpose of
interviewing the principal is to gain information regarding the background of the PDS itself and
to better understand the interactions of the triad members. This interview was also used to
develop questions for the teacher interviews and to better understand the collective efficacy of
the group.
Case studies are often used to provide information and insights “into the class of events
from which the case has been drawn” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 402). I used a multiple case study
design so I could draw data from various sources before making any conclusions. I looked
specifically for like phenomena that occurred across multiple cases. The value of case study lies
in its detailed description and analysis to “gain a better understanding of ‘how and why’ things
happen” (p. 282). Therefore, this research will focus on how the phenomena (events and
experiences) in the context of a PDS are perceived through the minds of the triad members
involved and how that perception influenced personal teacher efficacy and collective teacher
efficacy.
The cases were all located at one PDS in a small rural community located in the
Southeastern United States. The PDS was associated with a university located in the state which
is currently partnering with the school to provide a teacher preparation program for new teachers.
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It was my goal to understand the perceptions of the members of each triad in this PDS to
determine the relationship between the PDS and the efficacy level of the PDS members.
In order to fully explore these cases, I collected data through several interviews. I
interviewed the principal for background information and to better understand the PDS in which
the cases were located. I chose three sample triads from those located at the PDS. Each triad
consisted of the collaborating teacher (CT), preservice teacher (PST), and the university
supervisor (US). The purpose of interviewing the triad members was to obtain their viewpoint as
it related to their genuine experiences. I chose to study their perspectives because teacher
efficacy is a perception of one’s own ability to be successful in a particular area (Bandura, 1997).
Therefore, the bulk of the interviewing was comprised of the triad members’ stories
The research will be framed using an interpretive process. Denizen (2002) espouses, “the
researcher’s task of conceptualizing the phenomenon to be studied….is contained within the selfstories and personal experience stories of the subjects” (p. 3). It was my goal to use a
constructivist lens to study these cases. Through this lens, I sought to understand the stories and
experiences of the triad members and to conceptualize the phenomenon of their joint experiences
as they related to the PDS and teacher efficacy. Denzen (2011) posits, “interpretive studies
examine how problematic, turning point experiences are organized, perceived, constructed, and
given meaning by interacting individuals” (p. 3). To accomplish this task, I interacted with the
members of each case and the school principal. I interviewed the CTs and PSTs of each case
two separate times and completed one focus group meeting for each triad. I interviewed the
principal and university supervisor (US) once and the US was also a part of the three focus group
meetings. The purpose of interviewing the triad members was to better understand their
perception of the similar experiences they had within the PDS in an interpretive manner. The
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teachers and their stories will be in the center of the research as their interpretation of that story
are theirs alone since they are the only one who actually experienced it. As an interpretive
researcher, my circle of thought will interact with their stories but never overlap entirely. Figure
one illustrates how I view my role in relation to the triad members. This is based on Denizen’s
(2011) model for a researcher’s circle of thought for a researcher’s role in the interpretive
process.

Researcher’s
interpretation

Teacher
stories

Figure 1. Researcher’s circle of thought framework.
Investigator’s Research Background and Interest in the Study
Throughout my career, I have spent time working with both preservice teachers (interns
working on the last two years of their degree program in a site-based setting) and in-service
teachers (teachers already working full time). In my current role as a principal of a public
school, which is also a professional development school, I find teacher efficacy to be one of the
most substantial differences in the success of teachers and their students. I have been able to
watch the effect that efficacy has on teachers and their students and it is imperative to me that
preservice teachers have experiences during their practicums and final internship that build
efficacy. I see my role as a researcher similar to that of a detective. Stake (2010) speaks to this
idea as follows: “the researcher is like a detective, teasing out assumptions, uncovering reasons
for practice, and delving into myths and dogma” (p. 40). Since efficacy is so important, I am
interested in finding out what relationship exists between PDSs and teacher efficacy.
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The fact that I am a principal in a professional development school also complicated this
research. It was vital for me to keep my personal bias and opinion in check. As noted by Borg
and Gall (1989), “we are all products of an environment that subtly shapes and distorts our
perceptions in innumerable ways (p. 178). Since I currently partner with the same university and
actively lead a professional development school, there will be an element of bias in this work.
While I cannot completely limit bias, I used the concept of bracketing (Stake, 2010) to keep my
thoughts and biases contained. As part of the bracketing process, I employed member checking
by the participants to ensure that I have portrayed their experiences in a way that they were
comfortable with. To limit personal bias, I checked in at least twice with a critical friend to
review my data collection and review my theme orientation for validity. Also, before beginning
my research, I wrote a personal statement of my beliefs (included in chapter 3) and I used a
reflexive journal to record my thoughts throughout the research process. My thoughts, beliefs
and perspectives on a PDS and school leadership will be an element of the analysis process.
Theoretical Framework
Efficacy is a personal construct – the belief an individual teacher has that they are in
control of the success their students will make. Collective efficacy is the sense that a group of
people shares that they can be successful as a team. This study was guided by Bandura’s (1997)
social-cultural theory, which posits that individuals and groups are their own agents in creating
their personal level of functioning. This sense of self is affected by the interaction from outside
sources, which builds efficacy. According to Bandura (1997), there are four sources that build
efficacy. These four sources are mastery experiences, physiological and emotional states,
vicarious experiences and social persuasion. These sources influence both PTE and CTE.
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This research was framed within the constructs of Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive
theory (SCT). This theory relies heavily on the concept of human agency. Human agency is the
ability a person has to exercise influence over what they do. Human agency also takes into
account the relationship a participant has as they observe others in social settings and the
influence those observations have in turn on the participant (Bandura, 1997, 2002). This theory
maintains that humans change according to the forces in their lives. In discussing SCT, Bandura
(2002), posits:
the theory distinguishes among three modes of agency: personal
agency, exercised individually; proxy agency in which people secure
desired outcomes by influencing others to act on their behalf; and
collective agency in which people are in concert to shape their future
(p. 269).
Bandura (1997) further espoused, “in social cognitive theory, human agency operates
within an interdependent causal structure involving triadic reciprocal causation between three
different factors” (p. 5). This relationship is triangular in and interacts with causality. The three
interacting areas are individual behavior (B), internal personal factors in the form of cognitive,
affective, and biological events (P) and the environment (E). Figure 2 demonstrates how the
relationship between the three areas of human agency flow back and forth from one another and
back again in a fluid motion.
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B

E

Figure 2. SCT causal structure diagram (Source: Bandura, 1997, p. 6)
Within this causal relationship, human agency is a social-behavioral characteristic that
influences a person’s sense of self. According to Goddard, Hoy and Woolfok Hoy (2000), SCT
is based on the belief one has about their capability to produce specific actions (perceived selfefficacy). It is the interaction between the three components of human agency (self behavior –
B, internal personal factors that are cognitive, affective and biological – P and the environment –
E) that are important. Bandura (1997) notes, “human adaptation and change are rooted in social
systems” (p. 6). Therefore, the concept of personal agency relies heavily on socio-structural
influences. As noted in figure 5, these three forces flow back and forth and influence an
individual’s sense of self. However, each person reacts differently to these social interactions. A
person with a high sense of efficacy will take advantage of opportunities offered and will find a
way to work around institutional constraints or will use a collective action to make a difference.
A person with a low sense of self-efficacy will not take advantage of social interactions and will
often become defeated by the institutional constraints they may face (Bandura, 1997). The idea
of agent causation involves the capacity to behave differently from how environmental forces
prescribe rather than just giving up.
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Agency refers to a secondary foundational piece in social cognitive theory (SCT), which
indicates human functioning is a part of building confidence. When a teacher is an agent of
influence in his or her own growth and development, they are acting with agency (Bandura,
1997). There are three specific types of agency. These are (a) direct personal agency, (b) proxy
agency and (c) collective agency. Each of these three types of agency is present in the teaching
environment. Direct personal agency relates to the concept that teachers manage their own life.
Proxy agency is related to teachers who do not have direct control over their own life so they will
utilize a proxy to gain that control. Collective agency refers to the idea that teachers are not
autonomous; instead, they are more effective when they work collectively as a group. The
causal relationship flows back and forth, as noted earlier, affecting human agency, which in turn
affects teacher efficacy. Therefore, close attention will be paid to these theoretical elements of
human agency as they specifically relate to the concept of teacher efficacy. Figure 3 outlines the
three agencies and their effect on efficacy.

Direct
Personal
Agency
Proxy
Agency

Personal
Agency

Confidence

Teacher
Efficacy

Collective
Agency

Figure 3. Agencies and their effect on efficacy in the teaching environment.
Figure demonstrates the flow of the elements of human agency present within the teaching
environment. The directional arrows from the three different types of agency all build toward

17

confidence and they are one-directional. The concepts of confidence, personal agency and
teacher efficacy flow back and forth. Of the three aspects of human agency, two of them, proxy
agency and collective agency, are influenced by the social interaction between the people who
are in the environment. These elements of agency affect confidence, which in turn affects
personal agency, which affects teacher efficacy. Collective efficacy is affected by both proxy
agency and collective agency. It should be noted that these causal factors flow back and forth
and can be both positive and negative. Because of these effects and the fact that the social
environment of the teacher’s school drives them, it is important to understand how efficacy
influences that process (Bandura, 1997). Using Bandura’s theory and the lens of interpretivism,
this study will seek to analyze how the perceptions of individual’s guide their understanding of
efficacy as it applies to the context of a professional development school setting and the
influence that setting has on the two different types of efficacy.
Significance of the Study
According to Darling Hammond (2010), “teachers’ preparation matters in two ways: It
can both enhance initial effectiveness and increase the likelihood of staying on the job long
enough to become more experienced and effective as teachers” (p. 37). In today’s accountability
driven educational world, finding qualified teachers, training them and retaining them is a
complicated task (Sindelar, Brownell & Billingsley, 2010; Tilford, 2007). Once hired and
trained, it is equally important to keep teachers in the profession. In a study of over 2000
teachers, Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) found a direct correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs as they related to job satisfaction. Therefore, studying the influence that PDSs have on
teacher efficacy (both in-service and preservice) will provide valuable information to the various

18

groups of stakeholders, which includes preservice teachers, in-service teachers who serve as
mentor teachers, school/district administration, and university partners.
Definition of Key Terms
Professional Development School (PDS). A partnership between a university and a K12 public school, with a shared mission, to work cooperatively together to prepare new teachers.
PDS are learning organizations, which focus on professional development for both new teachers
and experienced faculty. PDSs are housed at K-12 school sites, and in addition to inquiry and
professional development of teachers, they share a goal of increasing student achievement.
In-service Teacher/Collaborating Teacher (CT). Teachers who are working full time
and act in the role of a mentor teacher to host preservice teachers in a professional development
school. In-service teachers must meet specific requirements, which involve additional training
and a willingness to participate in the other requirements involved, such as collaborating with the
university. For the purpose of this paper, in-service teachers will be referred to as collaborating
teachers (CT).
Preservice Teachers (PST).

Interns who are working on the final requirements of their

degree to become certified as a teacher once they graduate. For the purpose of this paper, the
preservice teachers referenced will also be participating in a PDS. During interviews, the PSTs
and CTs frequently referred to the PSTs as interns. This is a common term in the field. In an
effort to have an accurate recording, I left the term intern in the interviews wherever they used it
even though this study, the university and the program refer to them as PSTs.
University Supervisor (US). The supervisor that works for the university and
collaborates with the school site. This person supervises the PSTs at the PDS site and works in
conjunction with CT’s and administration at the site to facilitate the PDS framework.
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Personal Teacher Efficacy (PTE). The belief an individual teacher has that they are in
control of the success their students will make. PTE was developed by Bandura (1997) in
conjunction with his seminal work on social cognitive theory (SCT).
Collective Teacher Efficacy (CTE). The sense a group of teachers shares that they can
be successful as a team in ensuring student success. This concept is also derived from Bandura’s
(1997) work.
Social-Cultural Theory (SCT). Theory based on Bandura’s (1997) which posits that
individuals and groups are their own agents in creating their personal level of functioning. This
sense of self is affected by the interaction from outside sources, which builds efficacy.
Simultaneous Renewal. The idea that a PDS is responsible for both educating new
teachers and renewing the CT’s on the side through collaborative professional development and
inquiry.
Limitations, Delimitations and Complications
Locke, Spirduso, and Silverman (2014) posit that there are limitations in all studies. I
have outlined those applicable to my proposed research in this section. First, since this study
will encompass a very small sample and is qualitative in nature, it is not intended to be
generalizable. I do hope however, that the information gained from this study will promote
conversation and professional learning that can inform practice in the future. This is particularly
true for PDS partnerships and collaborating teachers. In addition, my role as a principal of a
professional development school is also a complication to this study. As noted earlier, I
attempted to bracket my beliefs by clearly articulating my views in a belief statement prior to
beginning my research and during the investigation. I used a journal to record my personal
thoughts to keep them separate from the study. Finally, all data gained during the interviews was
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member checked by the participants, and I worked with a critical peer to double-check my
analysis and data collection.
Conclusion
This study provided insight into the perceptions of the various members of the cases
studied regarding how the context of a professional development school influenced the concept
of teacher efficacy. By delving deeply into the three sample cases located in one PDS and
listening to the stories of the triad members in the PDS and the background information from the
principal, gained a better understanding of how efficacy was influenced by the PDS and then
shared that understanding through my research. I believe this is important because, as noted by
Tschannen Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (1998) and Holzberger et al. (2013) the ability for new or
novice teachers to enter the field with a strong sense of self-efficacy is important. Teachers with
a strong sense of self-efficacy are better able to handle the challenges that teachers face. This is
especially important in today’s world of dwindling teacher numbers, high stakes testing, and
teacher burn-out (Fernet et al., 2012; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). Considering these factors
and combining it with the fact that teacher efficacy is more malleable in earlier years than in later
years (Bandura, 1997), studying efficacy in a PDS setting makes sense.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to review the research on professional development schools
(PDS) and teacher efficacy (TE). Since I will be examining professional development schools
and the role, they play in teacher efficacy, the review will be organized into the three major
themes found in the literature. These themes are professional development schools, teacher
efficacy, and understanding teacher efficacy in relationship to PDSs. In the first section, I will
open with a review of the literature on professional development schools. Within this first
section, the sub-themes are the history of PDSs and the culture of a PDS. The history section will
trace the different reforms and initiatives that gave birth to the original concept of a professional
development school and then review the various changes and reforms, which have occurred over
the years and up to the present day. The second sub-section focuses on the culture of a PDS. In
this section, the sub-topics include collaborative responsibility, rethinking university coursework,
inquiry, teacher and university roles, teacher learning, and student achievement. In the second
section, I will focus on the research supporting teacher efficacy. This section of the review will
contain general information on all three types of efficacy and will focus specifically on personal
teacher efficacy (PTE) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE) as these two are most closely
aligned with PDS goals and experiences. Since teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy
are related but different constructs, the review will contain sections on both. In an effort to
synthesize both professional development schools and efficacy, the third and final section will
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look at these two concepts together with a specific focus on how the culture of a PDS influences
both types of teacher efficacy. Each area is further developed by sub-themes, which will be
addressed individually in each section.
Articles for this review were considered acceptable if they were published between 1985
and 2019. This period encompassed the majority of the literature on professional development
schools (PDS) and efficacy, as both of these initiatives began to influence education during this
time. There will be some earlier references, as appropriate, in both professional development
schools and teacher efficacy as applicable to establish historical context and to review seminal
pieces.
Articles were considered acceptable if they were peer-reviewed or from a reliable source.
This was important to me as a researcher because scholars in the field have vetted their pieces for
importance and quality. Some of the articles on leadership came from the magazine, Principal.
These articles were deemed appropriate without a peer review because they specifically
pertained to the topic discussed in this review and were written by practitioners in the
educational field. Keywords used during the search were professional development schools and
efficacy, preservice and in-service teachers and teacher efficacy, teacher efficacy, collective
teacher efficacy, leadership and teacher efficacy. I primarily used the ERIC database and Google
scholar for the search process. As names of foundational/seminal researchers appeared in the
initial search, I then completed a specific author search using those names. The initial searches
revealed over 15,000 articles with different keywords.
After the initial sort process, I had approximately 300 articles that required a more
intensive review. These remaining articles were reviewed in a series of rounds, according to the
criteria listed here. In the first round, I reviewed titles and abstracts of the articles to determine if
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they were related to teacher efficacy or professional development schools and/or (a) specified
historical references to efficacy; (b) pre-service, in-service or novice teachers; or (c) leadership
and professional development schools or leadership and teacher efficacy. In the second review, I
read the abstract and the conclusions of the article to determine if they applied to this literature
review. Articles were discarded if (a) they did not address the principal or teacher role
concerning teacher efficacy, or (b) were focused on students in a professional development
school rather than teachers or (c) dealt with professional development in general, rather than a
professional development school. After the sort and preview process noted above a total of 70
articles and five books were considered appropriate to the topic and became part of this research
review.
Professional Development Schools
In this section, I outlined the various reforms and initiatives that have been responsible
for changing and defining professional development schools (PDS). There were several specific
groups and documents that have played a significant role in this process. Each of these groups
will be addressed individually. The major groups or organizations that have been a part of this
process are The Holmes Group, the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE), the National Association of Professional Development Schools (NAPDS), the
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) and the American Association of
College Teacher Education (AACTE). After the history section, I discussed the culture of a
PDS, which includes sub-sections on collaborative responsibility, rethinking university
coursework, inquiry, teacher learning, teacher and university roles and student achievement.
The history of professional development schools. According to Levine (2002), “PDSs
are partnerships formed by teacher education programs and PreK-12 schools intent on sharing
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responsibility for the preparation of new teachers” (p. 65). PDSs were designed to be innovative
programs that focus on both teacher and faculty development (Burns et al., 2015; Levine, 2002;
Rosenberg et al., 2009) and mutual partnerships between in-service teachers, districts and
universities (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Rosenberg et al., 2009). According to Teitel (2004), by
the mid to late ’90s, there were four specific goals that advocates of PDSs generally included in
any planning process for PDS programs. These goals are “(1) improvement of student learning,
(2) the preparation of educators, (3) the professional development of educators, and (4) research
and inquiry into improving practice” (p. 406). While these goals (sometimes worded in
different ways by organizations) are still a part of the PDS program today, the history of the
program’s development has been long and varied. In the sub-sections that follow, I will share
the foundational beginnings of the PDS program and how it has changed and grown over time.
Holmes group. Like many elements in education, the PDS movement began in response
to the historical report, A Nation at Risk (1983). Following that report, a group of college
education deans, who would ultimately come to be known as the Holmes group, got together to
create a set of standards to revise the quality of teacher education programs at the time.
According to Tilford (2007), this group charged themselves with developing “a vision for
improving education with a goal of creating vigorous and connected teacher preparation
programs” (p. 24). As noted by the Holmes Group in their report entitled, Tomorrow’s schools:
Principles for the design of professional development schools (1990), the authors posit that a
PDS is a combination of several important components, which are “a school for the
development of novice professionals, for continuing development of experienced professionals,
and for the research and development of the teaching profession” (p. 94). Included in this report
is a list of six design principles, which were created by the panel members to establish their
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vision of an effective professional development school. As noted, the Holmes report (1990)
indicates, “the professional development school is an effort to invent an institutional coalition
that will bring all the required forces together – universities, schools of education, and public
schools” (p. 94). The Holmes group also wanted to establish an institution, which could work on
the problems education faced in the future. The six principles are summarized briefly below:
(a) Teaching and learning for understanding, which focuses on creating learning for a
lifetime.
(b) Creating a learning community, where students will benefit when classrooms and
schools are thoughtfully organized as communities of learning.
(c) Teaching and learning for understanding for everybody’s children, where the
PDS can work to overcome the educational and social barriers raised by an unequal
society.
(d) Continuing learning by teachers, teacher educators, and administrators, where
learning is expected to go on for everyone.
(e) Thoughtful long-term inquiry into teaching and learning, partners in the PDS will
promote reflection and research on practice as a central aspect of the school.
(f) Inventing a new institution, the PDS will need to devise for itself a different kind
of organizational structure, supported over time, with a stake in better professional
preparation for school faculty.
(The Holmes Group, 1990, p. 98)
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Overall, the Holmes Reports were the foundational components that led to a reorganization of teacher education under a visionary stance of what effective PDS should look
like. They espoused that this report was not the end all but rather the foundation for the future.
They noted that a PDS will only work if there is “true reciprocity between school and university
educators” (p. 160). If one party dictates, then the schools may be successful in some ways but
the vital component of inquiry and practice may not. The consortium knew that they were
creating a vision that would lay the foundation for PDS to begin, but what would come from
their view would be a product of the teacher education field at large. In the rest of this section, I
shared the various revisions to the PDS literature in the chronological order that they occurred.
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The next
significant evolution in the field of professional development schools came in 1995 when the
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) became concerned with the
then-current state of teacher education quality and sustaining PDSs (Levine, 1998). Beginning
in 1995, NCATE initiated the Professional Development School Standards Project, which had
three goals:
(1) To establish a consensus for quality and good practice in PDSs;
(2) To design standards that reflect the fact that the PDS is still evolving as a new
institution; and
(3) To use standards as part of the development of an infrastructure to support and
sustain PDSs (NCATE, 1998, p. 7)
The commissioned group worked for three years to develop a set of standards that were
ultimately turned into the NCATE standards committee for consideration to become the NCATE
standards for accreditation. The report created a list of five critical attributes that were deemed
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essential components to provide an infrastructure for effective PDS foundation. The five critical
attributes are summarized below:
(1) Learning Community, which speaks to both student and teacher learning and an
atmosphere of collegiality and inquiry with the dissemination of new knowledge
(2) Accountability and Quality Assurance, the PDS is accountable to the public and to
the profession for upholding the standards for teaching and learning and preparing new
teachers.
(3) Collaboration, which notes that the responsibility for learning is shared and research
is jointly defined and implemented.
(4) Organization, Roles and Structures, resources, and processes for assigning those
resources are important. There is an emphasis on continuous improvement
(5) Equity-the PDS is characterized by norms and practices that support equity and
learning by all.
(NCATE, 1998, p. 14-15).
The NCATE standards were significant in the continued growth of PDS programs
because they provided a guide, based on specific standards, that programs could use to measure
their own progress and development. The report also spoke to the need to address the staffing
and learning challenges that face high demand and low performing schools (NCATE, 2001).
National Association of Professional Development Schools (NAPDS). Following
NCATE, the next major outline of PDS expectations came from the National Association for
Professional Development Schools (NAPDS) in 2008, when it published a report called, What it
means to be a professional development school. According to the purpose statement written at
the beginning of the report, NAPDS outlined four goals and nine essentials that made up the
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“fundamental qualities of a professional development school” (NAPDS, 2008). The statement
indicated that PDSs “were designed to accomplish a four-fold agenda” (p. 1). Defined within the
parameters of this agenda were four distinct goals (a) preparing future educators; (b) providing
current educators with ongoing professional development; (c) encouraging joint schooluniversity faculty investigation of education-related issues; (d) promoting the learning of k-12
students.
The nine required essentials of a PDS, according to NAPDS, are:
(1) A comprehensive mission that is broader in its outreach and scope than the mission of any
partner and that furthers the education profession and its responsibility to advance equity
within schools and, by potential extension, the broader community;
(2) A school-university culture committed to the preparation of future educators that
embraces their active engagement in the school community;
(3) Ongoing and reciprocal professional development for all participants guided by need;
(4) A shared commitment to innovative and reflective practice by all participants;
(5) Engagement in and public sharing of the results of deliberate investigations of practice by
respective participants;
(6) An articulation agreement developed by the respective participants delineating the roles
and responsibilities of all involved;
(7) A structure that allows all participants a forum for ongoing governance, reflection, and
collaboration;
(8) Work by college/university faculty and P-12 faculty in formal roles across institutional
settings; and
(9) Dedicated and shared resources and formal rewards and recognition structures.
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(Source: NAPDS report: What it means to be a professional development school, pg. 2-3,
www.napds.org)
These nine essentials were created to act as a rubric, which could be used to determine if
the school-university partnership was truly a PDS (NAPDS, 2008). The NAPDS organization
posits, “without having all nine, the relationship that exists between a school district and a
college/university, albeit however strong, would not be a PDS” (NAPDS, 2008). Many teacher
education programs use the term PDS loosely (Teitel, 1998) even if they do not contain the
essential pieces that define a PDS. Within the context of this study, I will use the nine essentials
to determine where on the continuum the PDS I ultimately choose for the case study falls.
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). This reform in
professional development schools was initiated by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP), with a published set of five accreditation standards. This association is
responsible for accrediting both U. S. and international teacher education programs. According
to the CAEP accreditation handbook (2016), the “mission is to advance excellence in educator
preparation through evidence-based accreditation that assures quality and supports continuous
improvement” (p. 4). These accreditation standards are included here because they are a
governing body that is responsible for accrediting PDSs; however, they are not as closely tied to
PDS expectations as the other outlines discussed earlier. The list of 9 essentials specified by
NAPDS (2008) is the list that will be referenced in this paper as the exemplar to follow for PDS
expectation. The five CAEP standards, combined with their articulated levers of change, posted
in their accreditation handbook, are listed in the next sub-section.
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Five standards, according to CAEP.
•

Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical Knowledge: CAEP requires evidence of effective
clinical preparation that incorporates partnerships with P-12 schools and districts that
meet local and national employers’ urgent needs (e. g., addressing shortage areas and
placing excellent teachers in hard-to-staff schools).

•

Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice: CAEP ensures the selection of capable
and diverse candidates, and assures stakeholders of candidate quality from recruitment
and admission into teaching.

•

Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment, and Selectivity: CAEP accreditation
includes all providers and encourages innovation from university-based, alternative, forprofit, and online programs.

•

Standard 4: Program Impact: CAEP maintains that the impact of teachers on P-12
student learning and development is the ultimate test of the effectiveness of preparation
providers.

•

Standard 5: Provider Quality Continuous Improvement and Capacity: CAEP will
encourage and help providers build the capacity for data-driven continuous improvement.
This is a key outcome of the accreditation process that increases its relevance and impact
within and across all providers.

(Source: CAEP Accreditation handbook, 2016 (p. 5-6) posted online at www.caepnet.org
All of the CAEP standards impact the partnership practice in a PDS. In particular, a
review of standard 2: clinical partnerships and practice, states that “CAEP ensures the selection
of capable and diverse candidates, and assures stakeholders of candidate quality from
recruitment and admission into teaching” (p. 5-6). Like the essentials noted in the previous
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section by NAPDS, the CAEP standards focus on learning within a clinical context and the value
of partnerships between universities and P-12 school sites. These partnership experiences lead to
increased learning in a clinical setting for all participants and an increase in leadership
opportunities for experienced teachers within the PDS (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012). Berry,
Daughtry and Wieder (2010) further support this idea with the following statements:
Research shows that when teachers are empowered to function as autonomous
professionals and leaders, this builds a sense of professional confidence and pride that
feeds effective teaching practice. In fact, both individual and collective teacher
leadership self-efficacy have been linked with successful school improvement and reform
efforts by creating a critical mass of empowered experts within the building (p. 4).
The NCATE Blue-Ribbon Report. The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE) completed a report entitled Transforming teacher education through
clinical practice: A national strategy to prepare effective teachers (2010). This report was
commissioned as a result of the continued differences found in teacher education programs. The
authors posit that teacher education programs are still vastly different with different requirements
and varied lengths of preparation. The NCATE report (2010) notes that in an examination of the
status of teacher preparation programs, they found “that clinical preparation is poorly defined
and inadequately supported” (p. 4). The panel highlighted several excellent clinical education
programs that demonstrated clinical preparation to hold as exemplars. This report concluded with
a call for action for clinical practice to be at the heart of all teacher preparation efforts. In an
effort to provide a guide for the improvement of clinical practice, the panel outlined ten design
principles that should be used to design effective clinical teacher education programs. These ten
principles are:
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(1) Clinical preparation is integrated throughout every facet of teacher education in a
dynamic way
(2) A candidate’s progress and the elements of a preparation program are continuously
judged basis of data
(3) Programs prepare teachers who are expert in content and how to teach it and are also
innovators, collaborators, and problem-solvers
(4) Candidates learn in an interactive professional community
(5) Clinical educators and coaches are rigorously selected and prepared and drawn from
both higher education and the P-12 sector
(6) Specific sites are designated and funded to support embedded clinical preparation
(7) Technology applications foster high-impact preparation
(8) A powerful R & D agenda and systematic gathering and use of data supports
continuous improvement in teacher preparation
(10) Strategic partnerships are imperative for powerful clinical preparation
(NCATE Blue Ribbon Report, 2010, p. 5-6)
These design principles outline a way to integrate coursework, pedagogy, content, the use
of data, and the innovative practices of master teachers all wrapped around a foundation of
strong clinical experiences. The emphasis on learning is done in a cradle of an interactive
professional community that focuses on a collaborative culture and a focus on student learning.
American Association of College for Teacher Education (AACTE). The AACTE
Clinical Practice Commission (2018) completed the latest report in this historical overview. This
report was called A pivot toward clinical practice, its lexicon, and the renewal of dducator
preparation (2018). This report followed eight years after the NCATE Blue Ribbon report.
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While the Blue-Ribbon report was a call for action requesting teacher education programs to
value clinical practice. The authors posit that the AACTE report is not intended to be a review
paper; rather, it is designed to be an operational guideline for clinical practice. The report
outlines two different sets of guidelines to be used in the establishment of clinical education
programs. The first is a lexicon of practice, which offers a universal set of definitions for key
terms associated with clinical practice. The reason for this attention to terms is that within the
field of teacher education, there are many different acronyms and titles that are used, often for
the same role. The authors stated that a universal set of terms is an essential piece to the PDS
effort (AACTE, 2018). The second guideline is a set of ten proclamations that are defined by
key tenets of expectations. These proclamations and tenets were intended to “strengthen, propel
and establish clinical practice as the means by which future educators are prepared and
professional educators are empowered to meet the needs of all learners” (AACTE, 2018, p. 44).
The proclamations are:
(1) The central proclamation – clinical practice and research should be at the center of
everything surrounding high-quality teacher preparation. This includes coursework
and authentic practice in diverse learning environments
(2) The pedagogy proclamation – pedagogy should be embedded in the program and
serve as the guide for the development of clinical practice
(3) The skills proclamation – All members of the teacher education program share a
common partnership and play innovative roles in the practice without restrictions
usually found in teacher preparation. Professional teacher development is researchbased, embedded and aligned with the clinical practice
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Since this latest report illustrates the essential components that operationally define a PDS, it is
significant to the field because it can be used as a guide to develop and or support continuous
improvement in PDS programs.
This section of the review outlined the various reforms and initiatives that have been
responsible for changing and defining what a PDS could be. Several specific groups played a
major role in this process and each of these groups was discussed individually and the key
components of their influence on PDSs were shared. As noted, the most recent changes to the
field were the list of nine essentials from NAPDS (2008), the Blue ribbon report (2010), the list
of accreditation standards defined by CAEP (2016) and the report completed by the AACTE
Clinical Practice Commission (2018), which focuses on the renewal of educator preparation. As
shared in this section, these initiatives focus on partnership and professional development of new
teachers and renewal of experienced teachers in a clinical setting (Levine, 2002). In the next
section, I will address the culture of a PDS and the important facets that make PDSs unique and
effective ways to educate preservice teachers. This section on culture will include sub-sections
on collaborative responsibility, rethinking university coursework, inquiry, teacher learning,
teacher and university roles and student achievement.
The Culture of a PDS. Professional development schools (PDS) are partnerships
created by university teacher education programs and K-12 schools. These partnerships focus on
shared goals, and both preservice and in-service teacher development. According to ACCTE
(2018), a PDS is a “framework to build, maintain and sustain a clinical partnership, which joins
the needs of college or university and local P-12 schools in the preparation of highly effective
educators to meet the needs of all learners” (p. 3). This partnership has developed and merged
over the years as the various reforms and papers discussed in the previous section have honed
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and shaped the expectations for all of the PDS members. According to Burns, Yendol-Hoppey
and Jacobs (2015), two overriding goals drive PDS partnership work. The first goal is the
creation of a working partnership between universities and P-12 school sites with the plan of
increasing the importance and quality of teacher education. The second goal is the concept of
simultaneous renewal. Simultaneous renewal is the idea that everyone involved in the PDS
benefits from the experience and professional development from the partnership while they are
doing the work of educating future teachers (Goodlad, 1993). Although many partnerships that
use the title PDS may not actually be PDSs (Teitel, 2004), certain important elements are a
hallmark of an effective PDS partnership. These elements, which are discussed in the following
sub-section, are collaborative responsibility, rethinking university coursework, inquiry, teacher
learning, teacher and university roles and student achievement.
Collaborative responsibility. According to Levine (2002), PDS partnerships are “intent
on sharing responsibility for the preparation of new teachers, the development of experienced
faculty members, and the improvement of practice – all with the goal of enhancing student
achievement” (p. 65). Waters (2017) states PDSs are unique in that they have created a way to
move “new teacher induction away from the college classrooms and into communities of
practice in actual schools” (p. 19). The practice of clinical education that occurs in these schools
is a crucial piece of the PDS culture.
According to Burns et al., (2015), “clinically centered preparation refers to designing
systematic and intentional experiences that place the focus of teaching and learning on children
in an authentic workspace” (p. 55). The clinical experience that is a part of the PDS is designed
to enable PSTs and CTs to work in tandem with one another and the university. PSTs can try
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out and experiment with what they have learned in the university classroom. It is a chance for
novice teachers to test theories and practice within the walls of a real-life setting.
Rethinking university coursework. One of the essential elements of the PDS culture is
the professional development, which occurs on-site, and is focused on both student and teacher
learning, in a setting where there is a joint responsibility between the school site and the
university. This collaboration, which focuses on student and teacher needs, fixes an earlier
problem of disconnect, present in more traditional teacher preparation programs. Burns et al.,
(2015), explains this idea as follows, “when university coursework is created without regard to
schools’, teachers,’ or most importantly, students’ needs, the course work becomes irrelevant and
feels more like an “add on” rather than an integrated and critical component of educating
children” (p. 55).
In a discussion of a model PDS site, Burns et al., (2015) posit “clinically centered
coursework is also a signature pedagogy of PDS work” (p. 62). The learning that takes place in a
PDS is more than just theory-based coursework, which may or may not match what is going on
in the clinical portion of the program. In an effective PDS, attention is paid to the coursework so
that it is integrated seamlessly with the supervised clinical piece of practice. This allows the
PSTs to learn in practice from the experts (CTs) at the site (Burns et al., 2015; Darling
Hammond, 2015). This collaborative effort between the partners (both university and school)
results in learning that is both authentic and applied (Burns et al., 2015). Darling Hammond
(2015) espouses this clinical atmosphere combined with coursework in a strategic way provides
an opportunity for PSTs to learn to practice in practice, under intensive supervision with expert
models. Another advantage of this scenario is that the new teachers are working directly with
students who are often diverse and benefit from effective teaching practice (Darling Hammond,
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2015). The next sub-section will discuss inquiry, which is another element of learning for both
PSTs and CTs in a PDS.
Practitioner inquiry. Another important element of the PDS culture is that of inquiry.
According to Dana and Yendol-Hoppey (2019), inquiry is the systematic and intentional study of
a teacher’s own practice. Originally listed in standard I of the NCATE standards (2008), the
process of inquiry has continued to be a primary focus in an effective PDS.

In his discussion

regarding the NCATE standards established in 2001, Tilford (2007) discussed standard I which
addressed the value of learning communities being a part of an effective PDS. He further posited
that the standard communicates the ideal that inquiry and shared vision, based on research and
practitioner knowledge, will serve as an instrument of change and extend the learning
community of a PDS. Inquiry is an essential element in the program and there is value in inquiry
for all members of a PDS; this includes students, teachers and principals (Bullough, Dauchak,
Crow, Hobbs & Stokes, 1997; Stroble & Luka, 1999; Tilford, 2010). Finally, DarlingHammond (2010) espouses that in an effective PDS model, the school and the district must also
support the reform and improvement initiatives, which includes action research.
Through the efforts of professional development, collaboration, and inquiry, novice
teachers who graduate from an effective PDS are better prepared than their non-partnership
counterparts (Levine, 2002). Darling-Hammond (2010) posits, “studies of highly developed
PDS have suggested that teachers who graduate from such programs feel more knowledgeable
and prepared to teach. In addition, PDS graduates are often rated by employers, supervisors and
researchers as better equipped than other novice teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Watson,
2006). Teitel (2001) shared the results of several studies in which new teachers from both
partnership schools and non-partnership schools were observed using a carefully measured
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standardized protocol. A review of those protocols indicated that teacher candidates from
partnership schools demonstrated clear benefits to those from non-partnership schools.
Teacher learning. According to Levine (2002), “PDSs provide in-depth, long term
clinical experiences for teacher candidates, supervising teachers, and university faculty members
(who) share mentoring responsibilities” (p. 66). A unique part of this process is the belief that all
members of the PDS are both learners and collaborators. Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) explain
the PDS atmosphere as a “learning organization focused on the learning of school students,
novice and veteran teachers and university faculty” (p. 91). An example of this learning
opportunity for all is found in the work of Bier, Horn, Campbell, Kazemi, Hintz, KelleyPetersen, Stevens, Saxena and Peck (2012). These researchers developed the concept of the
“sweet spot” which occurs when meaningful opportunities for learning are present within the
PDS. Figure 4 illustrates the concept of everyone learning in that shared space:

Figure 4. Sweet Spot: Intersection of meaningful opportunities to learn for student teachers,
veteran teachers, and university faculty (Source: Bier et al., 2012, p. 129).
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The researachers describe the concept of a “sweet spot” as “the intersection of opportunities to
learn by pre-service teachers, veteran teachers, and university teacher education faculty in a
shared context” (p. 129).
In the study, the researchers focused on three individual case studies, which used this
collaborative learning example. In their research, they noted that the analysis of student work
was a common area that all participants could participate in within this collaborative framework.
An example case cited in the article included CTs, PSTs and teacher educators working together
to create an experience they referred to as “studio days”. This example surrounded the year-end
math assessment and students in a particular class. At the same time that the standardized
assessment was scheduled, the PSTs were studying how to prompt students’ thinking during
mathematical situations in their math methods class. The PSTs learned in their methods course
how important it was to understand children’s thoughts to properly understand how to interpret
assessment results. They also learned how difficult a task this could be, especially for novice
teachers. In this case study, the PSTs met with the students and interviewed them to gain an
understanding of their mathematical thinking ability prior to the standardized assessment. After
the assessment was given the university supervisors, PSTs and CTs met to interpret and score the
assessment. During this process, the PSTs were able to share their input from the interviews and
assist in interpreting the results based on the mathematical understanding they had gained from
the student interviews. Figure 4 represents an example of how the three roles meld to create an
effective space for shared collaborative learning to take place.
Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) and Levine (2002), espouse that as a result of the
collaborative learning process that takes place in an effective PDS partnership new roles emerge
for both the CTs and the university supervisors. For teachers, these roles typically involve
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teacher leadership, which can be either formal or informal (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Levine,
2002). For university supervisors, the roles have grown and evolved over the years with the
changing history of the PDS so that today’s university supervisors have significantly different
roles than they had in the past (Burns et al., 2016). These changing roles will be discussed in the
next sub-section.
Teacher and university roles. The role of reform in PDSs provides an opportunity to
reframe and re-define the roles of its participants and is a constant driver of PDS work (DarlingHammond, 2010). This re-defining of roles provides an opportunity for leadership development
and collaborative relationships to form. In addition to the principal, there are teacher leaders and
university faculty who help to lead this effort (Larsen & Rieckhoff, 2014). The PDS setting has
been groundbreaking in its development and magnification of the concept of teacher leadership
(Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Cochran-Smith et al., 2008; Levine, 2002). The university partners
have played a significant role in this practice as they have helped to place emphasis on “the
context of practice, collaborative inquiry and accountability, all focused on PreK-12 student
learning” (Larsen & Rieckhoff, 2014, p. 308).
Another area that has helped to develop teacher leaders and further strengthen the
elements of a PDS is the collaboration and teacher-driven research opportunities that are present
in an established and collaborative PDS program. These opportunities help to distribute
leadership among teacher leaders (Larsen & Rieckhoff, 2014). Berry, Daughtry, and Wieder
(2010) state that the developments of these important teacher leadership opportunities are
“critically important to recruiting and retaining the most effective and accomplished teachers” (p.
5). In a study completed by Carpenter and Sherretz (2012), which focused on one PDS in an
elementary school, the findings indicated that the professional development that occurred at the
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site was not provided by the local school district or some other outside source. Rather, as the
partnership progressed, the professional development at the school was developed and given by
the teachers themselves. They also found that the teachers at the school were “valued as leaders,
by working with colleagues and gaining the respect of their peers. Leadership was gained
informally through peer relationships and interactions” (p. 95). Carpenter and Sherretz (2012)
also noted during this study that collective efficacy was a re-occurring theme. Teachers at the
site reported, “a collective perception that teachers in the school make an educational difference
by becoming informal leaders” (96).
In addition to changes in the teachers’ role in a PDS, in recent years, the role of the
university supervisor has also undergone a significant shift. According to Burns, Jacobs, and
Yendol-Hoppey (2016) instead of the supervisory role of the past, university supervisors have
moved into more of a facilitation type role working in partnership with the CTs to enhance the
learning of the PST. In this role, the supervisor acts as a facilitator in the triad relationship
between the university, the PST and the CT. Based on a meta-analysis completed by Burns et al.
(2016), they identified a framework containing multiple tasks that today’s university supervisor
undertakes. These tasks include targeted assistance, individual support, collaboration and
community, curriculum support and research for innovation. They further identified effective
practices that went along with each of the supervision tasks. As espoused by Burns et al.
(2016), “it is clear that the focus of PST supervision in an era of clinical practice is on PST
learning” (p. 420). Also, the authors note that this shift for university supervisors is one that
places a great deal of emphasis on collaboration and community as an element of their practice.
The last sub-section on the culture of PDSs will focus on the crucial element of student
achievement.
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Student achievement. Professional development schools are actual working schools that
serve students. These schools have different challenges, and they are often located in areas with
culturally diverse student populations (Darling Hammond, 2010). Therefore, one of the primary
goals of a PDS – that of increasing student achievement can be complicated. However, the
literature does support an increase in student achievement in PDSs. Carpenter and Sherretz
(2012), reference in their article, a review of several PDS sites by Pine (2000), who found that
over a multi-year period, “minority students in PDSs met or exceeded average test scores in
mathematics, science, and reading, compared to those of their more affluent peers in Michigan”
(p. 90). Levine (2002) supports the idea of increased student achievement in PDSs, as well. He
shares results of a Rand Study where researchers compared student achievement between
partnership and non-partnership schools and found that routinely the scores in the partnership
schools were higher.
In closing, the literature reviewed in this section indicated that the creation of PDSs has
had a long and varied progression that in some ways, is still being defined. From the first
meeting of the Holmes Group to the latest set of guidelines devised by AACTE there have been
common goals and guidelines that focus on several key factors such as a true collaboration
experiences between universities and P-12 schools, a focus on student achievement and the
development of preservice teachers and in-service faculty. Whether informal or formal, out of
the PDS opportunity, experienced in-service teachers often develop and grow as leaders at their
sites (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012). This opportunity for leadership and shared partnerships leads
to increased student achievement and a feeling of capability and collective efficacy among
faculty members and preservice teachers (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Levine, 2002). In the
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next major section, I will discuss teacher efficacy. Efficacy is a complicated construct and
similar to PDS, it has also had a varied history of development.
Teacher Efficacy
Teacher Efficacy is the belief a teacher has that they can make a difference in the
classroom and in their student’s learning (Bandura, 1997). Bandura defined three different types
of efficacy: personal teacher efficacy, general teacher efficacy, and collective efficacy. The
study of efficacy is a fairly new construct that has been developed and researched in the last 30
years (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998). From the review of my literature on efficacy four
different themes emerged. The themes in the order that they will be discussed in this section are
the history of teacher efficacy, the history of measuring teacher efficacy, understanding teacher
efficacy and why it is important to the teaching profession, and the different types of teacher
efficacy. Sub-sections in each of these areas will be introduced within each section.
The history of teacher efficacy. In this section, I will review the research connected to
the history of how teacher efficacy first became identified and how it has grown from that point.
This section will also discuss the theory behind teacher efficacy and highlight the work of Albert
Bandura, who is credited with defining and developing the seminal work on teacher efficacy.
Included as a sub-topic under the work of Bandura is a section on the four sources that build
teacher efficacy and information about the social cognitive theory, which is the theory behind
Bandura’s work (1997, 2002).
The Rand survey. The construct of teacher efficacy was first formulated in the mid1970s when it was measured in a survey given by two groups of researchers from the RAND
corporation (Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The RAND survey was originally
developed to study the success of several reading programs and interventions being used at the
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time. The researchers included two items on teacher efficacy, which were based on the work of
Julian Rotter. Rotter’s work was built on social learning theory, which is based on the concept
of generalized expectancies for internal versus external control or reinforcement (Dellinger et al.,
2008; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998; Tchannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Rotter’s work
ultimately became known as the locus of control theory. In this theory, “efficacy is based on the
extent that teachers believe they can control the reinforcement of their actions” (Tschannen
Moran et al., 1998, p. 2). In other words, according to this theory, teachers with a high level of
efficacy believe they control the response to their actions, such as student achievement.
Except for the two-item efficacy measures, the rest of the items on the survey were
specific to the programs and interventions being studied. According to Tschannen Moran et al.,
(1998, pp. 204-205), the two items buried in the original RAND measure were:
•

Item 1: When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because of
a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.
– This item refers to general teaching efficacy (GTE) or the influence that
teachers and schools have.

•

Item 2: If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or
unmotivated students. – This item refers to personal teaching efficacy (PTE), the
control that a teacher feels they have regarding their own influence with students.

The information noted in this section relates to the birth of the concept of teacher
efficacy, however, as the previous topic of PDSs, teacher efficacy is a concept that has
undergone significant discussions and changes. The researcher who was actually credited with
the seminal work on teacher efficacy is Albert Bandura. He based his findings on the social

45

cognitive theory, which he also identified in his work. Bandura’s work and the social cognitive
theory it is based on are defined in the next sub-section.
Seminal work of Albert Bandura. Albert Bandura is the researcher credited with
defining and creating the seminal work based on teacher efficacy. In this section, I will share the
findings based on his work. There will be two subsections in this topic. The first sub-section will
be based on the four sources defined by Bandura (1997) that build teacher efficacy. These four
sources are mastery experiences, physiological and emotional states, vicarious experiences and
social persuasion (Bandura, 1997). The second sub-section will highlight the elements of
efficacy as they apply to social cognitive theory (SCT). This section will include information on
two key components in the theory’s base, known as contextual efficacy and human agency.
Bandura (l997), in his seminal work on the concept of self-efficacy, brought a new theory
to the study of teacher efficacy. Bandura’s theory emerged from social cognitive theory (SCT)
rather than the locus of control theory originally used by Rotter (Bandura, 1993). These two
theories have caused some confusion, as they are sometimes believed to be the same. While the
ideas of the two theories are somewhat intertwined, they are two different theoretical
perspectives. Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000) summarize the differences as Bandura’s
social cognitive theory (SCT) is the belief about one’s capability to produce specific actions
(perceived self-efficacy) while Rotter’s SLT is based on whether or not actions affect outcomes
(locus of control). Bandura’s work, which speaks to a person’s internal feeling of whether or not
they can be successful in a particular situation, is based on this internal belief. Rotter’s work
speaks to the belief that everything a person does, is done based on the action it receives. If the
response received is successful, such as student achievement, then the teacher will continue the
previous efforts because it was reinforced positively. The two theories do not share an empirical
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relationship. Social cognitive theory is believed to be the stronger of the two theories (Bandura,
1997) and the leading definition of teacher efficacy (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998).
Bandura’s four identified sources of influence impacting efficacy. Bandura (1997)
identified four basic sources of influences that have an impact on building efficacy. These four
sources are mastery experiences, physiological and emotional states, vicarious experiences, and
social persuasion (Bandura, 2002; Goddard et al., 2000; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998;
Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). These sources
are outlined below:
Source 1: Mastery experiences. According to Bandura (1997), mastery experiences are
considered very powerful experiences for building teacher efficacy. These experiences speak to
the perception caused by a set of results based on actual experience. If the teacher perceives the
results as successful, then efficacy beliefs are increased. If the experiences were viewed as
unsuccessful, it would have the opposite effect and would reduce overall efficacy beliefs. These
beliefs, either positive or negative, lead to the expectation that experiences in the future will have
the same results.
Source 2: Physiological and emotional states. The next source is physiological and
emotional states, which refer to a person’s level of stress, anxiety, fatigue or personal thoughts.
These emotional states can contribute to the concept of teacher efficacy, as a teacher will either
attribute these thoughts to internal feelings of failure or success. If a teacher feels overwhelmed
by thoughts of possible failure, it will lead them to feel stress and anxiety, which leads to lower
self-efficacy. If a teacher feels excited or challenged by an activity, then that sense of arousal
and excitement helps because they know they have the confidence to handle the situation. These
positive feelings will lead to an increase in self-confidence.
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Source 3: Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences are fueled by observation. When
a teacher watches another teacher model a specific skill, they can learn vicariously from that
experience. However, this will only happen if the observer identifies with the teacher who is
demonstrating. If the model is successful and the observer identifies himself or herself as
similar, then the experience will have a positive effect on the observer’s efficacy. However, if
the experience is negative or the observer does not identify with the person they are watching,
the result for the observer will be negative.
Source 4: Social persuasion. The final source for building efficacy is called social
persuasion. Social persuasion could be in the form of feedback on performance or a pep talk
from the person’s supervisor, coach, or colleague. It could also just be the talk around school
that speaks to the ability of a teacher to reach individual students or certain high levels of student
achievement. It should be noted that social persuasion must come from someone that has
credibility and trustworthiness for it to be effective (Bandura, 1997, 2002).
The elements of efficacy as they apply to social cognitive theory (SCT). Bandura’s
(1997) work on teacher efficacy is based on the social cognitive theory (SCT), which he
developed earlier than his work on teacher efficacy (1993). In this section, I will discuss two
important elements of the social cognitive theory, which are crucial to understanding the theory
behind efficacy. These two concepts are contextual efficacy and human agency.
Contextual efficacy. Within the parameters of social cognitive theory, the four sources
are vital because these sources are the elements that build or deflate personal or collective
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). However, there are several other essential elements to this theory that
must be discussed when delving into the nature and construct of efficacy and its relation to social
cognitive theory. Other areas that are equally important to this theory are the nature of
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contextual efficacy and what value agency brings to efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Tschennan-Moran
et al., 1998).
When discussing contextual factors with efficacy, there is a difference in self-efficacy
and other conceptions of self, as it is specific to a task. Different notions of self, such as selfconcept, pertain to a more global idea of total worth. Self-efficacy is contextual and it applies to
certain self-perceptions of what the individual is capable of. For instance, a person may have
problems at home with family life, money or children, but do very well at teaching. In this case,
the person can have a strong sense of self-efficacy in teaching but a weak self-efficacy in their
efforts at home. Tschannen-Moran et al., (1998) further explain the idea of self-worth by sharing
that self-esteem is a trait that speaks to an individual’s honest evaluation of self. Whereas, selfefficacy is how a person feels about their ability to complete a particular task successfully. Selfefficacy is a futuristic thought, as it applies to the success the teacher expects to have versus
success they have already accomplished (Bandura, 1997, 2002).
On a different note, if a person does not have a quest for a specific skill, such as
swimming or archery and they have not invested time and effort in learning that skill, then a lack
of efficacy in that skill will not affect their overall self-esteem. On the other hand, a high
achiever with a great deal of skill in an area may evaluate themselves negatively because they
have set very high goals for themselves. Also, people may question their own self-worth, even if
they are highly skilled if others speak negatively of them, or they fall into groups that are not
valued (Bandura, 1997).
Human agency. Agency refers to a foundational piece in social cognitive theory, which
speaks to the fact that human functioning is a part of building confidence. When a teacher is an
agent of influence in his or her own growth and development, they are acting with agency
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(Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura (1997), there are three types of agency: direct personal
agency, proxy agency and collective agency. Direct personal agency is the concept that a person
influences and manages his or her own life. They are in control of the direction their life is
taking and they can make changes if they need too. Proxy agency refers to the people who do
not have direct control of their lives. When a person does not have control over their own
situation, they try to gain control by using a proxy. A proxy is someone who has access to
resources or things they need to be successful. Or, in some cases, the proxy has the intellectual
functioning to help them out of a difficult situation. The last type is collective agency. In
collective agency teachers do not work as an autonomous unit, rather to be most effective,
teachers work as a group, who pool their resources and knowledge to obtain the best in a
situation. Working together will help them obtain what they cannot get alone (Bandura, 1997,
2002).
The history of measuring teacher efficacy. In this section, I will discuss the history of
how teacher efficacy became a measurable construct and review the various measures that have
been used to measure it through the years. Sub-themes in this section are listed by measure in
the order that they were developed and used. The section begins with the Rand measure, which
was referenced earlier in this review, as it was a defining element in teacher efficacy. It is
mentioned again in this section because it was the first official measure in the concept of
efficacy. Following the Rand survey section, will be a discussion on the research on each of the
following scales: teacher locus of control (TLC), The Webb Scale, The Gibson and Dembo
Scale, other individual area measures of teacher efficacy, the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale
(TSES) and finally, the Collective Teacher Beliefs Scale (CTBS).
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Rand measure – The beginning of defining efficacy. The measurement of efficacy has a
complicated history, and measures have been designed, created and re-designed as the theories of
efficacy have grown and evolved. After the RAND researchers first measured efficacy with their
limited two-item measure, the concept of teacher efficacy was born. Several of the early attempts
to measure the construct of efficacy used the two-item measure developed by RAND. For
instance, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) shared that a study of teachers in an effective “use of
time program,” which related to the time on instruction, was measured using the two-item
RAND construct. Other small studies used the RAND measure as well to measure teacher
efficacy in different ways such as behavior, stress, and burnout. Researchers eventually became
concerned about the two-item scale and whether or not it was an effective measure.
Teacher locus of control scale (TLC). Rose and Medway developed the Teacher Locus
of Control (TLC) scale in 1981. This was a larger scale with 28 items. Teachers assigned
responsibility for student success or failure based on the explanation choices offered by the
researchers. The answers attributed the success or failure to either teacher actions or factors
outside of the teacher’s control.
The Webb scale. The Webb Scale followed, and similar to the TLC, expanded the idea
of the RAND items to increase reliability. This measure used a forced-choice format, which was
comparable to the TLC measure; however, the choices were expanded, which increased the
reliability. On the TLC the questions were limited and either described student success or
teacher failure (i.e., you are teaching a particular concept in math and the student has trouble
learning it). Would this happen 1) because the student wasn’t able to understand it or 2) because
you couldn’t explain it well). The researchers who re-designed the Webb scale noted that in the
TLC measure, there was a degree of social desirability bias, because of the way the questions
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were worded. In the newer Webb scale, the choices were re-written in a way that required the
teacher to choose which option they agreed with the most, ie. choice 1) “a teacher should not be
expected to reach every child; some students are not going to make academic progress” or choice
2) “every child is reachable” (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998).
The Gibson and Dembo scale. The field of measurement took its first big step toward a
more extensive and reliable measure of efficacy in the early 1980s with the Gibson and Dembo
scale (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998). These researches based their instrument on analyses of
several different studies of teachers who had a high sense of efficacy. This measure was a 30item instrument, which measured the constructs of personal teacher efficacy (PTE) and general
teacher efficacy (GTE). Over time, inconsistencies became visible in the measure and the scale
was re-designed.
Individual area measures of teacher efficacy. Some individual measures by various
researches concentrated on a specific subject or context. For instance, using a form of the
Gibson and Dembo measure, Riggs and Enochs (1990), created an instrument specifically
designed to measure teacher efficacy in science instruction called the Science Teaching Efficacy
Belief Instrument (STEBI). Emmer and Hickman (1990) also used the Gibson and Dembo
instrument to develop a classroom management measure. Other scales were created to measure
efficacy in areas like math, reading, and special education. A different type of measure, created
by Ashton and her group, called the Ashton Vignettes (1984), described various situations where
the teacher responded using a scale with ratings from “extremely ineffective” to “extremely
effective.” Bandura (1997) also contributed a 30-item teacher efficacy instrument.
One of the essential elements of any efficacy scale is that it must contain a measure of
personal competence and an analysis of the task in terms of the teaching context. For instance,
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what resources or restraints does the teacher have in mind as they rate the item (TschannenMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). One thing that has remained an important element in any scale
to adequately measure teacher efficacy is that it should include a measure (as the RAND study
did) in each of the teacher efficacy areas – personal-teacher efficacy (PTE) – teachers beliefs of
their own competence, and general teacher efficacy (GTE) – teachers expectancy in their own
effectiveness as it relates to environmental issues (Dellinger et al., 2008; Klassen et al., 2009).
Teacher sense of efficacy scale (TSES). According to Garfield-Dorel et al. (2016), the
Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), created by Tschannen Moran and Woolfolk Hoy
(2001), is a measure of a person’s evaluation of their own likely success. There is both a longform (24 items) and a short form (12 item) instrument that measures teacher efficacy in three
specifically different, but related ways associated with three areas of teaching: efficacy for
classroom management (CM), efficacy to promote student engagement (SE) and efficacy in
using instructional strategies (IS). Researchers in the field indicate agreement that the TSES is a
robust measure for teacher efficacy and the measure has been used worldwide with validity
(Garfield Dorel et al., 2016, Klassen et al., 2009; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001;
Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Collective teacher beliefs scale (CTBS). The collective efficacy beliefs scale was created
to measure the concept of collective efficacy of a school’s overall culture. According to
Goddard et al. (2000), a collective efficacy scale is designed to measure the extent to which a
collective faculty feels that together they can influence student achievement. The CTBS scale
was created by Tschannen Moran and Woolfolk Hoy and is located on their website
(http://wmpeople.wm.edu/site/page/mxtsch/researchtools). This scale has twelve questions that
teachers can answer based on how they feel about the entire faculty of the school. Example

53

questions are: 1) how much can teachers in your school do to help students master complex
content? 2) how much can school personnel in your school do to control disruptive behavior?
The measure uses a Likert-type scale ranging in answers from “none at all” to “a great deal.”
Understanding teacher efficacy and why it is important to the teaching profession.
Understanding what teacher efficacy means is a critical first step to helping teachers develop a
strong sense of professional confidence, which in turn has a direct effect on a teacher’s
motivation, instructional practice and career longevity. Teacher efficacy affects all teachers in
either a positive or negative way and it is a broad construct that can be both a personal construct
and a general one at the same time (Bandura, 1997). This section discusses the literature related
to understanding teacher efficacy and why it is essential to the teaching profession. Subtopics
will include personal beliefs surrounding teacher efficacy, efficacy and the classroom
environment, efficacy as a multi-level construct and what that means, how self-efficacy can
change, the importance of teacher efficacy, and finally, teacher efficacy and student
achievement.
Personal beliefs surrounding teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy in its most basic form
is the personal belief a teacher holds about their ability to positively influence student learning
(Bandura, 1997; Dellinger et al., 2008; Klassen, 2009; Miller, Ramirez & Murdock, 2017;
O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Pfitzner-Eden, 2016; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001,
2007). In today’s educational landscape, rife with high stakes mandates and accountability
measures, it is more important than ever to have teachers who create an atmosphere where all
students can learn (Shahzad & Sajida, 2017; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). According to
Tanriseven (2012), “the success of an education system depends on the success of the teacher
who gives shape to that system” (p. 1479). Teachers with a strong sense of self-efficacy feel
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confident in their practice and are more willing to try new methods of teaching that may be
necessary to meet the individual needs of their students (Shahzad & Sajida, 2017). Tanriseven
(2012) also noted that a high level of self-efficacy in teachers paves the way for an innovative
and creative classroom. Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy also bounce back quickly
when something goes wrong (Bandura, 1997), and they provide positive emotional support
which influences students’ behavior (Miller et al., 2017).
Teacher efficacy as a multi-level construct. The concept of teacher efficacy is not a
singular construct. Rather, it has multiple components, which can be applied differently
depending on the situation. Dellinger et al. (2008) define teacher efficacy as the “teacher’s
individual beliefs in their capabilities to perform specific teaching tasks at a specific level of
quality in a specified situation” (p. 754). According to Tschannen Moran et al. (1998), “selfefficacy is different from other conceptions of self, such as self-concept, self-worth, and selfesteem, in that it is specific to a particular task” (p. 210). Garfield Dorel et al. (2016) separates
teaching efficacy into three different areas: efficacy for classroom management, efficacy to
promote student engagement and efficacy in using instructional strategies. Bandura (1997)
further clarifies that self-efficacy beliefs are context-specific and not a general competency.
In addition to enhancing student learning, a teacher’s self-efficacy also predicts the
quality of the relationships teachers develop with their students and the type of classroom
environment that the teacher creates (Miller et al., 2017). With this in mind, there is a chance
that teachers can feel efficacious within a particular area such as behavior management, but not
have the same sense of efficacy when it comes to planning or instruction. This perspective may
also affect effort. If a teacher misconstrues the amount of effort necessary for a task or lesson,
they may ultimately apply the wrong level of effort and they might not be able to complete the
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task successfully. These types of situations also play a role in creating and maintaining a high
level of efficacy (Cooper Stein, MaCaluso & Nevins Stanulis, 2016). According to Bandura
(1997), a teacher’s perceived self-efficacy may be higher than their actual efficacy in a certain
area. However, he espouses that this is actually a good thing, as a higher sense of self-efficacy,
will generally create a higher result. One final note is the concept that the level of schooling can
influence teacher efficacy. Shahzad and Sajida (2017) state, “teachers with a higher education
have a higher sense of self-efficacy” (p. 55).
How self-efficacy can change. Self-efficacy can vary based on teacher experiences. For
instance, Shahzad and Sajida (2017) and Bandura (2002) both posit that teacher efficacy
increases when teachers experience positive situations and they experience success, but it can
also decrease when they experience failure. It should be noted, however, that teachers with a
high sense of self-efficacy would often explain why a failure occurred and then adjust for the
change. This process ensures that while teacher efficacy can be affected, it will not have a longterm negative effect on their overall self-efficacy. According to Bandura (1997), once efficacy is
developed, it is not easily lost. Teachers with a high sense of teacher efficacy are able to reflect,
find out why the failure happened, and then feel confident enough to make a change and expect
better results.
While overall efficacy does not change, it can wobble a bit. This is referred to as an
implementation dip. An implementation dip occurs when a teacher implements a new change or
program that they are unsure of. During the initial stages of the new strategy or program, teacher
efficacy may experience a slight dip. However, once the teacher begins to notice student
achievement with the new program, the self-efficacy concept will rebound to the usual point.
This dip can be troubling to a teacher with normally strong self-efficacy; therefore, support and
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or coaching through this experience can help the teacher through the process (Bandura, 1997;
Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011).
Teacher efficacy and the classroom environment. The classroom environment is
affected by a teacher’s sense of efficacy. According to Tschannen Moran and Barr (2004), there
is a significant difference in the classroom environment of a high efficacy teacher. Teachers in
these classrooms are confident. They hold high expectations for all of their students and they
adapt their instructional strategies to meet the needs of their students (Garfield Dorel et al., 2016;
O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004) with a wide array of instructional
practices (Duffin, French, & Patrick, 2012; Garfield et al., 2001; O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012;
Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). These teachers are not afraid of innovative practice
and will seek out answers rather than giving up when the going gets difficult (Berry, Daughtry,
& Wieder, 2010; Klassen et al., 2009; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). High efficacy teachers exhibit a higher level
of planning and organization skills and are open to new ideas and experimenting with new
methods to meet the needs of their students (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Vittorio Caprara et
al., 2006; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Figure 5 is a pictorial representation of the various characteristics of teachers with a high sense
of teacher efficacy.
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Figure 5. Characteristics of high teacher efficacy on the classroom environment.
Teacher efficacy also affects how teachers act toward their students - especially those
who may have personal or learning needs. For instance, teachers with a higher sense of efficacy
are less critical of students and demonstrate more enthusiasm in the classroom (Klassen et al.,
2009; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). These teachers are also more patient and humanistic
with students who have behavior issues or are difficult to motivate (O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012;
Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In contrast, teachers with a low sense of selfefficacy allot less time toward academics and give up on students earlier than their high efficacy
peers (Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007). They may even find fault with students
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if the students are struggling with learning concepts (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004), or they
may refer them to special education (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998).
The type of students or classroom can affect teacher efficacy. For instance, in a study by
Miller et al. (2017), students were asked to rate their teachers’ competence. The researchers
found that students in remedial and standard classrooms rated their teachers as having a lower
competence level than students in advanced classes. The results were similar when the
researchers surveyed the teachers about the students. The teachers rated the students in the
remedial and standard classrooms as being lower in achievement, effort and behavior. Other
studies found that teachers with a low self-efficacy rating experienced more behavior problems
with students (Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Klassen et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2017), and were
sometimes pessimistic toward student learning (Klassen et al., 2009). Teachers with low selfefficacy also show higher levels of job-related stress and lower levels of job satisfaction
(Bandura, 1997; Klassen et al., 2009).
Teacher efficacy and student achievement. Numerous research articles and studies
confirm a clear link between positive teacher self-efficacy and student achievement (Bellibas &
Liu, 2017; Duffin et al., 2012; Garfield Dorel et al., 2016; Miller et al., 2017; Shahzad & Sajida
2017; Tschannen Moran & Gareis, 2015; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007;
Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005). The reason why this happens is varied. Tshannen Moran
and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) clarify that a sense of self-efficacy allows teachers to feel capable of
organizing the multifaceted set of knowledge and skills necessary to design instruction while
taking into account a myriad of various individual student needs. Due to the confidence it
brings, teachers with a strong belief of self-efficacy are able to apply greater energy,
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determination, and resilience toward creating a successful learning venue for all students
(Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). According to Bellibas and Liu (2017):
the teacher is the most important school-related factor to influence student learning
outcomes (and it has been) found that effective teachers, and thereby effective teaching,
are the most indispensable component of efforts to raise the bar of average achievement
and to narrow the gap between students with distinct socio-economic backgrounds. (p.
49)
A strong sense of self-efficacy is also related to the teacher’s behavior in the classroom
and is associated with various student results, such as students’ own self-efficacy beliefs,
motivation, and achievement-related accomplishments (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998;
Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Woolfolk Hoy and Burke Spero (2005) posit, “teachers with a strong sense of self-efficacy, tend
to exhibit greater levels of planning, organization and enthusiasm” (p. 344). These teachers also
tend to be more open to new ideas (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke
Spero, 2005), reach out to parents and the community and seek them out as partners in education
(Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004), try different behavior strategies when needed (Bellibas & Liu,
2017; Garfield-Dorel et al., 2016), and show more resilience when things go wrong (Tschannen
et al., 1998; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005). Teachers with high levels of self-efficacy
also accept responsibility for student achievement and are able to overcome momentary obstacles
(Bandura, 1997; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). Henson (2001) shares that teachers with a
strong sense of self-confidence in their own teaching skills can bring out desired learning
outcomes in their students. In support of these ideas, and alternatively, to what some people
think, there did not appear to be a negative link between the socioeconomic status of students
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and their academic growth. When low socioeconomic students were placed with teachers who
had a high sense of teacher efficacy, student gains correlated to their high socioeconomic peers
(Miller et al., 2017).
Measuring the power of teacher efficacy toward student achievement is complicated
because efficacy is reciprocal in nature, and it has been related to a wide variety of important
outcomes (Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). In his research, on outcomes Bandura (1997) shares
that when “academic achievement is improved, efficacy beliefs are enhanced, which in turn
further enhances student achievement” (p. 23). Duffin et al. (2012), espouse, “teacher efficacy
is believed, theoretically, to influence teachers’ performance (e. g., instructional practices,
motivating styles, pedagogical beliefs, effort), which in turn affects student outcomes such as
motivation and achievement” (p. 828). Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) point out that there is an
immense amount of literature that corroborates the influence of academic achievement on a
child’s course of life. The researchers in this study also shared that academic achievement does
not only rely on student learning. There was also importance placed on behaving appropriately
with others. Teachers with a positive sense of self-efficacy also concentrate on promoting
personal social development and responsibility. All of which is important for students to be
ultimately successful in life.
The importance of teacher efficacy. In today’s accountability driven educational world,
finding qualified teachers and training them and retaining them is a complicated task (Sindelar,
2010; Tilford, 2007). Once hired and trained, it is equally important to keep teachers in the
profession. Unfortunately, teacher burnout is a common problem (Fernet et al., 2012; Vittorio
Caprara et al., 2006). Burnout, which can come from the demanding aspects of the teaching
profession, can weaken employee motivation and, ultimately their sense of self–efficacy (Fernet
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et al., 2012; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). Environmental factors such as poor working
conditions, high job demands, or a combination of being exhausted emotionally or feelings of
inadequacy can lead to teacher burn out (Fernet et al., 2012). Finally, burnout can also be the
result of teachers who feel they are unable to influence student achievement, demonstrating that
they have a sense of low self-efficacy or control (Colwell et al., 2014).
In discussing negative issues that may affect teacher efficacy, Tschannen Moran et al.
(1998) shared the following insight:
A low sense of efficacy can be contagious among a staff of teachers, creating a selfdefeating and demoralizing cycle of failure. Factors that work to lower teachers’ sense of
efficacy include excessive work demands, low morale, absence of recognition, low
teacher salaries, loneliness, insecurity, or isolation (p.16).
Duffin et al. (2012) further point out that when one area of school culture begins to decline, all of
the areas will likely suffer. This may result in a lack of trust, which is an important element
when discussing school culture, efficacy and student achievement.
Since teacher efficacy is an internal construct, it is directly related to a teacher’s intrinsic
thoughts. Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) states, “teachers’ perceived sense of competence is a
primary source of intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction” (p. 486). Job-related efficacy is an
intrinsic motivator, so teachers will basically be rewarding themselves through their own feelings
of success (Firestone, 2014). As noted previously, these intrinsic motivational factors combined
with a high burn out rate for teachers who do not feel efficacious are strong reasons why it is
essential for teachers to develop positive self-efficacy. Research indicates that there is a positive
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction (Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Brindley,
Field & Lessen, 2008; Duffin et al., 2012; Klassen et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2017; O’Neill &
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Stephenson, 2012). In a study of over 2000 teachers, Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) found a
direct correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs as they directly related to job
satisfaction. The results attested to the “influence that their perceived self-efficacy in their
ability to effectively handle various tasks, obligations and challenges related to their personal
role to excerpt students’ academic achievement” (p. 485). The correlation confirmed they felt
confident in both areas: job responsibilities and student achievement. Teachers receive
motivational influences both extrinsically and intrinsically and these motivation factors can be
either positive or negative. According to Tschannen Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), “in these
days of hard-nosed accountability teachers’ sense of efficacy is an idea that neither researchers
nor practitioners can afford to ignore” (p. 803).
Different types of teacher efficacy. The three most common types of teacher efficacy
are personal teacher efficacy (PTE), general teacher efficacy (GTE) and collective teacher
efficacy (CTE). Personal teacher efficacy and general teacher efficacy pertain to the beliefs
individual teachers have toward their own ability. Collective teacher efficacy is a social
construct and refers to how a group, such as a school faculty, believes about their ability to affect
student achievement (Bandura, 1997). Although there are three types of efficacy, this section
will be divided into two sub-topics. I will review the literature on personal teacher efficacy and
general teacher efficacy together in the first sub-section as they both deal with a teacher’s
individual beliefs. The second sub-section will review the literature concerning collective
efficacy.
Personal teacher efficacy and general teacher efficacy. Personal teaching efficacy
(PTE) refers to the direct confidence a teacher has in his or her own ability to enhance student
learning (Bandura, 1997; Dellinger et al., 2008; Miller et al., 2017; O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012;
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Pfitzner-Eden, 2016; Shahzad & Sajida, 2017). PTE is an internal concept. General teacher
efficacy (GTE) refers to an individual’s beliefs about the effectiveness of all teachers in general
(Garfield Dorel et al., 2016; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Vittorio Caprara et al.,
2006). General teacher efficacy is sometimes referred to as “external influences”. In other
words, general teacher efficacy is a teacher’s belief in his or her own effectiveness as it relates to
environmental issues (Dellinger et al., 2008; Klassen, 2009). GTE is an external factor
(Tschannen Moran et al., 1998). Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) indicated that personal teacher
efficacy and general teacher efficacy are independent of one another. Therefore, a teacher may
feel, in a general sense, that teachers overall can reach difficult children, while at the same time,
that same teacher may lack confidence in his or her own ability to handle challenging students.
Also, when it comes to student learning, general teacher efficacy has not been shown to have any
significant influence on student growth. Only personal teacher efficacy contributes to actual
student achievement (Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006).
Overall, a positive sense of teacher efficacy creates a positive classroom that enhances
student achievement (Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011). However, Wheatley (2002) does not
agree that a high level of teacher efficacy is always a positive influence. According to his
research, Wheatley explained that there might be benefits that come as a result of teachers who
doubt their own efficacy. In this instance of doubt, a teacher might pause to reflect on their
doubts of efficacy, and this, in turn, creates a stronger motivation to learn, a sense of positive
collaboration effort or a positive response to diversity.
Collective teacher efficacy. Collective teacher efficacy (CTE) is the perception that a
school’s faculty has the ability to influence academic achievement in their students, as a united
group (Goddard et al., 2000; Holanda Ramos, Costa e Silva, Pintes & Fernandez, 2014; Pfitzner-
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Eden, 2016; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). Collective efficacy
is a social function, which takes place as a dynamic and mutual interaction between groups of
educators. Collective teacher efficacy is different from individual teacher efficacy in that
collective teacher efficacy is a product of the group and of the school as a whole, rather than that
of a particular teacher. Tschannen Moran and Barr (2004) explain that the feeling of collective
efficacy is actually a group construct. Therefore, it is possible that an outsider visiting the school
may not experience the same feeling. However, these collective feelings do influence the
behavior of the group and ultimately, student achievement.
Scholars support the idea that there is a distinct link between collective teacher efficacy
and student achievement (Garfield Dorel et al., 2016; Goddard et al., 2000; Tschannen Moran &
Gareis, 2015; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007). This happens because the social
norms of the school establish a certain level of expectations. This unified sense of collective
efficacy in a group influences how teachers plan their instruction, create behavior management
systems, and motivate their students (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). The author further noted
that rather than a direct link, the link between collective teacher efficacy and student
achievement was based on a reciprocal relationship. Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) share an
example of this type of collective action they found in their study of an elementary PDS. The
researchers noted that as the PDS developed, informal teacher leadership grew, and teachers
developed relationships where they worked together as peer coaches with a focus on an
atmosphere of joint ownership of all students. In this study, the teachers themselves created an
Instructional Coaching Committee (ICC) where all students’ progress was tracked on a “data
wall”. The teachers met once a week where they reviewed data and participated in open
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discussion and coaching about what to do next. During the interview portion of the study, the
researchers reported the following findings:
All teachers made reference to the data board and assumed responsibility for posting and
analyzing their classroom data, as well as school data. Teachers also used the data board
to determine what professional development they needed to learn more about successful
interventions. Many teachers commented during interviews that this kind of analysis of
student work and progress leads to confidence in the informal leaders’ work in helping to
attain the school’s educational outcomes. (p. 96)
As noted by the excerpt above, the end result of this school's collective action was all teachers
working together to help their students and each other. One teacher’s thoughts, quoted by the
authors, speak to this joint feeling of collective efficacy, “We work really hard here, and no one
is out on an island. We work together here” (p. 97).
Based on the work of Bandura (1997), the authors, Tschannen Moran & Barr (2004),
indicate that the belief of the staff can have either a “vitalizing or demoralizing effect on the
perceived efficacy of its members” (p. 95). Therefore, if the relationship turns negative, it will
lower the collective efficacy of the group. If collective efficacy is low and teachers “give up
easily” then they will be less likely to accept challenging situations or students and will be more
likely to blame failure on issues like poverty or student behavior (Tschannen Moran & Barr,
2004; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). However, if there is a positive reciprocal relationship and
teachers have a “can do” attitude, the collective teacher efficacy will be enhanced.
Collective teacher efficacy has also been shown to be a deterrent against the impact of
low socioeconomic status. In schools where there is a robust collective efficacy that remains
positive (teachers sense they can make a difference in all students) student achievement can

66

happen despite the low socioeconomic challenges, students may face (Bandura, 1997; Goddard
et al., 2000; Tshannen et al., 1998; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). It is important to note that
while some people believe a low socio-economic school will often have low teacher morale and
consequently low collective efficacy, that is not the case. In a study completed by Tschannen
Moran and Barr (2004), the researchers found that there was no correlation between schools’
level of socio-economic status and feeling of collective efficacy. In the study, schools with a
high level of collective efficacy showed up at both low socio-economic schools and high socioeconomic schools. This was equally true for teachers with a low level of personal teacher
efficacy. These teachers also appeared at both high socio-economic schools and low socioeconomic schools.
Ultimately, researchers have found that there is a distinct link between student
achievement and the efficacy of teachers and their students as well as the collective efficacy of
schools (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005). This link is circular in motion and occurs
between collective teacher efficacy and personal teacher efficacy and then student achievement.
This is supported by Bandura (1997), where he stated, “in aggregating teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs, we highlighted an important component of school collective efficacy, on the premise that
in judging their personal efficacy, teachers cannot avoid referring to the contribution of other
colleagues to their capabilities” (p. 487).
In this section, I have reviewed the literature in many of the different areas of efficacy.
The section began with a review of the history of teacher efficacy, which included a description
of the initial measure of efficacy in the Rand Survey, followed by the seminal work of Albert
Bandura and then the various measures that have been used through the years to calculate teacher
efficacy until the current day. The next section dealt with understanding teacher efficacy and
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why it is important to the teaching profession. I discussed the personal beliefs surrounding
teacher efficacy, the fact that efficacy has many different complex layers and how efficacy can
change. The next section reviewed the literature on efficacy as it relates to the classroom
environment, student achievement, and then why efficacy is important to the teaching profession.
The final portion of this section was devoted to the different types of teacher efficacy, which
included personal teacher efficacy, general teacher efficacy and collective efficacy. In the next
section of this review I will discuss both professional development schools and teacher efficacy
together to establish connections that may exist in the literature.
Teacher Efficacy and Professional Development Schools
In the first two sections of this review, I discussed the literature on professional
development schools and teacher efficacy as individual constructs. These topics were presented
first to establish the foundation for the topics that will be a part of this study. In the last section
of this review, it is my goal to clarify the connections that may appear in the literature and to
synthesize the research as it relates to the context of PDSs and teacher efficacy.
There will be several topics discussed in this final section of the literature review. First, I
will discuss why it is essential for PDSs to understand how to build teacher efficacy. Within that
section I will review the research on both personal teacher efficacy and collective teacher
efficacy as they pertain to PDSs. The next section will concentrate on the roles that
collaboration, a partnership between the university and school district and leadership play in a
PDS context and the connection they have to collective efficacy. Within this section, I will also
individually address the roles of teacher collaboration and teacher leadership, partnership and
inquiry, and the role of the principal as they pertain to collective efficacy. The final section of
the review will be dedicated to overcoming obstacles to building efficacy within a PDS setting.
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Why is it important for PDSs to understand how to build teacher efficacy? In the
review of the literature, there was a great deal of discussion regarding the fact that teachers who
felt qualified to do their job (efficacy) felt a higher degree of motivation than those who did not
(Collie et al., 2012; Holzberger et al., 2013). According to Tschannen Moran and Johnson
(2011), it is very important to pay attention to building the efficacy beliefs of new teachers
because research supports the fact that efficacy beliefs are not related to years of teacher
experience. So, the earlier teachers can develop a strong positive sense of efficacy, the better.
Also, teacher efficacy is more malleable in the early years (Bandura, 1997; Pfitzner-Eden, 2016;
Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005) and once set, it
usually does not change (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011). Woolfolk Hoy
and Burke (2005) found beginning teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy “rated the quality
of their preparation higher and the difficulty of teaching lower than those who were less
efficacious” (p. 346).
There is also a strong link between teacher self-efficacy and student achievement (Duffin
et al., 2012). Therefore, if schools want teachers who have a strong sense of efficacy at the start
of their careers, then it is essential to look at the preparation as a means to that end. Colwell et
al. (2014) stated, “There is no doubt that a ‘fully functioning’ professional development school
(PDS) partnership can improve teaching and learning in our schools” (p. 17). The history of the
development of PDSs indicates that a movement in that direction has occurred. The first subsection will look at personal teacher efficacy and the PDS setting.
Personal teacher efficacy and the PDS setting. Because the needs of public education
are greater than they have ever been before (NCATE, 2001) and efficacy beliefs are shaped
earlier rather than later (Bandura, 1997; Pfitzner-Eden, 2016), it is crucial for PDS sites to
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understand how they can contribute to building teacher efficacy. This is especially important
when you consider that they are responsible for building future teachers
As discussed earlier, Bandura (1997) postulated four sources that build strong teacher
efficacy. A review of Bandura’s four sources indicates that there are many experiences, which
occur, in an effective PDS, that can be categorized into one or more of the four sources that build
efficacy. Figure 6 organizes practices that grow under Bandura’s four sources for building
efficacy.
•systematic, intentional teaching
experiences that allow PST to
experience success
•scaffolding by US & CT to
support PST mastery
•leadership opportunities
•a culture of inquiry which
supports being innovative &
research driven
•the opportunity to learn a wide
array of instructional practice,
behavior managment
strategies, and organization
planning from CT
experiences

•support from CT to assist
w/difficult situations or
students
•emotional support from
partnership members
(CT, university
supervisor, admin &
peers)

mastery
experiences

physiological
& emotional
states

social
persuasion

vicarious
experiences
•observing experienced teachers
•sense of collective efficacy in
the PDS partnership

•feedback from CT, US &
admin
• collaborative & sharred
practices w/in the
partnership
•shared goals

Figure 6. Growing efficacy in a PDS through Bandura’s four sources.
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As noted by the figure all four sources are present in the PDS setting. Organized under each of
the four sources is a sample list of experiences found in a PDS.
Mastery experiences were found to be the number one contributing source for building
positive self-efficacy in a pre-service setting (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005). Other researchers (Darling-Hammond, 2010;
O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012; Pfitzner Eden, 2016; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998) indicate that
the combination of mastery experiences and verbal persuasion together was a strong builder of
self-efficacy in student teachers. In measures of student-teacher efficacy levels, PSTs specified
that feedback from their collaborating teacher was influential in their growth (O’Neill &
Stephenson, 2012). This matches with Bandura’s (1997) expectations for verbal persuasion,
where feedback must come from a source that is respected.
PDSs range in type and duration; however, some researchers point out that the strongest
kind of PDS setting is a clinical setting similar to that of a teaching hospital (Cochran-Smith et
al., 2008; Darling-Hammond, 2010). According to Burns et al. (2015), “clinically centered
preparation refers to designing systematic and intentional experiences that place the focus of
teaching and learning on children in an authentic workspace” (p.55). Cochran-Smith et al.
(2008) echoes this same idea by explaining that it is not only a clinical setting that makes a
difference. It is the nature and quality of the preservice teacher’s experiences, which over time
and with constant guidance from the in-service teacher provide the preservice teacher with an
apprentice-style experience.
Tschannen Moran et al. (1998) expressed that an apprenticeship approach, where student
teachers are allowed to work directly with children to build their skills, is a great way to build
efficacy. This approach combines mastery experiences (student teaching) with vicarious

71

experience (observations) and verbal persuasion (feedback after the teaching). This is especially
true when the feedback highlights the “positive achievements of the apprentice teacher” (p. 236).
Darling-Hammond (2010) spoke specifically to the value the preservice teacher finds when they
“can apply concepts and strategies they are simultaneously learning about in their courses and
then…work alongside the teacher who can show them how to teach and how to be responsive to
learners” (p. 40).
Garfield-Dorel et al. (2016) posit that mastery experiences combined with vicarious
experiences were the two most effective sources to build efficacy. Tschannen Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2001), share an exemplary situation when they describe their study of a
successful and meaningful PDS. They describe the experience of the preservice teachers as an
apprenticeship, demonstrating a gradual shift from the vicarious experience and verbal
persuasion of a university classroom to mastery teaching experiences occurring throughout the
program, with steadily increasing levels of complexity and responsibility. There would be a
“gradual withdrawing of scaffolding and supports rather than the sink-or-swim practicum
experiences many novice teachers now experience” (p. 803).
As related in this section, in today’s educational landscape of high stakes testing and high
teacher burn out, the PDS setting is an important place to build personal teacher efficacy. In
addition, a review of Bandura’s four sources for building efficacy indicates that many of the
experiences found in effective PDS partnerships fit under the umbrella of these four sources. The
next sub-section will look at the research as it pertains to collective teacher efficacy and how a
PDS influences this concept.
Collective teacher efficacy and the PDS setting. Collective teacher (CTE) is the
perception that a school’s faculty has the ability as a united group to influence academic
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achievement in their students (Goddard et al., 2000; Holanda Ramos et al., 2014; Pfitzner-Eden,
2016; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). Student achievement is
one of the primary expectations of teaching, and schools are always looking to improve in this
area. Several organizational components that are frequently found at schools with high efficacy
beliefs are a positive and orderly culture, a dynamic push for student success, responsive
administrators who listen to teachers and encourage them to be innovative, and teachers who
support one another (Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Behaviors that are apparent at
a school with a high collective efficacy are persistence and resiliency while working with
struggling students, interventions designed to accelerate learning, instructional activities that
focus on building student efficacy beliefs, and high expectations for both behavior and
academics (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004).
Similar to individual teacher efficacy, collective efficacy can be negatively or positively
correlated. If teachers in the school have a positive, “together we can do it” attitude, they are
typically more likely to accept challenging situations or students, and they will not give up
easily. However, if the collective efficacy is low, and teachers “give up easily” then they will be
less likely to accept challenging situations or students and will be more likely to blame failure on
issues like poverty or student behavior (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Vittorio Caprara et al.,
2006). It is important to note that while some people believe a low socio-economic school will
often have low teacher morale and consequently low collective efficacy, that is not the case. In a
study completed by Tschannen Moran and Barr (2004), the researchers found that there was no
correlation between schools’ level of socio-economic status and feeling of collective efficacy. In
the study, schools with a high level of collective efficacy showed up at both low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools. This was equally true for teachers with a low level of
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collective teacher efficacy. These teachers also appeared at both high socio-economic schools
and low socio-economic schools. Pine (2000), as published in Levine (2002), shared data that
supports this point from a longitudinal study in Michigan, which compared test scores from
students in a PDS against those from an affluent school district. Data collected for a period of
eight years showed the averages for the PDS students in science, reading and math, either met or
exceeded both the averages of the students in the affluent district and the state averages overall.
Levine (2002) also shared similar results from Gill and Hove (2000) who studied the difference
in student scores from PDS sites as compared to non-PDS schools in West Virginia. The results
indicated that the scores from the students in the partnership schools were consistently higher.
This is important because increased student achievement is a goal of PDS work, and it ultimately
plays a role in building teacher efficacy. In fact, researchers have found that there is a distinct
link between student achievement and the efficacy of teachers and their students and the
collective efficacy of schools (Rosenberg et al., 2015; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Bandura’s (1997) four sources, which were discussed earlier in relation to personal
teacher efficacy, also apply to a groups’ sense of collective efficacy. Holanda-Ramas et al.
(2014) reviewed the elements of group or collective efficacy, as they pertain to teaching. With
the first source, direct experience, the collective efficacy of the group will rise or fall based on
the collective capabilities of the group. If the group has had success, collective efficacy
increases. For failures, it will decrease. For vicarious experiences, since group members relate
to one another, experiences that they witness other group members having will influence their
own experiences in the same way. With social persuasion, the group will be affected by the
social interaction of the group. Things such as feedback from supervisors, peers, workshops or
lectures, will influence the group’s collective efficacy as a whole. Finally, with affective and
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physiological states, major or high levels of stress have the ability to weaken the group as a
whole. While moderate levels of excitement or challenges will usually improve the attention of
the group’s collective efficacy to their task, it should be noted that if the excitement gets too
high, it could become a negative construct.
These first two sub-sections described how a PDS setting can build both personal teacher
efficacy and collective efficacy and why it is vital for these constructs to be developed prior to a
teacher beginning their career. The next sub-section will focus on the various roles and how
leadership in a PDS is related to collective efficacy.
The roles of collaboration, partnership, and leadership in a PDS and the connection
to collective efficacy. The roles of collaboration and leadership among teachers and
partnerships between the university and the school site in a professional development school are
critical to building collective efficacy. This section will be divided into three sub-sections,
which deal with these important aspects of a PDS. The first sub-section will look at the research
as it pertains to how teacher collaboration and leadership opportunities influence collective
efficacy. The second sub-section will look at the value of the partnership between the university
and the school site and how that influences collective efficacy. Included in this section will be a
discussion of inquiry and how inquiry influences efficacy in a PDS. The final section will deal
with the principal and the leadership role they play in support of the teacher leadership,
collaboration and partnership.
Collective efficacy and the roles of teacher collaboration and teacher leadership in a
PDS context. As the PDS partnership develops in-service teachers grow professionally and take
on many collaborative, leadership roles, which can be either formal or informal (Carpenter &
Sherretz, 2012; Levine, 2002). This transition from teacher to teacher leader is fueled by the link
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that exists between efficacy, collaboration, partnership, and inquiry. Strong PDS sites bask in
the collaboration that occurs between the university and the school, the teachers among the staff,
and the partnership between the master teacher and the pre-service teacher (Darling-Hammond,
2010). Goddard et al. (2000) posit “collective teacher efficacy beliefs shape the normative
environment of a school, and they have a strong influence over teacher behavior and,
consequently, student achievement” (p. 497). In a strong partnership, teachers develop a sense of
teacher efficacy, both personally and collectively, which grows and develops as they host brand
new teachers, work directly with university supervisors, and step into various leadership roles in
their schools and/or with the university (Larson, 2014). According to Darling-Hammond, Cobb,
and Bullmaster, (1995), as teachers grow and take on the role of mentor and teacher educator,
they also assume a sense of responsibility for the teaching profession at large and as a result, they
collectively work together to seek improvements in their practice and the practice of their peers.
Other ways that teachers take responsibility for their own professional growth is by participating
in book clubs, study groups, peer coaching and observations, giving presentations, attending
national conferences or visiting other schools (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2008; Levine, 2002).
According to Teitel (2010), ultimately, when teachers:
engage in the work of supporting student learning, they become curriculum developers
and curriculum interpreters. Tailoring instruction to meet the needs of students, factoring
in the curriculum ideas brought by interns, looking critically together at curricular
innovation – all can be transformative professional development pieces. (p. 45)
Another area discussed in the literature concerning collective efficacy is the power of
teacher leaders who are involved in distributive leadership practices. The research indicates
when teachers feel they have influence in the school-wide decision-making processes, they are
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more likely to remain in the profession (Berry et al., 2010) and improve student achievement
(Protheroe, 2011). Larsen and Rieckhoff (2014) explain the importance of distributed leadership
within a PDS as the sharing of leadership roles, which builds teacher leaders, fosters a
professional learning community and influences change efforts. Additionally, the author posits
the “interaction in a PDS provides a unique collaborative vision that enhances the experience for
all” (p. 305). Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), as cited in Burns et al. (2015), describe teacher
leaders as, “those who lead within and beyond the classroom, identify with and contribute to a
community of teacher-learners and leaders, and influence others toward improved educational
practice” (p. 55). Watson, Miller and Johnston (2006), Tilford (2007, 2010) and Burns et al.
(2015) spoke to the value of collaboration between the PDS and the university as an essential
element of a successful partnership.
A study by Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) supports the value of collaboration. The
researchers in this study focused on the effect that collaboration and partnership in an elementary
PDS had on the collective efficacy of the teachers. Through collaboration with the partnership,
the teachers in this study became active leaders in their own professional journey. They began to
focus on student data and as their learning increased, the teachers created a public process to
review data weekly and they all took a role in the process. From these data reviews, they
planned professional development based on both student and teacher needs. Also, the teachers
themselves became the experts and created professional development or participated in peer
coaching to meet the needs of the school. When the researchers completed their interviews, they
found, “the majority of the teachers interviewed expressed a collective perception that teachers in
the school make an educational difference by becoming informal leaders” (p. 96). In addition,
the staff expressed, “that together they organize and execute courses of action they believe will
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positively affect students’ educational outcomes – supporting the belief that as teachers they
make a difference” (p. 96).
Research supports that teachers with a high sense of collective efficacy believe that they
can make a difference and overcome adverse situations and they willingly accept responsibility
for student achievement, regardless of any setbacks or behavior issues students may have
(Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). Tschannen Moran and Barr (2004) add, “as a group property,
collective teacher efficacy may be more influential than individual teacher efficacy beliefs” (p.
95). It should also be noted that participation in a site with a strong sense of collective efficacy
will give teachers with only average personal efficacy a boost and ultimately, they may show
more effort because of the group’s sense of overall accomplishment (Goddard et al., 2016).
Collective efficacy and the roles of collaboration and inquiry in a PDS context. The
university has always had a significant role in educating future teachers. The PDS is changing
that from a single construct to a multiple one, in which the schools partner with the university to
provide a clinical experience for the preservice teachers that combines both theory to practice
and practice in practice educational components. Burns et al. (2016) posit, “when schools and
universities work together, not only is teacher candidates’ learning supported but so is the
practicing teachers’ learning” (p. 54). The role of the university partnership is an important and
boundary spanning element within the context of the PDS and must be cultivated carefully as the
partnership develops. NAPDS (2008) describes the process as follows:
In the same sense that colleges/universities and schools/districts have varying mission
statements, so, too, do they have differing institutional cultures. While differences exist
among P-12 schools/districts and colleges/universities, the roles and their associated
expectations and responsibilities need to be respectful of and incorporate the differences
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among the various institutional cultures represented in the PDS. This type of boundary
spanning is germane to the work that takes place in a PDS, is sensitive to the work that
takes place in each culture, and accepts unconditionally the necessity for collaborative
effort. (p. 68)
This recognition of cultures and goals is important as noted by Levine (2002), because
“supervising teachers and university faculty share mentoring responsibility for the student
teachers (p. 65). Each culture has a level of expertise to bring to this mentorship. For example,
schools share their understanding of practice while university partners share their research
expertise and understanding of inquiry (Levine, 2002).
The university partnership is an important piece of the PDS process and can offer a great
deal of support in the process of teacher (both in-service and preservice) professional
development. In highly developed PDSs, as curriculum reforms and improvement initiatives are
started, the university and school staff can work together to develop the courses, complete action
research as a team, or work together within the actual teacher/intern partnerships (DarlingHammond, 2010). Another goal of PDSs is that of simultaneous renewal. Simultaneous renewal
is the process of renewing existing teachers and providing a new influx of professionally trained
novice teachers through the partnership in a PDS setting between the school site and the
university (Goodlad, 2003). While all PDSs benefit from simultaneous renewal, this process is
particularly important for high needs and urban school settings, which often face teacher
shortages and higher rates of teacher burn out (Darling-Hammond, 1995). Partnerships create a
multitude of shared tasks and responsibilities with the expressed purpose of enhancing
professional development and study, in an effort to enrich and grow the collective knowledge of
the site. In addition, with these combined efforts, the partnership can build a stronger theory to
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practice connection (Sykes, 1996). Darling-Hammond (1995) adds to this idea by sharing how
important it is to grow learning from practice in the practice itself. She espouses it is:
impossible to teach recruits how to teach powerfully by asking them to imagine what they
have never seen or to suggest they “do the opposite” of what they have observed in the
classroom. No amount of coursework can, by itself, counteract the powerful experiential
lessons that shape what teachers actually do. (p. 42)
When the partnership is cultivated effectively, and the partners work together, the results can be
fulfilling and very different from the university centered instruction of the past. According to
Burns et al. (2015) by “uniting professional learning through collaboration and sustained,
intentional partnerships focused on an agenda of improving student learning creates a more
unified pathway for supporting professional learning for all education professionals” (p. 56).
The goal behind PDS efforts is to improve the preparation of new teachers and promote
simultaneous renewal with in-service teachers. One way the university partnership helps with
this process is by sharing the process of inquiry with both in-service and preservice teachers.
Inquiry is the systematic and intentional study of a teacher’s own practice (Dana and YendolHoppey, 2019). This innovative process is one way that teachers can take control of their
learning with self-guided action research. According to Whitford and Villaume (2014), the
university partnership is critical to building “a culture of experimentation, collegiality, inquiry
and reflection” (p. 431). As shared by Burns et al. (2015) inquiry projects are part of the
preservice student's required core curriculum components, and the in-service teachers are a part
of this project as they serve as mentors to assist their students (preservice teachers). However,
all participants in the partnership, including “university faculty, graduate students, and school
administrators are encouraged to conduct inquiry (…) Using inquiry as a signature pedagogy is a
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pedagogical shift in the way stakeholders develop expertise” (p. 64). Whitford and Villaume
(2014), describe the idea of a “third space” as a context for the partnership to practice inquiry.
This space allows for a safe place to hold discussions of different ideas and perspectives between
the various partners. This interplay then generates a sense of synergy that creates excitement
and social interaction at a professional level, in which research notes build both personal and
collective efficacy. In the next section, I will discuss the literature focusing on the principal’s
role in the PDS setting.
Collective efficacy and the role of the principal in a PDS context. The role of the
principal is essential in a PDS. For example, Gutierrez et al. (2007) note that effective principals
understand how to use their human capital (teachers) to identify indicators of growth, renewal
and innovation. With support and encouragement from the principal, the PDS is a setting that
allows teacher leadership to grow (Saiti, 2007). When principals create a collegial atmosphere
where the expectation is for teachers to lead and learn from mistakes, rather than receive
sanctions for them, both improved instruction and an atmosphere of shared leadership will be the
result (Shaughnessy & Wells, 2009). Another strength noted in the area of human capital is the
idea of shared decision making and teacher leadership as essential elements for stakeholders to
become change agents within a professional development school (Burns et al., 2015; Tilford,
2007; 2010).
Principals who focus on strengthening collaboration, with the goal of improved
instruction, set the tone for collective efficacy in a PDS to grow. According to Tschannen Moran
and Barr (2004), “in schools with high collective efficacy, principals are instructional leaders
who seek creative ways to improve instruction” (P. 94). Bellibas and Liu (2017) posit that these
principals “attach importance and devote substantial time and attention to instructional issues”
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(p. 51). Leaders in these schools will not get bogged down with managerial-related duties
(Bellibas & Liu, 2017); instead they will spend their time working closely with teachers
providing positive feedback on teacher performance (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004;
Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), arranging collaborative opportunities (Tschannen
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) sharing data (Bellibas & Liu, 2017) and providing high-quality
professional development or setting goals based on data (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004).
These leaders also challenge their schools to have a high level of academic press (Duffin
et al., 2012; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004; Tschannen Moran
& Gareis, 2015). According to Duffin et al. (2012), academic press is defined as “a normative
environment where teachers both believe that students are capable of succeeding academically
and they press to help struggling students meet academic expectations” (p. 263). Principals who
build a sense of collective efficacy and academic press, nourish their staff by “communicating
confidence in the ability of teachers to promote student learning, whatever the difficulties and
challenges of the particular context of the school” (Duffin et al., 2012, p. 265).
According to Larson and Reickhoff (2014), effective principals use visionary, reflective,
and collaborative leadership practices to support the PDS culture in their schools. These terms
are often associated with transformational or visionary leadership practices. According to a
study by Bellibas and Liu (2017), transformational leadership practices are linked to teacher
efficacy. Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) also found that there was a positive relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors of principals and collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Two
of the key areas noted were a principal’s ability to create a collaborative environment and to
provide needed support (Duffin et al., 2012; Garfield-Dorel et al., 2016; Szczesiul & Huizenga,
2014; Tschannen Moran & Gareis, 2015). According to Szczesiul and Huizenga (2014), creating
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this type of collaborative environment requires time and an atmosphere that allows the
“exchange of knowledge and ideas with colleagues in the context of structured collaboration” (p.
178).
Principals who share leadership (Larson & Rieckhoff, 2014; Szczesiul & Huizenga,
2014; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006) and develop relationships (Larson & Rieckhoff, 2014;
Guisen & Buckun Gulenay, 2014) are better positioned to build teacher efficacy. These leaders
are able to create positive relationships that foster effectiveness and develop leadership in their
teachers to improve the overall culture and achievement of the school. Another area noted by
several authors was the ability of these principals to motivate their teachers (Finnigan, 2012;
Guisen & Buckun Gulenay, 2014; Larson & Rieckhoff, 2014; Szczesiul & Huizenga, 2014).
Principals who motivate teachers, build their overall self-confidence, which helps them to
persevere through difficult situations, and accept change (Finnigan, 2012). Principals also set
the stage for an atmosphere of research and inquiry (Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Larson & Rieckhoff,
2014; Dufour & Mattos, 2013).
Principals show support in many ways, such as giving guidance or assistance with interns
or students who are struggling (Garfiled-Doyle et al., 2016). Duffin et al. (2012) shared
“principals can help to cultivate and nourish strong collective efficacy beliefs through
communicating confidence in the ability of teachers to promote student learning, whatever the
difficulties and challenges of the particular context of the school” (p. 265). These supportive
actions allow principals to create a belief in teachers that they can make a difference in student
achievement; and since efficacy is circular in nature, their belief of the teacher, promotes the
teacher to believe in the student; and the teacher’s belief in the student, allows the student to be
more successful (Duffin et al., 2012).
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In conclusion, Gutierrez et al., (2007) espouse, “as school partnerships continue to grow,
it will take a very different kind of leader to run them effectively” (p. 345). To be an effective
leader today’s principal needs to be an instructional leader (Larson & Rieckhoff, 2014;
Protheroe, 2011; Rosenberg et al., 2015) an effective collaborator (Burns et al., 2015; Larson &
Rieckhoff, 2014; Rosenberg et al., 2015; Tilford, 2007; Watson et al., 2006) a change agent and
an efficacy builder. In professional development schools, effective principals support
collaboration both among teachers at their site and between teachers and university professionals
(Rosenberg et al., 2015). Principals who learn to rely on teachers, community partners and
university personnel to assist with a movement toward change typically create lasting
relationships that help the schools navigate growth within the partnership (Larson & Rieckhoff,
2014). In the final sub-section, I will discuss the various obstacles to building efficacy in a PDS.
Overcoming obstacles to building efficacy in a PDS setting. If a PDS is established in
the correct way, then the elements that build efficacy, such as collaboration, partnership, and
inquiry, should be present for both preservice and in-service teachers. According to DarlingHammond (2010), a challenge in the field is the presence of as many multiple pathways of fast
track; low-quality programs to get into teaching as there are high quality, state of the art
programs. It is also ironic, but many times, both types of programs exist at the same university.
Another area of concern for the PDS program is the fact that when an intern goes through
a quality PDS program that boasts a shared collaborative partnership with an enriched induction
process the novice teacher once graduated, will frequently begin in a school where collaboration
and collective efficacy is replaced by antiquated practices that are still not ready for the 21st
century (Waters, 2017). This type of radical change will affect their level of teacher efficacy,
especially in that first year.
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A major obstacle that occurs at some point in teacher education is the difference in the
theoretical teachings from student coursework to the practical experience interns find in the field
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; 2015; Tilford, 2010; Rosenberg et al., 2015). As noted by CochranSmith, Villegas, and Abrams (2015) “novice teachers struggle with the reality of schools where
policies stress the importance of test scores, scripted teaching, prescribed course content, and
instructional pacing; and where teachers are given little support for collaboration and inquiry” (p.
113). This difference in opinion may influence pre-service teachers’ beliefs in a negative way
when they do not see the theory they learn at the university being carried out at the site
(Rosenberg et al., 2015; Burns et al., 2015).
Additionally, it is often the goal of a PDS to place students in diverse school settings.
However, as Darling-Hammond (2010) noted, “seeking diversity by placing candidates in
schools serving low-income students or students of color that suffer from the typical
shortcomings many such schools face can actually be counterproductive” (p. 43). In addition,
Woolfolk Hoy and Burke Spero (2005) shared that teachers in higher SES classrooms felt that
they were more supported and that their classroom assignment was less difficult than the teachers
in lower SES classes indicated. These factors are important because, as noted by Bandura (1997),
when teachers experience difficult situations without proper support, it can have a negative effect
on their level of efficacy. Darling-Hammond (2010) noted that the preservice experience is the
key to whether or not the novice teacher will be successful in their first few years of teaching so
finding the right placement with the right support is crucial. One of the challenges in today’s
educational landscape is to provide the appropriate pre-service teaching experience, followed by
support in the teacher’s first years of teaching so that new teachers do not burn out. Therefore,
since a high number of new teachers today find themselves teaching in lower SES classrooms in
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their first years of teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2010; NCATE, 2015) and mastery and verbal
persuasion sources are so potent (Darling-Hammond, 2010; O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012;
Pfitzner-Eden, 2016; Tschannen Moran et al., 1998), it is essential for pre-service teachers, in
these settings, to be paired with an expert teacher who can model for them vicariously how to
overcome the obstacles and work with high needs students successfully (Darling-Hammond,
2014).
Conclusion
There is an extensive amount of research on teacher efficacy and how important it is to
student achievement (Bandura, 1997; Berry et al., 2010; Bellibas & Liu, 2017; Garfield-Dorel et
al., 2016). The research indicates that reforms in education have been an on-going process for
years, dating all the way back to Brown v. the Board of Education to the reforms of present day.
Professional development schools have also gone through the process of reform and reorganization. Through all the reforms and new mandates, one thing has remained constant –
“teachers are vital for success or failure of an educational system” (Shahzad & Sajida, 2017, p.
49). According to Bandura (1997) and the social cognitive theory, efficacy is the belief about a
person’s ability to produce certain actions. More specifically, teacher efficacy is the belief a
teacher holds about himself or herself that they will be able to help their students succeed,
regardless of the students’ levels of need.
In this literature review, I shared research from the last twenty years about PDSs, teacher
efficacy and how the context of a PDS influences both personal teacher efficacy and collective
teacher efficacy. The research shows that teachers with a strong sense of self-efficacy do make a
difference in their classrooms (Levine, 2002; Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012). PDSs can provide
multiple experiences that foster a positive level of self-efficacy and collective efficacy. They are
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also pathways for increasing student achievement and teacher satisfaction. As noted in the
review PDSs provide a clinical space that builds future teachers and renews experienced teachers
through collaborative partnership experiences (Burns et al., 2015; Darling-Hammond, 2010;
Levine, 2002).
This literature review specifically looked at the context of a professional development
school and how that context influences both personal teacher efficacy and collective efficacy.
The over-riding question that will guide this research study is: In what ways is efficacy present
within a professional development school context? More specifically, I seek to answer the
following two sub-questions:
1) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal efficacy?
2) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences collective efficacy?
There were a total of three major themes and 11 sub-themes that emerged from the
literature reviewed. The three major themes discussed were: (a) professional development
schools; (b) teacher efficacy; and (c) teacher efficacy within the context of a PDS. Under the
major theme of professional development schools, the sub-themes were the history of PDSs and
the culture of a PDS. Next, under the major heading of teacher efficacy, the sub-topics included
the history of teacher efficacy and the history of measuring teacher efficacy, understanding
teacher efficacy and why it is essential to the teaching profession and the different types of
teacher efficacy. In the final major section, the research was concentrated on the connection
between teacher efficacy and PDSs. The sub-themes included why it is vital for PDSs to
understand how to build teacher efficacy, the roles of collaboration, partnership and leadership in
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a PDS and the connection to collective efficacy, and finally, overcoming obstacles to building
efficacy in a PDS setting. Each of these themes was addressed in detail in the review
There is a limited amount of research that speaks specifically to building teacher efficacy
in a professional development school setting. Therefore, this is an area that evidences a need for
future research. According to Klassen et al. (2009), “research on teachers’ sense of self-efficacy
has been growing over the last decade, but little attention has been paid to building an
understanding of the universality of the construct in diverse settings” (p. 74).
According to Bandura (1997), there are four sources of influence that help build teacher
efficacy. These are direct or mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion and
physiological and emotional states. The articles read for this review do support that these four
sources are elements of a quality professional development school (see figure 4). Given the fact
that the field of education is currently struggling with teacher retention issues and a high rate of
teacher burn out (Fernet et al., 2012), today’s preservice teachers and in-service teachers could
benefit from experiences that build teacher efficacy. Further support of this research can be
found in the work of Tschannen Moran et al. (1998), who stated that “research on professional
development schools and urban teacher residencies indicates higher retention rates among new
teachers prepared in these intensive clinically based programs and greater teacher efficacy” (p.
2). According to Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), strong efficacy beliefs relate
back to teacher enthusiasm and a determination to stay in the field and inspire others. Since
teacher efficacy is related to job satisfaction, research that focuses on teacher efficacy would be
beneficial to the field of education preparation at large.
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In the next chapter, I will explain the methods and procedures for a planned research
study, which will study personal teacher efficacy and collective efficacy within the context of a
professional development school.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODS

Introduction
In this chapter, I provided an explanation of the methods and procedures that were used
to conduct this research. First, I outlined the purpose of the study and identified the research
questions; then, I discussed the theoretical framework associated with the investigation, the
research design, participants, and the proposed setting where the research took place. Data
collection procedures and the subsequent proposed data analysis followed. In the final section of
this chapter, I discussed issues of trustworthiness, credibility and limitations of the study.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
Teacher efficacy is important because it has been shown to raise student achievement
(Duffin et al., 2012) and promote job satisfaction (Fernet et al., 2012; Vittorio Caprara et al.,
2006). According to Tanriseven (2012), “the success of an education system depends on the
success of the teachers who give shape to that system” (p. 1479). Teachers with a strong sense
of self-efficacy feel confident in their practice and are more willing to try new methods of
teaching that may be necessary to meet the individual needs of their students (Shahzad & Sajida,
2017). Tanriseven (2012) noted that a high level of self-efficacy in teachers paves the way for an
innovative and creative classroom. Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy also bounce back
quickly when something goes wrong (Bandura, 1997), and they provide positive emotional
support which influences students’ behavior (Miller et al., 2017).
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In today’s accountability driven educational world, finding qualified teachers, training
them, and retaining them is a complicated task (Sindelar, 2010; Tilford, 2007). Once hired and
trained, it is equally important to keep teachers in the profession. In a study of over 2000
teachers, Vittorio Caprara et al. (2006) found a direct correlation between teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs as they directly related to job satisfaction. According to Darling-Hammond (2010),
“teachers’ preparation matters in two ways: It can both enhance initial effectiveness and increase
the likelihood of staying on the job long enough to become more experienced and effective as
teachers” (p. 37). Therefore, studying the influence that teacher preparation programs have on
teacher efficacy provided valuable information to the various groups of stakeholders, which
includes preservice teachers (PST), collaborating teachers (CT), site administration and
university partners.
This study focused on both personal teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy
within the context of a professional development school (PDS). Personal teacher efficacy is the
belief a teacher has in their ability to influence student achievement (Bandura, 1997). It was
essential to study efficacy during the early years of teacher preparation because self-efficacy
changes based on teacher experiences and it is more malleable in the early stages of development
(Bandura, 1997). Tschannen Moran and Johnson (2011) take this idea one step further by
postulating that since efficacy is more malleable in the earlier years of teaching, the PDS setting
becomes a great place to foster teacher efficacy. Research has shown that professional
development schools play a crucial role in developing future teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2010;
Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011). Tschannen Moran et al. (1998) posit “research on
professional development schools and urban teacher residencies indicates higher retention rates
among new teachers prepared in these intensive clinically based programs and greater teacher
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efficacy” (p. 2). In addition, Woolfolk Hoy and Burke Spero (2005) found beginning teachers
with a high sense of self-efficacy “rated the quality of their preparation higher and the difficulty
of teaching lower than those who were less efficacious” (p. 346). Given these factors and the
fact that there is a limited amount of research on efficacy within the parameters of a professional
development setting, this is an area that could benefit from further study (Duffin, 2012; O’Neill
& Stephenson, 2012; Pfitzner-Eden, 2016; Tshannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007).
Collective teacher efficacy is the perception that a school’s faculty, as a united group, can
affect change (Holanda Ramos et al., 2014; Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004). Collective teacher
efficacy (CTE) is different from personal teacher efficacy (PTE) because CTE is a product of the
group and of the school as a whole, rather than of the individual (Bandura, 1997). Collective
efficacy is a social function, which takes place as a dynamic and collective interaction between
groups of educators.

Both the partnership aspect and the development of in-service and pre-

service teachers, (both listed as essentials of a PDS), are elements of development affected by the
PDSs’ sense of collective efficacy. Since these areas are listed as essential pieces of a PDS, it
was also important to study collective efficacy within the context of a PDS. This study looked
specifically at one PDS, and the perceptions of in-service and preservice teachers have toward
PTE and CE. The over-riding question that guided this research study was: In what ways is
efficacy present within a professional development school context? More specifically, the
purpose of this study was to answer the following two questions:
1) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal efficacy?
2) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, in-service teacher,
and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences collective efficacy?
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Theoretical Perspective
The research in this study was framed using an interpretive process. According to
Denizen (2011), it is the researcher’s task to analyze the context being studied as it is firmly
enclosed within the personal experiences and stories of the participants. According to Crotty
(1998), interpretivism allows for the understanding that you cannot separate a person from their
history and that history will guide how they experience a particular event or story. Denizen
(2011) espoused that interpretive studies examine how individuals’ problems or experiences are
perceived, constructed, organized, and assigned meaning by the individuals themselves. To
accomplish this task, I interacted with the participants (teachers & other members of the PDS) in
an interpretive way. I framed their stories in the center, as their interpretation of that story is
theirs alone, since they are the only one who actually experienced it. Figure 7 illustrates this
process via visual representation:

Teacher
stories

Researcher’s
interpretation

Figure 7. Researcher’s circle of thought framework
As an interpretive researcher, my circle of thought interacted with their stories but never
overlapped them completely.
This study utilized a constructivist theoretical perspective as constructivists espouse that
all truth is qualified through their history (Crotty, 1998; Koro-Ljungberg, M., Yendol-Hoppey,
D., Smith, J., and Hayes, S., 2009). It is, therefore, dependent on an individual’s perspective.
Constructivists make sense of their reality through their understanding and descriptions. I was
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interested in how the participants in this study made sense of their experiences. It is through
those experiences that I, as the researcher, hoped to gain an understanding of how the
participants constructed or made meaning of their experiences.
Research Design and Rationale
As a principal of a current PDS, I was very interested in determining how the PDS
influenced both personal teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy. Over the years, I have
hired teachers who received their certification through the many routes currently offered. These
routes included traditional internship experiences of a few months, alternative certification with
no internship experience, educator preparation programs with a minimal amount of site
experience and interns who have received their certification through a PDS setting. It is my
professional opinion that I see a difference in the teachers hired from a PDS experience. In this
study, I sought to understand what role efficacy plays, if any, in this process. Therefore, I was
interested in studying the perceptions of triad members operating within a PDS and the role
efficacy presented within the context of the PDS.
Researcher’s Reflexivity
I have been an educator for over 29 years, and during that time, I have served many roles
within the realm of teacher preparation. I began my career as a special education teacher (ESE)
and in those early years, I eagerly took on the role of collaborating teacher and welcomed interns
into my classroom. My classroom was eventually designated a “model classroom” and I worked
with both preservice and in-service teachers in this area. I later became associated with the
preparing partners program (PPP) at the same university that I currently work with as a principal
of a cohort site. The PPP was a program geared specifically toward ESE teacher preparation and
enlisted in-service teachers as mentors to work with preservice teachers. This program was
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unique at the time because it provided additional training and cooperative experiences for the
PPP mentors to work collaboratively with university personnel and it required extended
practicums for the PSTs.
When I became an Assistant Principal of Elementary Instruction (APEI), I continued to
work in conjunction with the university and the PPP as a site administrator. My job was to
support the teachers and interns who were assigned to my school. It didn’t really matter which
of the roles I was in, I have always loved working with new teachers. Their enthusiasm,
dedication, and energy have always been important to me. In them, I see the future of education.
Teacher education has changed significantly over the past several years, and persons who
are interested in becoming a teacher now have many different routes to take to become certified
(Brownell et al., 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Wiseman, 2012). I am currently a principal in
a Title 1 school with high needs. My school is typical of Title1 schools, which share similar
characteristics. Title 1 schools typically have a high minority rate combined with a high free and
reduced lunch rate. Also, my school houses a full-time exceptional student education (ESE)
program for our area, and we have a high migrant population. These two elements are not
present in all Title 1 schools. In my role, I see teacher candidates that come from a wide
assortment of programs. I have hired teachers who have just graduated from a traditional 4-yr
university program, who have participated in several practicums and a 1-semester internship. I
have hired teachers who came from either a cohort or a residency program, where they spent a
significantly longer amount of time at a school site in clinical practice, combined with course
work; and I have hired teachers who have gone through different accreditation programs which
usually have only minimum practicum requirements or none at all. Watson (2006) did a study
of principals who stated that they felt PDS graduates were more capable than graduates from
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other programs. I too, have seen a difference in the PDS preservice teachers and do think that
they are more prepared. I believe in the PDS program and I recognize that it takes a multitude of
dedicated professionals to create an effective and well-run PDS. In addition to the interns, there
are collaborating teachers, university support personnel and administrators.
I am currently in my twelfth year as a principal at my current school, and my site has
been involved in a partnership teacher preparation program with a university for the past eight
years. As the administrator, I am dedicated to making our program successful for several
reasons. First, by hosting interns and exposing them to positive school culture, you are allowing
them to learn how to collaborate and work as a team. Here they can learn not only the
rudimentary daily tasks that can make or break a career on a bad day, but they also get an
opportunity to learn from an expert in a setting where they are mentored and protected. Then
when they are ready to graduate, we get a chance to pick the preservice teachers that we think
will work best at our site. This is one benefit to schools that work with PDSs get and in my role
as a principal, I take full advantage of it. Often meeting with interns up to a month in advance of
their graduation to let them know I want them to be a member of our team.
In addition, to building preservice teachers, I believe the context of a PDS also develops
the in-service teachers as well. There is a significant sense of renewal that happens when
teachers act in the role of mentor and leader. Goodlad (1993) refers to this as simultaneous
renewal. I agree that this is a definite benefit of being a part of a PDS. Collaborating teachers
are infused with new insights as they connect to research and inquiry through the partnership
with the university. They are pushed into new leadership roles that can regenerate that spark.
They collaborate with the university and with one another and a sense of fulfillment and

96

leadership results. They often have opportunities to present and attend conferences and they take
on new roles at our school site.
On a final note, beyond the benefits to both in-service and preservice teachers, I believe
in the importance of building the next generation of teachers to be positive, successful, and
capable. I believe that this is more than a task – it is a responsibility that I take very seriously.
Sustainability in our field is fundamental. Every day educators are faced with a multitude of
factors that are typically perceived as unfavorable. Elements we deal with on a daily basis range
from negative parents to high stakes testing, from lack of materials to lack of time, from a lack of
respect to a lack of understanding by those who make the laws. All of these factors affect
motivation and a teacher’s feeling of self-worth. When you put all of this together, you get a
recipe for disaster if a teacher is not prepared. That is why I was interested in studying teacher
efficacy. If a teacher has a strong sense of efficacy, they will not be affected by the mundane or
radical issues that could otherwise bring them down and cause them to burn out. Bandura
(1997) posits teachers with a high sense of efficacy can “bounce back” from problem situations.
They can detach from the situation, give themselves a pep talk, and come back stronger then they
were before. Those of us that work within the realm of PDSs must understand our responsibility.
It is not a small one. That is why I wanted to study efficacy within the context of a PDS.
Efficacy is essential both to the success of teachers and to the success of their students. I can
think of no better place to study efficacy than in the place where it should all begin – teacher
education preparation.
Role of the Researcher
This study was completed as a multiple case study (Stake, 2006), which took place in a
PDS located in a rural county in a southeastern state. Since I am a principal in a current PDS, I

97

needed to look carefully at my own personal beliefs and biases both before and during this
research project. I utilized several processes to create meaningful research. First, I used
bracketing (Cresswell, 2007) to hold my own pre-existing knowledge apart from the research as
much as I was able. Crotty (1998) espouses that human nature makes it impossible for
qualitative researchers to be completely objective. However, if researchers are not even aware of
their own preconceived ideas and beliefs, then it would be impossible for them to keep them in
abeyance. My primary role was that of an observer, but because I am a participant in the PDS
program at the same university and I lead a PDS at my site, it was impossible for me to fully
separate my interpretation from the observations. Therefore, at times I took on the role of
participant-observer. I created a reflexive journal prior to beginning the research and I used that
journal throughout the research process to record my own personal thoughts and beliefs. While it
was impossible to remove all bias, in addition to the reflexive journal, I remained conscious of
being open-minded for new ideas that might appear during the research, which would limit any
pre-conceived biased expectations.
Case Study
To answer the questions proposed in this study, the method chosen for this research was a
multiple case study (Stake, 2006). Ridder (2017) explained case study as “research (that)
scientifically investigates…a real-life phenomenon in-depth and within its environmental
context” (p. 295). Multiple case study (Stake, 2006) is more appropriate for this study as it
provided a more in-depth analysis of the real-life phenomenon of efficacy within the context of a
PDS by comparing several different cases to see if they share the same aspects.
Case studies are often used to provide information and insights “into the class of events
from which the case has been drawn” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 402). To study personal teacher
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efficacy, I focused on the perceptions of the members of three triads (preservice teacher, inservice teacher, and university supervisor). This is appropriate as personal teacher efficacy is a
perception of one’s own ability to be successful in a certain area (Bandura, 1997), and the triads
in the PDS worked very closely together. The research on personal teacher efficacy focused on
how the events and experiences in a PDS are perceived through the minds of the participants of
the triad and how that perception influenced teacher efficacy. Collective efficacy is a combined
sense of how effective the efforts of a group can be (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, input from the
members of the triad and the principal interview(s) provided information as to how collective
efficacy was viewed through the lens of their respective roles. Also, the principal interview(s)
provided a contextual background for the PDS and were used as support for the CT and PST
interviews.
This multiple case study focused on three triads located in one professional development
school located in the southeast United States. I did not intend these three triads to be
representative of all other triads operating within PDSs. Rather, as noted by Stake (2006), the
cases were of interest because of their very ordinariness. This multiple case study will be bound
by time (final internship) and place (PDS) (Creswell, 2007; Stake, 1995). I am interested in
studying the triads during the semester that the interns completed their final internships. The
reasoning behind this was that by this point in their program, the PSTs have had many
experiences, which have contributed to their views on both personal and collective efficacy.
According to Baxter and Jack (2008), a case study provides an opportunity to “gather data from a
variety of sources and to converge the data to illuminate the case” (p. 556). A multiple case
study design fits this study because efficacy is both a personal construct (PTE) and a social
construct (CTE). According to Stake (2005), a case study can be used when “two realities
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connect, overlap and merge but are recognizably different” (p. 18). By using multiple case study
I was able to look at the experiences of the members (preservice teacher, in-service teacher and
university supervisor) of the different triads within the context of the PDS, and then analyze their
perceptions of those experiences with each of the two types of efficacy (personal and collective).
I also looked at the experiences of the principal as they pertained to the overall collective
efficacy of the site.
Case Selection
In this section, I discussed the various components of how the cases were selected.
University teacher education program. The PDS was chosen from a group of schools
that were participating within a school-university partnership located in the southeastern United
States. The partnership was part of an undergraduate elementary teacher education preparation
program. There were approximately 300 students in the partnership, and each of the students
was assigned to a participating partnership school. There was a total of 22 partnership schools in
the cohort program. The teacher candidates were assigned to the same partnership school for all
of their preservice teaching experience, which was spread over two years. The collaborating
teachers chosen from each school who worked with the preservice teachers were required to be
clinical-ed trained, which is a state certification. According to the university, there were two
partnership goals:
1) Develop stronger connections with our partner schools through the professional
development, empowerment, and leadership of the collaborating teachers who mentor
our pre-service teachers in the elementary classroom.
2) Support the professional development of our collaborating teachers to strengthen
clinically rich teacher education. (university website)
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According to the university, the partnership is based on the conceptual underpinnings of
inclusion, innovation, inquiry, and integration (4-I’s model). Many of the elements of the 4-I
model are ideas found in the literature on collective efficacy. The practice of inclusion focused
on creating a climate of trust, which is responsive to meeting student needs. The innovation
element of the partnership focused on creative problem-solving in an atmosphere of authentic,
hands-on learning, which blended multiple pathways to create an atmosphere of learning.
Inquiry-based teaching and learning promoted authentic investigation and problem solving with
the idea that collaborating teachers and interns worked hand in hand to problem solve using a
genuine investigation and problem-solving process. The integration element focused on creating
a collaborative partnership with connected content and a holistic view of education. Within this
setting PSTs and CTs were encouraged to teach together as partners, rather than the CT leaving
the classroom to the PST. This is part of the innovative practice mentioned earlier, as the interns
learned in a clinical setting with their teachers. This promoted a much stronger experience and
potentially could be factors in both personal teacher efficacy and collective efficacy.
The university supported the partnership schools by providing a university supervisor that
worked collaboratively with the teachers and the administration at the site. They also
coordinated with the school to choose a collaborating teacher fellow who offered additional
support. The collaborating teacher (CT) fellow was selected from the teachers at the partnership
school and was typically a teacher who displayed leadership qualities. The CT fellow acts as a
liaison between the collaborating teachers, the university supervisor and site administration. The
principal may choose the CT fellow or the choice may be coordinated with the university
supervisor. An additional level of collaboration includes the principal of the school site and
principal advisory board meetings. These meetings are held several times a year and create a
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space where university partners, principals, and CT fellows can meet to discuss issues or
concerns and participate in an opportunity to guide the partnership and its goals.
The term professional development school (PDS) can be applied to many different types
of schools, which may or may not be actual professional development schools (Levine, 2002;
Teitel, 1998). The National Association of Professional Development Schools (NAPDS) has
developed a list of “9 essentials” to be used as a guideline for best practice in a PDS. It may not
be possible for every school to meet each of the essentials. To choose the school which best met
these expectations, I consulted with university experts who had experience with the various PDS
sites. Their recommendation was utilized to select the school site for this study. The NAPDS
list of nine essentials (2008) was used as the guide to explain the context of the chosen PDS.
School district. The school district where the PDS was located was in a rural county in
the southeastern United States. The district was a medium-sized district with approximately
74,800 students in membership. The district had 51 elementary schools, 18 middle schools, 19
high schools and 12 charter schools. A local school board and a school superintendent governed
the schools in this county. There was a total of four elementary schools in this county that were
working with the university partnership program. I chose to complete my study in a school
district other than the one I work in to limit any potential conflicts.
Participant recruitment and school site selection. The PDS was selected from a
purposeful sample of schools that were located in a local county and were partnering with a
local-university elementary teacher education program as a PDS. The PDS was selected based
on several factors. First, since I am a principal currently participating in a PDS within this same
university, it is important to use a school in a different county other than my own to minimalize
any potential conflicts. There were four schools located in this county that also worked with the
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university; however, only two of them had final interns during the time that I completed this
study; therefore, I choose between those two schools. I used purposeful sampling (Creswell,
2007) to select the school site. Before beginning the actual study, I consulted with university
experts to determine the location to solicit for this study. I scheduled a meeting to talk to the
principal to explain the research and obtained permission from the principal to use the school for
the study.
After the school site was selected, I recruited teacher participants to identify the three
cases that were used in the study. The participants were chosen using a purposeful and
convenience sample (Borg & Gall, 1989; Miles, Hubermn & Saldana, 1994) of existing inservice and preservice teachers from the elementary school chosen for the case. There were ten
pairs of preservice and in-service teachers at the partnership school chosen. These 10 teacherintern pairs provided the initial data pool. IRB approval from the university and district
approval from the district office were both obtained before beginning the study.
Selecting participants
After obtaining the principal’s permission and the proper county and university IRB
approvals, I scheduled a “contact visit” with the potential in-service and preservice teachers. The
purpose of the contact visit was to explain the study in a broad context and discuss the
expectations (Seidman, 2013). This was also an opportunity to review the informed consent and
ask the participants to take part in the study. To determine candidates that were willing to
participate in the interviewing process I asked some general “get to know you” questions.
Seidman (2013) notes, agreeing to interviews requires a large investment of time and the
interviewer should determine that the participants are truly willing to give that time. Another
purpose of the contact visit was to meet the potential participants and learn which ones seemed
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likely to participate. I initially identified four in-service and preservice teacher teams that were
willing to participate in the study. There was only one university supervisor at each site;
therefore, this supervisor worked with all teams and was a participant in each case. The CTs
from each of the four teams interested in participating in the study agreed to take the two
efficacy scales (TSES and CTBS) which were used later in the selection process.
To enlist the teachers who were willing to participate in the interview portion of the
study, I created a questionnaire (see Appendix B) that each of the in-service teachers who
indicated they were willing to be interviewed was asked to complete. This questionnaire asked
general descriptive questions for background and selection purposes. There were two separate
questionnaires as the questions for the PST, and the CT were different. The questions for the CT
were: 1) How long have you been teaching? 2) What is your assignment? 3) Are you certified
for your teaching assignment? 4) Have you ever hosted an intern before? 5) How long have you
been in the role of CT? The questions for the PST were: 1) What level are you currently in? 2)
Who is your CT? 3) Have you been at this school for all of your preservice teaching experience
to date? The final question on both surveys offered a brief description of the proposed interview
process of the study and asked if the participants would be willing to participate in the interview
portion of the study (See Appendix B). Since this is a purposeful convenience sample, the
answers to the questions were used to determine which participants to choose.
The criteria used for choosing the CT/PST teams for each triad were based on the CTs
years of experience both as a teaher and a CT combined with their personal and collective
efficacy scores. The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was used to obtain the CTs
personal efficacy scale and the Collective Teacher Beliefs Scale (CTBS) was used to obtain the
collective efficacy scale. PSTs who have been in the PDS program located at that school for at
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least one full year were preferable. CTs with the highest levels of personal and collective
efficacy were selected as participants. This was important to the study because the overall
purpose of the study was to determine how the PDS influenced efficacy. Efficacy scores of the
PSTs were not a part of this study, therefore they did not take the efficacy measures. Table 2
displays the data used to choose the participants for this study.
Table 1
Participant Selection Data
Pseudonym
CT/PST

CT –Personal
Teacher
Efficacy Scale
Score

CT- Collective
Teacher
Efficacy Scale
Score

Case 1
Joanie/Vanessa

7.50

8.17

Case 2:
Jane/Sandy

7.92

Case 3:
Amy/Sally

7.17

Years of
experience as a
Collaborating
Teacher

Years of
Teaching
Experience

PST –in PDS
for at least 1
year

10

12

yes

8.50

10

13

yes

7.92

2+

12

yes

There were four CT/PST teams that agreed to participate in the study. Table 1 lists the efficacy
scores received and the experience factors noted in their questionaires. All of the members of
the teams who expressed an interest in participating met the time prefences established for the
study. I looked next at the efficacy scores. On these measures scores are calculated as an
average response to the total amount of questions. The highest average score possible on either
measue is a 9.0 on a scale of 1-9. The CTs scored within a range of 7.17 – 7.92 on the personal
efficacy measure and a range of 7.92 – 8.50 on the collective efficacy measure. A score of 7
and above indicates an above average feeling toward efficacy. Based on the time preference and
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the efficacy scores the three teams noted in table 1 were invited to participate in the study. All
three accepted.
Data Collection
The timeline for the data collection portion of this study took place over one semester.
Case studies require an extensive collection of data to support and fully explain the entity being
studied (Borg & Gall, 1989; Ridder, 2017; Stake, 2006). Therefore, a series of interviews were
utilized to fully represent the cases in this study. These pieces of data were collected at various
times throughout the semester. Table 2 provides an outline of the data collection techniques and
the timeline for each of those data collection elements. Each type of data collection has a
specific purpose, which is explained under a separate sub-section immediately following the data
collection outline.
Table 2
Data Collection Timeline
Type of data collection

Description

Proposed timeline

Recruiting Participants

Meeting with principal &
university supervisor

December 2018

Meeting with teachers
Each CT will take the TSES &
TCBS
Principal & university
supervisor will participate in a
semi structured interview

January 2019
January 2019

Efficacy Scales
Interviews

January 2019

PST, CT’s and University
supervisor will participate in two February and March, 2019
semi structured interviews &
three focus group interviews.
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Interviews. Since the focus of this study was to determine how the teachers in the cases
perceived the context of a PDS in relation to teacher efficacy, I interviewed multiple triads. Each
triad interviewed was one case. The triads consisted of three pairs of in-service and preservice
teachers and the university supervisor (who was a part of each triad). There were two different
types of interviews used during this study, individual and focus group interviews. All interviews
took place in a face-to-face format and were recorded via an electronic recording device. These
interviews were used to show the connections to the experiences these teachers had in the PDS
that affected personal and collective efficacy. Seidman (2013) notes that one of the values of
interviewing for qualitative research is to explore lived experiences. A lived experience is what
happens during the actual experience while it is happening. An interviewer can only experience
the event after it occurs through reconstruction by the participant who actually experienced it.
I used a version of Seidman’s (2013) “Three Interview Series” to complete the in-depth
interviews. Seidman’s model was adapted to a two-interview series because teachers’ time is
always limited. I interviewed three different pairs of teachers, which should provide an adequate
amount of data. The original model called for three interviews and each interview is scheduled
to last 60 - 90 minutes. Each of the interviews has a specific purpose. I used a face-to-face,
semi-structured interview approach in an attempt to identify the meaning behind the lived
experiences through the participant’s stories. Since efficacy is an internal feeling (Bandura,
1997), I used the semi-structured interview process to help the participants focus on sharing their
stories and their feelings. Since I interviewed three different triads, I emphasized any shared
experiences that indicated a particular phenomenon, found in the PDS setting as it related to
efficacy. The act of interviewing is a vibrant and complicated process. According to Seidman
(2013), “at the root of in-depth interviewing is an interest in understanding the lived experiences
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of other people and the meaning they make of that experience” (p. 9). The individual interviews
and the focus interview format are described in the next section.
Individual interview one: Focused life history. The first interview was used to establish
rapport and develop a relationship with the participants. The overall goal of the first interview
was to learn about the participant’s background. This helped to create the context that each
participant brought to the triad. During this interview, I asked questions about the participant’s
past life up to the time when they became a part of the PDS. Seidman (2013) recommends
asking questions that elicit experiences vs. the reason why. For instance, instead of asking,
“Why did you become a teacher or an intern?” - the question was phrased as, “How did you
become a teacher or an intern in a PDS program?” By asking participants to explain how the
door was opened for a narrative story that included the contextual elements of their life leading
up to their participation in a PDS.
Individual interview two: The details of experience and reflection on meaning. The
purpose of the second interview was to concentrate on the participant’s current “lived
experience” as a member of a triad in the PDS. Questions asked were about what the participant
was currently doing in the PDS. Example questions included, (a) “What is your role in the
PDS?” (b) “What do you do in a typical day?” (c) “What are some of the relationships you have
developed?” etc. The goal of this interview was to hear their stories about life in the PDS and to
elicit as many details as possible. During this interview, I also asked the participants to make
meaning out of their experiences.
The focus of this portion of the discussion was on making connections between the
participants’ life and the work they do now. According to Seidman (2013), “making meaning
requires that the participants look at how the factors in their lives intera to bring them to their
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present situation. It also required that they look at their present experience in detail and within
the context in which it occurs.” (p. 22). Their selection of particular events and stories to share
will place meaning on these experiences.
Focus group interviews. Following the individual interviews, each triad participated in a
focus group interview. The purpose of the focus groups was to note ways that efficacy was
perceived as part of the group. The verbal dialogue from the focus interviews was coded and
analyzed with the rest of the discussions to determine themes.
University supervisor interviews. The university supervisor participated in one
individual interview and in the three focus group interviews. The discussions with the university
supervisor provided insight into the perceptions of the teaching pairs as it related to efficacy and
the PDS.
Principal interview. The principal participated in one individual interview. The
purpose of the principal interview was to develop an understanding of the context of the PDS.
The interview lasted approximately 60-90 minutes. This interview took place prior to the
meetings with the triad members and I used a semi-structured format for this interview (See
Appendix E).
Data Analysis
According to Stake (2014), qualitative researchers use various types of data, which
include numerical, observations, photographs, even texting, if it is appropriate. The type of data
varies from study to study, but the purpose is the same. The point of collecting various types of
data is to paint a picture of what is occurring in the study. There were two qualitative pieces of
data analyzed in this study. These were the individual and focus group interviews with the triad
members. For the qualitative analysis, I used a two-cycle coding process identified by Saldana
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(2013). The purpose of the first cycle was to identify specific data chunks and label them with a
particular code. I used a combination of two different types of coding approaches. The first
approach used was in vivo coding (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2014). In vivo coding focuses
on short phrases pulled “from the participant’s own language” (p. 74). The purpose of this type
of coding was to honor and appreciate the subject’s voice and to point out similarities that are
apparent in the various data records. Examples of codes assigned at this stage of the process
were: strategies, collaboration, teaching practice, feedback, treated like a teacher, and support.
The second round of coding used was emotion coding (Miles et al., 2014). Emotion coding
focused on identifying the various emotions experienced or shared by the participants. Examples
of these codes included: proud, happy, nervous, confident, and positive. This type of coding was
particularity relevant to this study because efficacy is a construct based on a teacher’s perception
and it is both an intrapersonal (individual – PTE) and interpersonal (group-CTE) construct.
Following the coding process the coded chunks from the two cycles were grouped into
patterns which identified the major points found in the research. According to Miles et al.
(2014), these patterns can be organized into different key areas. These areas are 1) categories or
themes, 2) causes/explanations, 3) relationships among people, or? 4) theoretical constructs. The
data chunks were organized into themes first. Next the coded chunks were labeled according to
the theoretical constructs that define efficacy and each chunk was identified with one of
Bandura’s (1997) sources for building efficacy. These sources are: 1) mastery experiences, 2)
physiological and emotional states, 3) vicarious experiences, and 4) social persuasion. In order
to adequately answer the research, it was important to understand the data as it related to both
personal teacher efficacy and collective efficacy. Bandura (1997) posits that both types of
efficacy are essential to promote student learning and the same four sources are found equally in
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both types of efficacy. Therefore, the coded chunks were labeled as examples of either personal
efficacy, collective efficacy, or both. Finally, to organize the themes succinctly, examples of
personal efficacy and collective efficacy were listed under each corresponding theme instead of
being discussed separately.

Themes were reviewed individually by each triad first and then

analyzed across cases for similarities and differences.
Trustworthiness
Every effort was made to ensure that descriptions of the participants and context were
complete and accurate. All participants were asked to member check (Maxwell, 2013) their
answers for accuracy and completion at several points throughout the process. In addition to the
member checking, I worked with a quality partner, who had experience with the qualitative
research process, to review the coding and themes. This partner was also familiar with the PDS
process.
Maxwell (2013) posits the warning “remember that what is a ‘research project’ for you is
always, to some degree, an intrusion into the lives of the participants in your study” (p. 92).
Keeping this in mind, as a researcher, I realized how important it was to be transparent
throughout the entire research process. According to Miles, Huberman, and Saldana (2014),
there are three areas that, if violated, can cause a loss of trust in the researcher/participant
relationship. These three areas are privacy, confidentially and anonymity. Since there is a power
relationship between CT’s and the PST’s, maintaining confidentiality could have been an issue.
Therefore, I was careful to keep all information private at all times and I did my best to assure
the participants that I would keep their privacy. Also, since the participants reviewed the data
collected during member checking, they were aware of everything I recorded and had final
approval. In reference to confidentiality and anonymity, I assured the participants that all
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information would be kept in the strictest of confidence and that I would share it with no one
until they had approved each stage. To make allowances for anonymity, I used pseudonyms
throughout the process and in the final written report to protect the identity of all the participants.
Validity
There were several threats to validity that I carefully monitored. Maxwell (2013)
identified three different threats to validity found in qualitative research. These threats are
reflexivity, reactivity, and bias. Reflexivity was monitored carefully because I am a principal
currently working in a university partnership in my own school and I am part of the world that I
was researching. It was vital for me to keep questions open-ended and I made every effort to not
lead the participants in any direction as they answered questions. I also did not offer my opinion
on any answers, as I did not want to guide or lead their thoughts in any way. As noted by Borg
and Gall (1989), “we are all products of an environment that subtly shapes and distorts our
perceptions in innumerable ways” (p. 178). To limit personal bias and reflexivity, I will utilize
bracketing (Stake, 2013) as a control measure. In addition to the member checking process
already outlined and the review by a quality friend, I also wrote a personal statement of my
beliefs, before beginning the research and I used a reflexive journal to record my thoughts
throughout the research process to keep my thoughts separated from my study, as much as
possible.
Reactivity is the possible influence a researcher can have on the individuals or sites they
are studying. It was careful to control for reflexivity in my dealings with the participants. This
was mitigated somewhat since I did not complete the study in the county where I work and know
people at a personal level. In addition, when working with the participants, I controlled for this
element by establishing rapport and by reminding the participants during the interviews that my
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purpose was not to evaluate. I also told them constantly that my interest was in the area of
teacher efficacy and I ensured them that my intention was to learn from them based on their
unique perspective as a participant in a PDS. The final threat I controlled for was researcher
bias. As a researcher, I was careful not to make the data fit into my existing theory and ideals. I
spent time reflecting on the data collected to ensure that I looked at it objectively. Also, I
discussed my findings with a quality friend and asked that friend to monitor my thoughts for any
indication of bias.
Limitations
There were several limitations to this study. First, I used a purposeful convenience
sample derived from an existing list of teachers (in-service and preservice) currently involved in
a particular school, associated with the cohort program, associated with one university. Second,
my position as a principal in a cohort school implied power, especially to preservice teachers.
These issues were mitigated somewhat by the fact that I did my research in a county other than
my own. In addition, I made every attempt to ensure the participants that I was visiting them
because of my interest in efficacy within the context of a PDS and that my role during the study
was not to be a principal but a researcher. Time was also a limitation for me since I work full
time. I took some time off from work so that I was able to adequately participate in the
interviews and analysis of this study.
Two ethical issues were also limitations. First, my role as a principal in a cohort school,
associated with the same university, is an ethical limitation. Based on this relationship, I have a
level of personal bias that I had to carefully monitor, and I had to be careful not to compare the
PDS I was studying to my own PDS. The second ethical issue was with the university
supervisor, who also was a part of the cases to be studied. Her relationship in this study
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presented an ethical issue due to her implied power with both the interns and the collaborating
teachers. As I referenced earlier, I attempted to negate any personal influence through careful
and thoughtful bracketing (Maxwell, 2013; Stake, 2006) and I used member checking (Miles et
al., 2014) to ensure that all the information was presented accurately. Since this was a
qualitative study, it is also not generalizable (Stake, 2006). While I will not make any
generalizations from this study, as they are not appropriate, it is hoped that this research will
inform the field of education and the work of professional development schools.
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CHAPTER 4:
FINDINGS
The purpose of this qualitative study was to understand how the perceptions of members
of several triads, operating within the context of a professional development school (PDS)
setting, about their perceptions of how the PDS influencded personal and collective teacher
efficacy. Participating in this study was a total of three triads all operating within a PDS. Each
of the triads was made up of the preservice teacher (PST), the collaborating teacher (CT), and the
university supervisor (US). The overarching question that drove this study was in what ways is
efficacy present within a professional development school context? The sub-questions that
guided this study were:
1) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, collaborating
teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences efficacy?
2) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, collaborating
teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences collective efficacy?
Within this chapter, the focus will be on answering these two guiding questions. The
findings are organized by triad. The triads have been named case 1 - It’s all about the reflection,
case 2 – Challenged but comfortable, and case 3 – All for one and one for all. Following the
individual triad themes will be a cross-case analysis across the triads. Findings, as they relate to
efficacy, were identified through the data analysis and listed separately for each of the three
cases. Within each case, the themes were separated into two different sections. The first section
was titled, “The PDSs’ influence on PST efficacy,” and the second was titled “The PDSs’
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influence on CT efficacy.” Collective efficacy and personal efficacy frequently overlap as
collective efficacy can influence personal efficacy and vice versa (Bandura, 1997). Therefore,
support pertaining to either personal efficacy, collective efficacy or both were listed under the
corresponding theme for each triad rather than in a separate section. During the analysis of the
data, I looked specifically for support in the interviews that related to influencing efficacy within
a member of the triad within the context of the PDS setting.
Case I: It’s All About the Reflection
The members of Triad 1 were Andie, the university supervisor (US), Joanie, the
collaborating teacher (CT), and Vanessa, the preservice teacher (PST). This group had a strong
and fun-filled relationship that was defined by humor. They frequently laughed during both
individual interviews and the focus group interview, but the overriding theme I noticed during
interviews was one of open communication and reflection. Therefore, I assigned the title of
“It’s all about the reflection” to this case. According to the interviews, all three members of the
triad valued the relationship they had and throughout the quotes, you will notice a strong
emphasis on the reflective disposition of Vanessa (PST) and the constructivist coaching style of
her mentors, Andie (US) and Joanie (CT). In the quote below Andie summed up the value the
triad placed on being open and honest during communication and Vanessa’s reflective
personality.
We’re respectful and we’re kind. And I think we do a really good job communicating.
We’re very, you know, open and honest. We don’t beat around the bush and I think
Vanessa’s personality (fits right with that). She’s (Vanessa) like, you need to tell me how
I need to improve and move on (Lines 850-860, Andie, Focus group interview).
Throughout the interviews, this idea of open communication with reflection was evident and
surfaces in the themes noted in the next section.
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The PDSs’ influence on PST efficacy. There was a total of three themes that emerged
from the data concerning how the PDS influenced the efficacy of the PST. These themes
included: 1) collaborative planning, 2) reflective practices, and 3) emotional support from the CT
Collaborative planning. For teachers to feel confident in teaching lessons, they have to
understand how to plan. In the educational arena, this often includes team and schoolwide
planning sessions that require a level of expertise and effort in collaboration that many new
teachers are not regularly exposed to. This particular PDS had a very involved planning process
which included professional development on planning and multiple weekly planning sessions at
the team level. They also had a unique position at their school called the Lesson Design Coach
(LDC) who teachers met with on a regular basis. In the data, triad members explained how the
inclusion of these structures in the PDS allowed the PSTs to learn how to collaboratively plan
with team members. In the quote below, Joanie (CT) emphasized how the PSTs are included in
all of these sessions which provides them with a rich background in understanding the planning
process.
For a new teacher coming in, like for the interns. (…) I think one of the things that we do
really strongly in our PLCs and our PD and our planning, even like outside of that, (is)
looking at the standards and knowing that’s what guides us to what we’re going to teach,
like for reading. We get together twice a week for PLC to plan our reading and we
literally look at the focus standards for that and that’s how we determine what questions
to ask to go along with the text (….). So, I think that gives them (the PSTs) a strong
understanding of what (it) is truly (like) to teach to the standard, not to the test. We do
that across the grade level (lines 264-275, Joanie, CT Interview 1).
As noted in the quote above, Joanie believed this process gave PSTs a strong understanding of
what they needed to be able to teach to the standards. Since efficacy is tied to student success
(Bandura, 1997), this strong understanding could influence Vanessa’s personal efficacy.
Also present in the quote is evidence that the planning structures established at this site
promoted collective efficacy through team goals that focus on student success. In the quote
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above, Joanie referred to the team throughout with the designation of “we.” She frequently made
statements like, “one of the things we do really strongly is” and “that’s what guides us to what
we’re going to teach.” The presence of the words “we” and “us” demonstrated that she and the
team have a strong sense of collective efficacy.
Collaborative planning was also present within the triad itself. In the quote below, Joanie
(CT) emphasized how, with Andie’s help and her support, Vanessa became more successful in
the planning process.
Then that goes back to knowing your, our kids. You know Nelson (pseudonym) is going
to struggle here, whereas here he is not going to struggle at all. (…) Being able to plan
that scaffold like we talked about and, you know, because of what you’ve done with
Andie that it’s helped you become more successful (Lines 110-116, Joanie, Focus group
interview).
It is evident that the multiple collaborative planning structures layered within the PDS had
helped grow Vanessa’s efficacy toward planning when she discussed her personal understanding
of how to design a lesson around the students:
It’s good that you teach the students, not the curriculum. So, you’re really thinking
about, this isn’t best for my students. I need to teach this way, and this is our end goal
and I will get them there. But I think you two have helped with that because otherwise I
think I’d be like, nope, that’s not what Sensation says (Sensation is the pseudonym name
of the math curriculum this school uses). (Lines 387-392, Vanessa, focus group meeting)
In the quote above, you begin to hear Vanessa’s reflective voice when she stated, “you two have
helped me with this.” This supports both her reflective nature and the collaboration present in
the triad. Vanessa’s feeling of efficacy toward planning emerged in the quote when she stated, “I
need to teach this way, and this is our end goal and I will get them there.” This statement
indicated 1) Vanessa understood what she needed to do and 2) by following this process, she will
get her students to the end result. Also present in this series of quotes is the sense of collective
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efficacy the triad has in their common goal of collaborative planning for student success and
Vanessa’s personal efficacy as she stated, “I will get them there”.
Reflective practices. Multiple reflective practices appeared in the data for this triad.
Therefore, this theme has been divided into three subthemes: 1) coaching through a
constructivist lens, 2) coaching combined with modeling and feedback, and 3) practitioner
inquiry.
Coaching through a constructivist lens. The design of this PDS promoted coaching and
reflection. Andie (US) and Joanie (CT) both utilized constructivist questioning techniques (Bada
& Olusegun, 2015) to help Vanessa answer her own questions. Learning through professional
discussion is one of Bandura’s (1997) four sources for building efficacy known as social
persuasion. Bandura further noted that this is especially true when the learner and the teacher
respect one another and have a desire to learn from each other. In the quote below, Vanessa’s
reflective disposition is present in her willingness to learn from her CT:
I know I’m still learning, and I know that she can still teach me, and she’s (CT) got a lot
to teach me, so I’m okay with knowing that it, it didn’t go well. (...) I like the feedback. I
like knowing what I can do better. (…) It’s also nice to hear what I did well, what am I
doing that’s working. I might not realize that I even did that part. So that’s nice (lines
437-441 & 471-475, Vanessa, PST interview 2).
When Vanessa stated, “I know, I’m still learning, and I know that she can still teach me,” she
demonstrated that she is open for feedback. When a person is open for feedback and that
feedback is given by someone they respect, they experience social persuasion, one of Bandura’s
(1997) four tenets of building efficacy. Vanessa also referenced the positive comments Joanie
made and how pleased she was to receive that feedback. These positive comments given over
time are also known as social persuasion and will influence Vanessa’s personal level of efficacy
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Since the CTs and PSTs are paired together throughout the final year of the PSTs
internship, there is a daily component of teaching and reflection that occurs. This ability to
reflect on the day with a master teacher is a powerful way for new teachers to build efficacy.
Joanie (CT) described what a typical afternoon looked like when she described providing a safe
space for Vanessa (PST) to ask questions and learn through her expertise:
Well, we talk about what’s going to happen the next day. We’ll talk about, okay, so
grading questions. Or even like if something has happened throughout the day with some
of our kids, sometimes she’s (Vanessa) like, well what did you say to them? How did
you know to say that to them and just being able to converse and not have that pressure of
having to go get the kids or having to go to a meeting or, you know what I mean? (lines
1014-1022, Joanie, focus group meeting).
In the quote above, Joanie referenced how Vanessa asked questions like, “What did you say to
them?” or “How did you know to say that to them?” In this scenario, Vanessa received
immediate feedback after an observation. This is a combination of two of Bandura’s (1997) four
sources of building efficacy. In this example, the observation (vicarious experience) was
followed by a feedback session, which is an example of social persuasion. In the quote below,
Andie (US) recognized that being able to go back and reflect on what happened has helped
Vanessa become more comfortable as a teacher.
That’s a huge piece of you know, becoming a successful teacher is to know that you can
look back and reflect and you know just feel comfortable saying, that didn’t go the way it
was supposed to go (lines 37-41, Andie (US), focus group meeting).
The excerpts from the interviews above indicate that through intentional feedback and reflection,
Vanessa gained an understanding of her own influence in creating a successful classroom.
This is important because efficacy is an internal construct. It is the feeling a teacher has that they
can handle the issues (either instructional or behavioral) that surface in a classroom. Bandura
(1997) espoused teachers with a higher level of personal efficacy take ownership of what
happens in the classroom rather than blaming outside factors.
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New teachers must learn they have the ability inside themselves to find the answers. The
act of coaching via constructivist questioning is one strategy that can build that understanding in
new teachers. Vanessa appreciated Andie’s (US) style, which she noted in the following
example was explorative rather than telling:
So, when we were teaching math, our post conferences would kind of revolve around
mathematical practice three and the conceptual knowledge piece. And she (Andie) would
point out certain questions that we asked that hit that. But then parts of the lesson that we
should have asked conceptual knowledge questions, but she wouldn’t tell us what we
should have asked. She kind of was waiting for us to figure (it) out, well what would
have been a good question to ask? I think that’s more beneficial. I think it’s very easy
for someone to (say) you could have asked this. But (it’s better if) you have to think
about (what you should have asked). (For example), this part of the lesson was trying to
get the students to this end goal, but they don’t understand why or how to get there. So,
what could you have asked to make them see it kind of a thing? So, I think that’s much
more beneficial to me as a learner, to actually have to think about it. Put yourself in the
coach shoes it’s better than someone telling you (Lines 357-364 and 372-380, Vanessa,
PST interview 1).
Joanie (CT) also used a constructivist coaching process when she helped Vanessa (PST) work
through a lesson that did not go well. Vanessa planned a lesson on maps and, as part of the
lesson used a Nearpod device. However, when the students were assessed, she realized that they
did not understand. Her CT used constructivist coaching to help her realize what she could have
done differently.
It’s the first time we had done anything with maps and globes just to get an idea of what
the kids had picked up on, what they hadn’t. They did horrible. They did horrible and
she’s like, Oh my gosh. So, I said, what happened with that last one? She (said) they
didn’t learn anything. I said, but did you teach? She’s (responded), No, I guess not. (…)
that was a learning experience. (lines 284-291, Joanie, CT Interview 2).
With feedback from Joanie after the observation, Vanessa learned that she could not rely on
using technology to teach a lesson. In her reflection of the same incident, she made a connection
to her practice as being the reason the students did not do well on the assessment.
I think with that one (….) we talked about it and (…) I realized I used the Nearpod and I
didn’t (teach). I relied on the Nearpod to teach what I was trying to get to the kids and

121

obviously it didn’t (work) because they didn’t understand. I think for me I need to
actually teach first and then use something like that to support once they actually have an
understanding of what I’m teaching (lines 446-451, Vanessa, PST Interview 2)
As part of this practice, Joanie also coached Vanessa on how she could do things differently the
next day:
So, we reflected, and we looked at what can we do differently tomorrow to actually get
the material that we needed them to learn and the next day was totally different (lines
314-320, Joanie, CT interview 2).
In the quote, Joanie (CT) explained how their reflection influenced the planning for the
following day’s lesson. This example about Vanessa’s map lesson demonstrated coaching, selfreflection and acceptance (by Vanessa) followed by a change in practice, which resulted in
student success. Intentional, successful teaching practices over time are examples of mastery
experiences (Bandura, 1997). As evidenced by this example, the context of the PDS setting
provided a space for these daily experiences of coaching, reflection and adjustment to occur
within a clinical setting that was scaffolded for all the participants. This example combined
mastery experiences with social persuasion, which is noted by Garfield-Dorel et al. (2016) as two
of the most effective sources to build efficacy.
Co-teaching combined with modeling and reflection. In this PDS, the PST and CT work
together co-teaching throughout the internship. This is different from a traditional internship
because the CT does not turn over the classroom to the PST and then leave the room. This
setting provided a rich clinical atmosphere that allowed for constant support through modeling,
questioning and intentional feedback. In the quote below, Vanessa explained how these
structures within the co-teach model helped her developed her practice.
I like that she’s always there to answer my questions when I’m not sure how to handle
something. She will get up there and deal with it for me and I can watch and see what
she does and why she did what she did. So that next time I can do it myself. I like
watching her teach but (…) once I started teaching, I can see what I’m not doing by
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seeing someone who’s doing it as opposed to her just telling me oh, you’re not doing this.
I (feel) I am, but when I actually see how she does it, I’m not doing that. So periodically
I’ll just (say) can you teach this lesson for me and I can just watch? (lines 316-326,
Vanessa, PST Interview 1).
Observing experienced teachers that are valued as professionals is a method for building efficacy
through vicarious experience (Bandura, 1997). Since the PST can relate to the experience, they
can also learn from it, and what they learn becomes part of their teaching repertoire. In the
excerpt above, Vanessa watched Joanie model a lesson when she was unsure about her practice.
After observing the lesson, Vanessa noted that she believed the next time, she could “do it
herself,” which is an example of learning by vicarious experience. In the following excerpt,
Andie (US) described a typical day in the classroom where Vanessa (PST), with her reflective
nature, looked to Joanie (CT) for support and Joanie stepped into model effective practice.
Vanessa is very aware of what her students are doing during the lesson. She will look
(….) at Joanie during a lesson and be like, I know somethings not going right here, that
they’re not understanding. I’m seeing this thing. And then that’s when Joanie jumps in
and she will word the question this way and see what happens. And then they do a
debrief after it. (…) A lot of times, I have to point out, did you see what your CT did, she
jumped in, she asked this question, do you know why? But they’ve (Vanessa and Joanie)
already debriefed it afterwards (Lines 155-166, Andie, Focus group interview).
The modeling (vicarious experience) described in this quote, followed by a session of reflective
feedback (social persuasion), is an example of two of the four sources for building efficacy
(Bandura, 1997) working together to provide an experience that influenced efficacy.
Vanessa also recalled a math lesson that did not go well. At one point during the lesson
the majority of the students were not on task, and Vanessa was feeling frustrated. The Lesson
Design Coach (LDC) who observed the lesson explained the reason the students were
misbehaving was that they did not understand the conceptual piece of the lesson. Following that
lesson, Joanie took back over in math and modeled lessons for a while.
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After that lesson, my CT (Joanie) took over math for a week so I could see her do the
conceptual piece because I need to see it cause I thought I was doing it. But then seeing
her do it, I’m like, oh my gosh, I was totally not doing it. So, I’m back to teaching math
again and I’m implementing some of what she was doing into how I teach math and it’s
easier. It’s easier for me to see it, to do it (lines 135-142, Vanessa (PST), focus group
meeting).
The examples noted from the interviews show ways efficacy can be developed within the context
of the PDS through the processes of modeling, constructivist coaching, feedback and reflection.
At times multiple structures worked together, which increased the opportunity for influencing
efficacy through combined sources (Bandura, 1997).
Practitioner inquiry. Also present through the context of the PDS, as a reflective process
in this triad is practitioner inquiry. The process of inquiry, which is also listed as one of the
NAPDS (1998) nine essentials, promoted intentional reflection on practice followed by
adjustments to practice based on the research-based data collection and analysis. The theme of
inquiry was found in various ways in the PDS setting in this triad. Vanessa found the process of
inquiry the college required to be very formal. However, by engaging in the process of inquiry,
she learned to question her own teaching when things did not go as planned. This is evident in
the excerpt below as she recognized she was in charge of change:
I think the formality of the college’s inquiry (…) helps establish inquiry on a theory basis
I think it’s more of a, well that didn’t go right, but what can I do? What can I try next
time to make it go better? Or for the students to have the outcome that I wanted (…) I
think it’s more of how can I change the outcome of something? (Lines 330-337, Vanessa,
PST Interview I).
For her formal inquiry, Vanessa recognized that the students were frequently off task so she
inquired into discovering a strategy that would help students stay on task and finish their work on
time. After researching, she decided on the strategy of using a visual timer at the front of the
classroom. Although she originally thought this strategy was not working, she was delighted to
find when she reviewed her student’s work that it had actually been successful.
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They were just a little chit chatty and they didn’t get their work done. And that just
drives me insane because we’ve got to move on.. So, I started posting visual timers on
the board and that completely changed the way students worked cause they all wanted to
beat the timer. But then I (thought), they’re not actually answering the questions or
reading the directions or anything like that. They’re not, you know, doing the work right.
But then I was collecting work periodically and it was all right. They were just so
focused on beating the timer that they would actually finish their work in 15 minutes
instead of taking a half an hour for a worksheet (lines 264-275, Vanessa, PST interview
1).
Vanessa found the process of inquiry so useful she also did an informal inquiry of her own in
addition to the college requirement.
In the next example, Vanessa identified a problem she had relating to one particular
student and inquired about strategies she could try to improve that relationship. Vanessa reached
out to her CT (Joanie) first and explained the challenge she was having. In the quote below,
Joanie (CT) advised Vanessa to be more positive with him and to build a relationship prior to
asking him to do things for her:
That little guy, you know, that was giving her a hard time. I’m like, what have you, what
could you do different to help, you know, to help make your relationship with that person
better? ( …) And she (said) oh well, maybe I can be more positive. I (said) okay, well
let’s try that ( …) even if it’s, ‘thank you for sitting in your chair so nicely.’ Just start
with the little stuff. It’s amazing the connections that you can have when you start
making those smaller connection with them (lines 134-142, Joanie, CT interview 1).
Vanessa also reached out to one of her cohort members (a fellow preservice teacher) about this
same student, who gave her similar advice.
One of my kids, I really could not make a connection with because he was one of our
behavior problems and I was on him so much. You know I didn’t really have to be on all
my other kids because they’re just typically well-behaved students and he would refuse to
work for me and (I thought) I don’t know what else I can try. I felt like I was trying
everything with him, but I did not. When I went to one of my friends (from the cohort)
and I was telling her about this kid and I (said), I don’t know what to do. I don’t
understand what I’m doing wrong. He won’t open up to me (….) All my other kids I
have a relationship with but with him I feel like I hit a brick wall and (…) she’s like,
‘Have you tried positive praise?’ and I (said) ‘yes.’ And she’s (said) ‘no, I mean for
everything. Have you (tried praise) not when he completes his work, but when he takes
out his pencil?’. I did that for about a week and the behavior problems have not stopped,
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but we do have a relationship now and they have gotten a lot better. So, now he’ll, work
for me and he won’t just sit there and just be defiant. As silly as that sounds like ‘ah have
you tried positive praise?’ It was just what I felt like I was doing. I was waiting for the
end goal and because he never got there, he never got (any praise) (lines 290-312,
Vanessa, PST interview 1).
In this example, Vanessa turned the constructivist questioning practices she learned from her CT
and US into an independent self-questioning of her own practice (What can she do to make a
change?). She then sought out two different members of the PDS who gave her advice about
making adjustments to her practice. Vanessa listened to the advice and tried an informal inquiry
of her own where she increased the amount of positive praise, she gave the student. Through this
process, Vanessa realized she was in control of what goes on in the classroom and by adjusting
her practice, based on inquiry, she made a difference in her student’s success. This is an
example of Bandura’s (1997) mastery experience combined with social persuasion
Collective efficacy is also present in this example. Vanessa reached out to cohort
members and her CT to help her solve the problem she was having with the student. Vanessa
demonstrated confidence in her teammates and in their joint ability to solve the problem.
Working together as a team to solve a common problem is an element of collective efficacy.
Emotional support from the CT. As in any learning experience, there are ups and downs
in teaching that can affect how a person feels emotionally. Bandura (1997), in his research on
efficacy, referred to this emotional component as physiological and emotional states. Bandura
noted that teachers who have a strong physiological and emotional state typically have a higher
level of self-efficacy. Data analysis of the interviews indicated that there were several times
when Vanessa received emotional support from her CT. On one particular day, Vanessa (PST)
was struggling with some students who were not responding and Joanie (CT) stepped in with
support and encouragement.
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She had a few students in our classroom that were not responding to her. She just hadn’t
made that connection when (…) and she literally was crying (…). (It) was one of those
days. That was just a rough day. And I told her, you’re going to have those days which
stinks, you’re going to have those days where you’re going to need a teammate to talk to
and to lean on. And I said, you need to call me, you call me. You know what I mean?
(....) I told her, I said there were days last year that I cried with the new math curriculum
(lines 121-132, Joanie, CT Interview 1).
Joanie and Vanessa talked about this incident later in the day and came to the realization that
Vanessa’s unease about the students came from the fact that she needed feedback, and the two of
them really didn’t get a chance to talk daily. At this time, Vanessa was leaving early in the
afternoon to beat the traffic. They immediately adjusted their schedules and Vanessa began to
stay later in the afternoon. In the quote below, Vanessa explained that after this small
adjustment, she felt more supported:
I think you were the one who asked if I felt so boo-hooey because we didn’t get enough,
time to talk. I think that was part of the reason because I don’t think I was getting the
feedback I need. (…) Now we stay after school. We work out (and we meet to discuss
things every day) (lines 1008-1013, Vanessa, focus group meeting).
This small adjustment to time opened up an opportunity for Joanie and Vanessa to meet at the
end of each day, and this helped Vanessa feel more comfortable. If teachers do not feel
emotionally supported, they will not be able to savor the success of the moment when good
things happen, so this support provided by Vanessa’s CT was important to influencing efficacy.
Another example of Joanie (CT) emotionally supporting Vanessa (PST) came during a
team planning meeting. During the meeting, Vanessa questioned some of the plans created by
the team. Another teacher on the team commented that as an intern, Vanessa should not be
contributing to those meetings. However, Joanie believed that it was important for Vanessa to
feel valued and she responded to Vanessa’s concerns assuring her that she should feel free to
speak at the meetings. This interaction provided Vanessa with an opportunity to learn, under the
watchful eye of her CT, how to interact professionally in a successful manner
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Our professional learning community where we get together and we plan together as a
team. (…) We have some teammates who are not as receptive to interns. And you would
think that they would be, but they’re not. And I love that my intern, Vanessa, is amazing
and she is in it to win it. She’s not going to sit there and just not do anything. She’s going
to sit there and she’s gonna try to help. She’s gonna get her ideas, she’s gonna get her
questions and she is one of those people who takes it and is looking at the standard to
make sure it matches the question and all of that. She was really good at that. Other
people aren’t as receptive to that because she’s an intern and they have somewhat
vocalized that or they have spoken over her and we’ve had a lot of conversations where,
you know, there’s a time and a place for everything and as frustrating as it might be to
have to handle that, you also have to work with her for the rest of the year. So, you have
to be careful how you approach things. (…). She didn’t back down cause I told her (…) I
said if you were asking questions that weren’t appropriate then I would tell you that (,,,)
you’re not quite there yet. But I told her, I said don’t be afraid of someone who doesn’t
like you because you’ve got great ideas, you know? And she asked, ‘So I should still
participate’ and I said, ‘yeah, you need to keep participating’ (lines 50-64, Joanie, CT
interview 2).
By supporting Vanessa in this event, Joanie displayed professional trust and confidence in her
ability. From this experience, Vanessa learned that her thoughts have merit and value. Also, she
was respected as both a teacher and a professional member of the learning community. This
support can influence her level of personal efficacy, through the source of physiological and
emotional states.
The analysis for this triad indicated that within the context of the professional
development school, Vanessa was exposed to experiences that supported the growth of efficacy.
These experiences included collaborative planning, multiple reflective practices and emotional
support from her collaborating teacher.
The PDSs’ Influence on CT Efficacy. There was also evidence in the triad that the PDS
influenced the growth of CT efficacy. The PDS influenced efficacy through 1) leadership
opportunities, 2) shared responsibility, and 3) learning from each other.
Leadership Opportunities. Teachers are sometimes bogged down by the inertia of
dealing with the day to day demands of the teaching profession such as high stakes mandates and
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accountability measures (Shahzad & Sajida, 2017; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006). This can be
overwhelming and have an overall negative effect on a teacher’s sense of self. When teachers
are asked to take on leadership roles, it can be rewarding as it increases their sense of pride and
self-esteem, prompting excitement in their profession again (Goodlad, 2003). In the quote
below, Joanie shared the sense of pride she felt when her principal asked her to be a CT:
They (administration) have confidence in the fact that I’m doing something right. So,
they must feel comfortable with putting somebody in my room for me to show them how
to (do things) (Lines 83-85, Joanie, CT Interview I). I felt like I was respected and what I
was doing was the right thing for my students because I felt like I wouldn’t be asked if
the principal didn’t value my role (lines 125-127, Joanie, CT interview I).
Personal efficacy is evident in this quote when Joanie stated, “she felt respected for doing things
the right way.” In addition to personal efficacy, taking on the leadership role of being a CT may
influence Joanie’s personal and collective efficacy. In a similar thought, Andie (US) discussed
the collective efficacy she saw in the partnership between the CT and the US as both parties are
invested in the growth of the PSTs. Andie also supported Joanie’s earlier thought about the
boost of confidence teachers get when they are asked to be CT:
We’re here for the interns (to) develop the best teaching experience as we can and it
needs both of us and that builds their confidence too because they’re there, they feel
valued (lines 448-452, Andie, US interview).
Collective efficacy is also present in this quote. When Andie stated, “We’re here for the interns
to develop the best teaching practice we can,” she is demonstrating the teamwork evident in this
triad in support of Vanessa’s growth.
Shared responsibility. In addition to accepting leadership roles, in the following quote,
Joanie discussed a feeling of getting closer with her fellow teachers as they now have the shared
responsibility of the interns.
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I feel like as a team some of us have become closer because we have interns (…). I think
that we’ve supported each other in that aspect. Those of us who have interns you know,
we’re proud to say, look what so and so did. Not that we weren’t proud before, but I felt
like it’s helped (us grow closer). (lines 584-589, Joanie, CT interview 2).
Andie (US) noted that the arrival of the PSTs brought a collective feeling of efficacy and
community to all staff members.
The influence of the interns (PSTs) being here has been important on the school
community. I definitely see when I have the other teachers come in or faculty and staff,
they all take ownership of the interns. Even the custodian in the morning, she comes in
and says hi and asks how they’re doing. So, I think it’s definitely helped (…) the
community aspect of it., you know. They all really have taken ownership of the interns
(lines 570-577, Andie, US interview).
.
This community-focused goal of support is an element that can influence both personal and
collective efficacy in the faculty. Carpenter and Sherretz (2012) support the value of
collaboration and its effect on building teacher leadership through a PDS partnership. They
espouse that through collaboration partnership teachers become active leaders in their own
professional journey.
Learning from each other. The partnership also provided an opportunity for the CTs to
learn from the PSTs. Joanie pointed out that with the arrival of the interns, she become excited
to see the new practices and ideas they have, and she loved that the interns seem so dedicated to
the profession.
Getting to see other people’s teaching styles and learning. I guess there’s different ways
to do things and there not all bad. (…) I’m impressed with the teachers that are coming.
I love the fact that, in particular, like Vanessa, she so on it. She wants to be a good
teacher. She’s not in it just to, just to come play with kids (lines 555-563, Joanie, CT
interview 2).
This quote demonstrated a common aspect of collective efficacy within the PDS as it is not just
the PST who is growing and developing, the CT is as well.
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In this section, I reviewed the themes present during the data analysis for case one, “It’s
all about the reflection.” The data indicated that the PDS influenced PST efficacy with structures
in collaborative planning, reflective practices, and emotional support from the CT. CT efficacy
was supported through leadership opportunities, shared responsibility and learning from each
other. Collective efficacy was also present in multiple levels throughout the triad.
Case 2: Challenged but Comfortable
Triad two consisted of Andie, the university supervisor, Jane, the collaborating teacher,
and Sandy, the preservice teacher. The members of this triad were quiet and thoughtful. A
frequent theme, in this case, was how Jane (CT) believed in challenging Sandy (PST) to step into
areas where she might not yet be comfortable. However, while she challenged her to do more,
she and Andie (US) also provided a safety net of support so Sandy (PST) was comfortable.
Therefore, the title of this case is “Challenged but Comfortable.” The data from this case was
organized into two sections: 1) the PDs’ influence on PST efficacy and 2) the PDSs’ influence on
CT efficacy. References to collective efficacy support were included under the headings they
supported.
The PDSs’ influence on PST efficacy. There were multiple structures designed within
the context of the PDS that influenced efficacy in the PST. There was a total of five themes in
this triad: 1) creating a successful classroom for all, 2) a safe place to make mistakes, 3) coteaching, 4) growth through mastery, and 5) support from PDS members.
Creating a successful classroom for all. The members of this triad focused on growing
the efficacy of Sandy (PST) and the efficacy of their students, as they paid attention to meeting
student needs both academically and behaviorally. In the quote below, Sandy (PST) referenced
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the scaffolding and additional levels of planning the triad used to ensure a thriving academic
environment for all students.
With lesson planning, we would obviously plan and scaffold together. (For) whatever
lesson I decided to do I present that to both of them (CT & US) to see okay, is this what
is good for what they’re (the students’) learning. We’ll plan as a team for a lot of the
subjects. I’ve done mostly math and reading. So, I usually follow what we have in the
PLC lessons and then I make adaptations that I need to do from that. And then I also preconference with Andie and bounce ideas off her. Like, I have this, I don’t know, should I
do this part? Should I do this, should I do this? And she gives me feedback as well
(Lines 33-44, Sandy (PST, Focus group meeting).
In this example, Sandy explained the extended planning process they used. She discussed how
the PLC planning sessions were followed by sessions between the three members of the triad to
ensure they were providing the best lessons possible for each student. She focused on
scaffolding for individual student success and made many adaptations to the original plans after
she discussed these plans with Jane (CT) and Andie (US). This quote also demonstrated
collective efficacy as all three members of the triad worked together to create lessons geared
toward student success.
In addition to academic planning for student success in this triad, there was also an
emphasis on student behavior. Jane (CT) served as the positive behavior intervention and
support (PBIS) specialist for this school and as a trainer for the county. Therefore, positive
behavior support was a primary focus within Sandy’s learning in the context of this triad. As the
behavior support specialist for the school, Jane’s classroom provided a model setting for Sandy
(PST) to observe and learn positive behavioral support strategies. Students can struggle
behaviorally as well as academically, and teachers can develop a sense of efficacy in one area or
both areas (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, having knowledge of different behavior strategies is also
important to building efficacy. In the quote below, Jane shared how she noticed Sandy using the
same approach she would have used to handle student behavior.
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Behavior sometimes it (can be so funny to watch Sandy with students). I’ll turn away
because I’m laughing. It’s just funny to me when you (Sandy) redirect them because
that’s exactly how I would have phrased that (lines 381-384, Jane (CT), focus group
meeting).
Jane commented on how Sandy handled the behavior exactly the way she would have. Andie
followed this sentiment by explaining how important following a model was to Sandy’s growth:
So, the fact that she’s actually noticing how your teaching and of course the first thing I
feel like (the PSTs do) is they emulate you, they mimic you. But also, then it moves to
the fact where it becomes part of their practice because they start doing it and it’s
effective and I mean behavior is your thing (Jane) (lines 398-404, Andie (US), focus
group meeting).
Andie’s reference to the on-the-job training Sandy has received in the classroom is an example
of vicarious experience, where Sandy is able to watch someone she respects, in this case, the
schoolwide expert on behavior support, and learn from those experiences. Also, as evidenced by
the earlier quote, she then had a chance to try out the strategies she learned (mastery experiences)
and receive immediate feedback (social persuasion) from her CT on how things went.
Through a myriad of different structures (collaborative planning, modeling, and
feedback), which are all a part of the PDS setting and evident in this triad, Sandy is learning that
she has the tools to create a successful classroom both academically and behaviorally. Since
these strategies support student success, which is tied directly to efficacy, learning these
strategies in the context of the PDS setting can influence Sandy’s personal teacher efficacy.
Learning different strategies is crucial to new teachers who are just starting out.
However, learning these strategies is only one part of the process. It is equally important for the
PST to be in a setting where they can try out these strategies in a safe environment where
mistakes are allowed, and growth can occur. The idea that it is okay to make errors were present
in this triad and will be discussed in the next theme
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A safe place to make mistakes. This triad served as a safe place to make mistakes that, in
turn, promoted learning. It is important to note that Sandy (PST) felt secure and safe in this
environment and did not look at making mistakes as a negative experience. In the quote below
Sandy (PST) shares how she enjoyed the way her CT pushed her to try new practices and
allowed her to make mistakes in a supported and safe environment.
I’ve learned so much from her, from watching her, from her pushing me to try different
things. And, her allowing me to be in her classroom and make mistakes. It’s been really
awesome. She usually will step in and (say) what about this? She will help me and she’s
there if I need support (lines 244-252, Sandy, PST interview 1).
In this example, Sandy explained how valuable she found both watching her CT teach and the
feedback she received from her. Jane (CT) echoed similar thoughts when she told how she
created an environment that encouraged Sandy to take chances while she was there to support
her.
I have established from the beginning; this is your opportunity to try whatever you think
you want to try in your own classroom because I’m here to help if it doesn’t go well. So,
from the very day she walked into the class, I’ve tried to make that a safe space for her to
try things and fail. (lines 108-110, Jane, CT interview 2).
Jane has allowed mistakes to happen within the safety net she described above. The ability to
make mistakes within a safe environment falls under Bandura’s (1997) emotional and
physiological sources for building efficacy and mastery experiences.
Co-teaching. Co-teaching provides the PST with the opportunity to observe her CT in
the everyday functionality of being a teacher. In the quote below, Sandy explained the
advantages of watching Jane teach a lesson:
It helps me notice things that I might not have noticed. Especially during her teaching
lessons. Like she always has really good questions and I (think) I should have thought of
that. But it’s nice because they have experience and they have lots of things that went
well and things that haven’t worked well. So, I take their suggestions and use them
because it’s usually things that are better for the kids (lines 3432-349, Sandy, PST, focus
group meeting).
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Sandy stated that she learned by watching her CT, which is an example of vicarious experience,
and from receiving feedback, which is social persuasion. While instructing math, Sandy (PST)
attempted a lesson that did not go as expected. In the quote below Jane (CT) explained what
happened when she re-taught the lesson:
So, it (the modeled lesson) went better and I don’t necessarily (know) that I did anything
radically different from her (Sandy), but it was, you know, another day of the same
content. So, more exposure to it. (…..) I presented the information a little bit differently,
but not necessarily better, just different. Sometimes they just need a different perspective
(lines 350-360, Jane (CT), focus group meeting).
After Jane shared this story, I asked Sandy how she felt when she watched Jane re-teach the
lesson. Sandy responded that she’s the one who asked Jane to re-teach the lesson so she could
learn from her.
Well, I actually asked her (Jane). I was like, can you please do this? Because I feel like
the kids weren’t getting it and I felt like if she did it, it was a different way for the kids
and maybe they would understand better. So, I was like really, really happy that they
were getting it when she was teaching it. And then, I’m also (thinking) okay, do this next
time, do this next time (lines 360-366, Sandy (PST) focus group interview).
There are several important components in Sandy’s answer that support growth in her personal
efficacy. First, Sandy is happy that the students “got it” when Jane re-taught the lesson. This
idea falls under social persuasion (Bandura, 1997). In social persuasion, a person who shares the
same goals as another person will also share in the joy of their success. This also reiterated the
earlier thought of collective efficacy, where the triad is working as a team to promote the
efficacy of the students and the PST. Second, when Sandy says, “okay, do this next time, do this
next time” to herself, she is referring to her own learning. This is a form of vicarious experience.
She observed her CT, a person she respected and admired, be successful and because they are of
equal footing, she recognized that she can also be successful if she makes these changes to her
practice.
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Jane (CT) discussed how her internship was significantly different from the way the PDS
is designed. She related how she felt alone and was left to sink or swim. She also shared how
she preferred the co-teach model of the PDS:
I remember when I did my final internship. I walked in and was there with the teacher
for like two or three days and then I didn’t really see her again. And it was kind of like
sink or swim. And I feel now they’re really pushing the different co-teach models. I
think that’s important. I feel like from the very start when I started with her (Sandy/PST)
and I was still teaching and then releasing it to her, it was always (…) two adults there to
help and feed off of each other. I just feel that that’s more beneficial than just, ‘hey, go
take over’ (lines 299-314, Jane, CT interview 1).
Jane indicated in her quote that she believed this set up for co-teaching is much better than being
left on your own, as was the case in older internship models. Jane (CT) shared how she provided
feedback simply and informally to Sandy regularly and how that feedback helped Sandy reflect
and grow as a teacher.
(When I gave feedback) I would take the notes and slide them to her with my thoughts
and I always put it off as not that she did anything wrong or should change it, but just, I
might have done this or did you think about this? And, I think she started to pull in some
of those thoughts that I gave, not necessarily suggestions or ways to change, but like what
about this? What do you think would happen if you did this now? (lines 52-58, Jane, CT
interview 2).
In the quote above, Jane noted that Sandy was using some of the suggestions Jane provided
through this feedback method, and this resulted in changes to her practice. In the quote below,
Sandy agreed that she found this experience of side by side teaching and reflective feedback to
be a positive and helpful one.
So, what we did is we’ve made a plan where the first few weeks I was gradually teaching
more and more and more subjects until I was teaching everything. She was there to make
sure as a support I was doing this and also if I needed help or if she felt like I was doing
something not right or whatever, she would help me. I really like how she allowed me to
(have a) sink or swim kind of thing. She pushed me and she was like, you’re going to do
this, go do it. And then allowed me to make mistakes and things like that. That was
really important (lines 324-341, Sandy, PST interview 1).
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The analysis of these two quotes noted an interesting contradiction in the use of the term “sink or
swim,” which was used by both Jane (CT) and Sandy (PST) in reference to their respective
internships. Jane (CT) who experienced traditional teacher preparation by being left alone as an
intern, used the term in a negative way indicating she was left alone to fend for herself.
However, Sandy (PST) positively used the term when she stated, “I really like how she allowed
me to sink or swim.” In this case, Sandy indicated she felt challenged but comfortable. This
comfort level came from the fact that Jane was also there to help her if mistakes were made.
This is an example of the mastery experience method for building efficacy identified by Bandura
(1997). Mastery experiences are systematic, intentional teaching experiences that allow PSTs to
experience success.
The significant difference between these two examples is that in the traditional style of
internship, there was no one available if a mistake was made. A new teacher truly did sink or
swim. This isn’t the case in the co-teach model found in the PDS setting. In this scenario, if a
mistake is made, the CT is there to lend a hand or step in to model a different way to handle the
situation. In addition, to mastery experiences, the CT provided emotional and physiological
support to the PST by providing a safety net if something goes wrong. This allowed the PST to
learn and grow in a safe environment, where success, with the CTs support, is the norm. There
are three methods of building efficacy present in this example: mastery experiences, social
persuasion and physiological and emotional states. This supportive environment leads to
successful experiences on behalf of the PST and ultimately the students. This example also
supported the sense of collective efficacy evidenced by the triad in their efforts to work as a team
for the success of both Sandy (PST) and the students. In the next theme, I will look closely at a
set of experiences that took Sandy through a complete cycle of mastery experience.
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Growth through mastery. The next series of quotes share a particular event during
Sandy’s internship that leads to an example of mastery experiences combined with evidence of
other efficacy building sources. Included in this example will be many of the structures present
within the context of the PDS, which included intentional coaching, feedback, modeling and
reflection. This story starts with a realization by Sandy that she was uncertain about the math
program the district used and asked for support when she was scheduled to take over that subject.
In the quote below, Jane (CT) begins the series of events when she shared that Sandy felt
comfortable “taking the lead” from the beginning of her internship in most subject areas, except
for math. Sandy explained:
So, I took over math last because I felt like that was…. It’s Sensational Math
(pseudonym), which is not like what I did at all. So, it’s totally foreign and so I waited
till the last point to start teaching that because I knew that would be the most work (lines
204-209, Sandy (PST), focus group meeting).
In this quote, Sandy gained confidence in teaching math through the power of watching Jane
over time. However, when Sandy taught math for the first time, she realized she still was not
quite ready.
I guess at first, I was like, oh my gosh, what is she doing? (while teaching math) And
then over time I was like, okay, I feel like I got this a little more, and then I started
teaching and I was like, ah, maybe not. And then I realized I had to do more work to
understand what I was doing (lines 244-252, Sandy, focus group meeting).
It is important to note that Sandy did not blame anyone when she didn’t feel comfortable
teaching math once she took over. Instead, she accepted responsibility and recognized that she
needed assistance so that she would “understand what I was doing”. She is not defeated, rather
she realized that she can do it but needed help to get there. Jane (CT) provided this support
through additional modeling and conferencing. As Sandy became more confident, she took over
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the math lessons, but even with her newfound confidence, she recognized that she needed extra
support.
I felt like after teaching all the other subjects, I was a lot more confident and ready to
teach math. But I did have to spend more time to actually know what I was talking about
because I had no idea. It was like teaching a whole new math basically. So, I had to take
the time on my own to figure out what I was going to do. But also, be like, hey, I don’t
understand this (and ask for help) (lines 213-218, Sandy, focus group meeting).
Both Jane (CT) and Andie (US) stepped in to provide support during this transition period.
Andie (US) explained that while they might not all meet together every day, all three of them
worked together as a team to develop Sandy’s confidence in teaching math. In the quote below,
Andie described how this guided practice and support took place as she explained the link
between the college coursework, she shared with Sandy combined with the classroom expertise
and understanding of students that Jane (CT) provided.
I make the connections for Sandy in our pre-conferences and post conferences between
what they’re learning in their coursework and what’s happening here (classroom). And I
know Jane (CT) very much brings the expertise of classroom teaching and also the
expertise (of knowing the students). She knows her class. You know, I can say make
sure you differentiate this for your students. But I can’t tell her how, because I don’t
know the students. So, you have to bring in the expertise as well and that classroom
pedagogy. So, it’s kind of like we tag team this (process) (lines 46-56, Andie, US, focus
group meeting).
This series of quotes demonstrated how the support of the triad, combined with scaffolding and
modeling, influenced Sandy’s understanding of her own practice. In the following quote, Jane
explained how this process ultimately led to Sandy finding success in teaching math, which was
evidenced by student test scores.
I told you that math was the last thing she took over, but she’s been the lead on all the
lessons and we did quarterly checks and she saw the scores on them and I felt like that
was a huge celebration because the scores are really high and she’s like, I taught all that!
Those are the lessons I did! So that was a really good celebration (lines 296-302, Jane,
CT, focus group interview).
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This experience had a positive influence on Sandy’s efficacy as she took over the challenge of a
difficult situation and did not give up. She did what she needed to do to teach successfully and
the student data verified that she was successful.
This series of events is an example of all four of Bandura’s (1997) sources of building
efficacy working together. In this example, Sandy observed her CT teaching math (vicarious
experience), received feedback from both her CT and her US (social persuasion) and participated
in systematic, intentional teaching practices that allowed her to ultimately be successful at
teaching math (mastery experiences). The final area of Bandura’s four sources (physiological
and emotional states) was also present in the fact that Sandy was supported emotionally
throughout the entire process. When she did not feel like she was ready, she was given more
time. When she taught for a while and didn’t feel successful, her CT stepped back in to model
again. Sandy’s excitement at the math data indicated that she recognized her effort was
successful.
Support from PDS members. In addition to her CT, Sandy spoke about the support she
received from the different members of the cohort in the PDS. Sandy referenced throughout the
interviews that she enjoyed learning from others and being a part of a team. In the quote below,
she explains why her personality works well on a team and how she enjoyed learning from
others:
I’m very hard working. When I decide I’m going to do something it’s gonna get done.
But I also like learning from other people because it’s a lot easier for me if I just look
(and) see how other people do things and then when I get to take their advice, (I do). So,
I really think working in a team I’ll do really well because I’ll have the things that I bring
to the table, but also will be aware and open to what other people have to say because I
like to learn from other people (lines 69-76, Sandy, PST interview 1).
Finding emotional support by working with others is evidence of a positive influence on efficacy
through physiological and emotional states. Teachers who feel emotionally supported through
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this source have higher efficacy levels (Bandura, 1997). In the quote below, Sandy discussed a
time she sought out the support of her peers for additional help with a math lesson.
Some of my math lessons I didn’t really like what they’re (the curriculum) was doing and
also, we didn’t have supplies for it. I actually talked to some of the other interns about it
and they had so many ideas that I was like, oh my gosh, these are so great. And I used
that, their ideas for the lesson for behavior management and things like that (lines 81-88,
Sandy, PST interview 1).
This quote is an additional example of emotional and physiological support from Sandy’s peers
as they assisted her with an area of concern. It also falls under the heading of social persuasion
as she is listening and learning from her peers. In the final example, Sandy spoke about the
overall support system she found by being a member of the PDS.
Just having that support system throughout all four years and getting to know people
instead of just going to class every day and not really talking to people because you know
that you’re only gonna have however many weeks with them. (….) So, it’s nice to have
that support system and people that you get to know really well (lines 213-225, Sandy,
PST interview 2).
It is evident from these quotes that Sandy felt supported by the experience of being a team
member within the context of the PDS setting. She received support from her triad members and
her PST peers. That sense of being supported is an example of physiological and emotional
states and collective efficacy.
The PDSs’ influence on CT efficacy. The PDS also influenced the CTs personal
efficacy through 1) a shift in thinking and 2) sharing expertise.
A shift in thinking. Jane (CT) reported that initially, teachers felt like having an intern
felt like extra work. However, the overall attitude improved after the school became a PDS and
the teachers started to find value in having an intern. Jane shared:
I think the idea of having an intern is more valued. I feel like before not everyone was
accepting of the idea of having an intern. It felt like a lot of extra work. Those were just
the comments I remember hearing. Why do you have an intern, that’s so much more
(work)? I feel like it’s a lot more accepted now. They’re very involved. They interact at
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all of our PLC meetings and faculty meetings. I think seeing how involved they are has
helped change the opinion of some people here (cite).
This renewed sense of value in having an intern instead of it being seen as “extra work” is an
indication that the faculty may be experiencing elements of simultaneous renewal (Goodlad,
2006). This may lead to CTs trying new things and increasing their own level of personal
efficacy. It is also an indication that the sense of collective efficacy (the belief that as a team, the
school can ensure student success) may increase as well.
Jane also spoke to the idea of feeling respected when she talked about how it made her
feel to be asked to become a collaborating teacher by the administration.
I felt like I was respected in what I was doing and that I was doing the right thing for my
students because I felt I wouldn’t be asked if the principal didn’t value my role (lines
125-127, Jane, CT interview 1).
Feelings of being respected by the administration are also feelings that can prompt a sense of
renewal in a teacher, which influences both personal and collective efficacy. Jane also discussed
that having the interns on-site helped not only her but other teachers on-site to be at their best
every day.
I feel like for me personally, there’s just some days in any job I think where you wake up
and you’re like, I’m just not feeling it today, but when you have an intern, you have to be
on your “A” game all the time. So, I think for those of us that have an intern you’re
always on your “A” game cause you don’t want them to observe non-examples. But I
think that other teachers in the pod too… (they) don’t want them (the interns) to overhear
something (that isn’t a good example) (lines 234-241, Jane, CT interview 2).
These quotes served as evidence that the school was working together collectively to be on their
“A” game, as Jane explained. Working together in this way can build their collective efficacy as
a team and renew their spark in teaching overall. Jane also shared how excited she was to host a
PST because she felt she would learn a lot from them.
I felt like I would probably learn a lot from them because they’re going through school
and learning all these new strategies and techniques. So, I was looking forward to
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learning new things from them, but also, I feel like observing other people and providing
feedback helps you grow as well. So, I was hoping to provide that for someone else but
also grow myself as well (lines 130-136, Jane, CT interview 1).
The last line in this quote when Jane said, “I was hoping to provide that for someone else but
also grow myself as well” is evidence that Jane is feeling renewed. She is excited to grow
herself as well as growing her PST. This sense of growth is an indication of simultaneous
renewal (Goodlad, 1993).
As noted by the excerpts above, a sense of renewal is beginning to emerge in the school.
The excitement of being asked to host an intern and the excitement Jane stated she felt from the
opportunity to learn from someone else is evidence of her personal sense of renewal. In addition,
there is evidence that the other faculty members, both those who have PSTs and those who do
not, are experiencing a sense of renewal as well. This is evidenced by the teachers with PSTs
who felt they must be on their “A” game to set a good example and for those who do not have a
PST, who was also trying to show their best.
Sharing expertise. One practice present in the PDS is seeing teachers in the PDS as
professionals who share their knowledge with PSTs and other teachers. In the quote below,
Andie (US) described how she asked several teachers to present at the PST seminar meeting on
different topics.
I definitely include a lot of the CTs and other staff members (in my seminar meetings).
We had a technology lesson in level two and I had two teachers come in, they were not
CTs. They were technology gurus here at Circle Ranch and I had them come in and work
through how they are using the technology that is available here at Circle Ranch and they
went over some of the Nearpod (information). They asked the interns what technology
they were interested in using in their lessons and then helped them see what that looks
like in the classroom and what is accessible here at Circle Ranch (lines 352-360, Andie,
US interview).
This is an example of how both collective and personal efficacy in the CT can be grown through
the context of the PDS. In this example, Andie (US) has also invited other teachers from the site
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to present even if they were not acting as CTs. Therefore, other teachers who are not CTs are
also involved in the PDS and they can also experience a sense of excitement and renewal by
participating in leadership opportunities. Jane (CT), explained why she felt the PBIS training
she did for the PSTs was important:
At our school we presented PBIS to the interns. I’m our PBIS coach in our district and
part of being a model school was how do you incorporate PBIS with substitutes, new
teachers, interns, etc. So, we checked off that box for our model school and I introduced
them (the PSTs) to it (PBIS). Next year all of our county is supposed to be implementing
PBIS, so I hope that would help them (PSTs) wherever they ended up at least they’d have
a little bit of background knowledge (lines 209-216, Jane, CT interview 2).
Participation in leadership opportunities such as these is one way to influence personal efficacy.
These examples also provided evidence of collective efficacy as many of the teachers are
working together to help the PSTs by sharing their expertise.
Overall, support was present in this case, that the context of the PDS influenced efficacy
in both the PSTs and the CTs.
Case 3: One for All and All for One
The members of Triad 3 were Andie, university supervisor, Amy, collaborating teacher,
and Sally, preservice teacher. This group was highly focused on providing a safe and energetic
learning environment for students and they were dedicated to being reflective practitioners
within the classroom setting. There was a sense of comfortable teamwork present throughout
their discussions and in the way, they joked back and forth with one another. They even noted
during the focus group meeting that they had grown to the point where they “could finish each
other’s sentences”. There was a sense of equality between all three members of the triad and the
collaborating teacher and the preservice teacher both referred to themselves as teachers in the
classroom. They operated more as equal partners, three teachers working together, rather than a
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CT, PST and US and reminded me of the three musketeers. Therefore, I titled this case, “one for
all and all for one”.
There was evidence that this triad participated in several practices that built efficacy
within the context of the PDS. The data from this case was organized in the same fashion as
cases one and two.
The PDSs’ influence on PST efficacy. The themes that emerged in reference to how the
PDS influenced efficacy in the PST were 1) PST positioned as a professional, 2) reflective
practitioners, 3) supportive relationships.
PST positioned as a professional. The data from this case reflected a common theme of
Sally (PST) being positioned as a professional in the classroom. This process started long before
the school year began when Amy (CT) contacted Sally (PST), and they met to develop a working
relationship over the summer. In the quote below Amy (CT) explained:
When we first were assigned our interns, before we ever even got into education, she and
I went out to lunch and got to know each other as human beings first. So, I think that she
understood my personality and what I’m used to, what I like, what I’m interested in. I
got to know her as a person and then that kind of started a foundation for our friendship
and a bond so that we could talk to each other purposefully (lines 98-105, Amy, CT
interview 1).
From their very first meeting, Amy (CT) treated Sally (PST) as an equal, as a second teacher in
the room. In the quote below, Sally discussed her view of their relationship:
We built a really strong relationship from the beginning cause I worked with her over the
summer, going to trainings at a middle school nearby. A couple of trainings she signed
me up for with her and I think I was the only intern that got offered to go. And so, that
made me feel good cause she’s keeping me involved. Then from day one in the
classroom, she’s made me very involved in the (everything) even when I was only there
two days a week, she included me in the classroom. Just like I’m the other teacher,
there’s two of us. She made me feel like she wasn’t any better. She just made me feel
super involved, she would always send me everything that (she had) like power points
that she had, she would email them to me. She added me into the power point for open
house night, introduced me to all the parents and made me feel real comfortable because I
was going to be a part of the class all year (lines 198-216, Sally, PST interview 1).
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Sally’s choice of verbiage in the quote above outlined all of the different strategies Amy used to
position Sally as a professional in the classroom.
In the next quote, Amy explained why this positioning was important. She felt that it was
important to include Sally (PST) when dealing with parents as this helped parents see her (Sally)
in a teacher role. In the next series of small quotes, there are three different references to specific
actions Amy took to ensure that Sally was treated as another teacher in the room wherever
parents and communications are involved.
Her name is always on the emails. She came to open house, right before school started
and everything. (I introduced her) at meet the teacher - This is Ms. Sally, she’s joining
me this year, teaching full time (lines 691-694, Amy (CT), focus group meeting).
She’s been to all of our IEP’s (Individual Education Plan) meetings. Eight or nine
meetings and she does a lot of interjecting and she does the same thing in PLCs. She is
an active participant in those conferences as well (lines 720-721, Amy (CT), focus group
meeting).
When you get a reply back from the emails and they have no problem and the parents
know absolutely who Ms. Sally is and they know that she is in the class or she’ll write a
behavior slip and she’ll address it with an email for the parent to check back with her.
They’ll apologize for the child’s behavior but agree that it was his choice and we’ll adjust
it as home, which is the same thing they would say to me as well (lines 708-714, Amy
(CT), focus group meeting).
Each of these examples showed a different way that Sally was treated as a professional in the
classroom by her collaborating teacher. Each of these experiences provided an opportunity for
Sally to grow in the area of mastery experience as she worked cooperatively with Amy (CT) to
meet the parents’ needs. In the next quote, Andie shares why she believed the parent
communication piece was so important:
The more experiences that you (Sally) have now and I feel like parent communication is
something that maybe other interns don’t get as much for whatever reason. But it’s
something that you need because you’re going to have to deal with the parents when you
have your own classroom, good experiences and bad experiences. So, the more
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experience you have now, it’s going to help you (lines 728-734, Andie (US), focus group
meeting).
In addition, to the mastery experience noted earlier, this is an example of the emotional and
physiological source for building efficacy (Bandura, 1997). In the quote, Andie explained that
there are “good experiences and bad experiences” when dealing with parents. Having these
multiple experiences in her repertoire should influence Sally’s efficacy toward working with
parents. In the next quote, Sally comments on how this has helped her:
I feel like it gets me more ready for my future. So, it’s good. It’s good to give me all the
background (experiences) and that, you know, before I go out on my own and do it (lines
724-726, Sally (PST), focus group meeting).
When Sally made the comments, “I feel like it gets me more ready for my future” and “it’s good
to give me all the background…before I go out on my own and do it,” she is using the future
tense which is vital to efficacy. Efficacy is a future tense feeling. It is the feeling of confidence
a teacher has that they are ready for what is going to happen, not what has happened. The
research on efficacy indicates when a person believes something will happen, it is more likely to
actually happen (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, when Sally used the future tense to state that she
feels ready, she is stating that she already has a sense of efficacy in relation to dealing with
parents. Since parents are sometimes cited as being one of the reasons teachers leave the
profession (Fernet, Guay et al., 2012), this is an essential area for a new teacher to establish
efficacy.
Reflective practices. Two reflective practices appeared in the data for this triad.
Therefore, this theme has been divided into two subthemes: 1) purposeful planning through
reflection and 2) practitioner inquiry
Purposeful planning through reflection. A theme of purposeful planning through
reflection was present in this triad. In the quote below, Sally (PST) discussed how the triad used
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purposeful planning and reflection to consider student needs and create lessons that were
interesting and fun so students would stay engaged.
We’ll purposefully try and plan for some of those (children who need additional support)
cause I’ll think we can make this into something fun. But then I’ll ask her, have you ever
done something like this? How do you think this will go? And then we’ll talk about it.
You have to figure it out (lines 591-596, Sally (PST), focus group meeting).
In this quote, Sally explained that she and Amy (CT) purposefully plan for children who need
additional support and they are focused on student success when they plan as a team to meet
those students’ needs. Sally demonstrated her own reflective practice when she stated, “I’ll think
we can make this into something fun.”
There is a unique design in the schedule of this triad’s day that is particularly beneficial
to reflective practice. Amy teaches ELA and history in a departmentalized setting; therefore, the
day is broken into a morning and afternoon group. The two groups are different, and hence,
some changes for each group are planned, but the basic overall lesson is the same. In the quote
below Andie (US) discussed how this design is very beneficial for Sally:
With you guys being departmentalized (….) you can teach a lesson and then talk about
and reflect about how it went, what could go better and then you teach it again in the
afternoon. Really, I think for her growth and planning, I think that plays an important
role (lines 127-134, Andie, focus group meeting).
This setting gave Sally (PST) the unique advantage of reflecting with Amy (CT) after the first
lesson and making changes to benefit the second lesson. In the next example, Sally planned a
review lesson for both groups of students. Instead of a regular sit-down lesson where students
were paired to ask questions, Sally opted for the more engaging but more challenging idea of an
inside/outside circle where students rotated around to ask questions of each other. In addition,
she wanted to take the students outside rather than stay in the classroom. In the quote below,
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Sally shared how she experienced some organizational issues with the first group and Amy
provided assistance with a few basic changes:
Today that worked great cause I wasn’t really sure how this inside/outside circle lesson
would go, and it could be really bad or really good. So, the first class I would say
immediately there’s some parts where I definitely had to tweak for the afternoon class.
So, she (Amy) helped me with (the second group) coming up with different, more explicit
instruction so that I’m not bringing all the kids outside and then all of them are already in
a different world. They’re not even paying attention to me. So, just that kind of more
instruction when we’re inside and then modeling how it was going to look when we’re
inside (lines 285-295, Sally, PST interview 1).
These simple changes in giving directions inside rather than outside helped the overall flow of
the lesson and it went very well. During the conversation in our interview about this lesson, the
excitement was palpable, and all three members of the triad were thrilled with the success.
Andie made a comment, “yeah, we even got together (during the second lesson) and were like,
Yes! It’s working!” (lines 190-191, Andie (US) focus group meeting). In the following quote,
Amy shared her excitement on the level of student involvement:
All of a sudden when you see them move and do that, they actually did it correctly. And
then the next kid started with their question and (they went, and we thought) that’s what
they were supposed to be doing (lines 192-195, Amy (CT), focus group meeting).
In the quote below, Sally shared how proud she was of the children in the second group when
they actually improved the questioning process:
They would have fun with it. Like one kid memorized it (his question), so he put it in his
pocket, and he was whispering his question and then another kid was like, are you ready
for this? This is the challenge you wanted! And they had fun. But I think they liked
seeing a different person each time. You know, they would see their friend and then they
would see somebody who they don’t really talk too much (with). It did go really good
(lines 204-209, Sally (PST), focus group meeting).
It is evident by the statements Sally made above that she was excited and happy with how the
lesson went. She commented briefly, “Yeah, I was celebrating the fact that it went even better
than the morning class” (Lines 166-167, Sally (PST), focus group meeting). Lived experiences,
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like this example, will directly impact her sense of efficacy because she was the one who
changed the lesson and witnessed the direct result of those changes during the second lesson.
This example combined two of Bandura’s (1997) four sources for building efficacy. The midday reflection session is social persuasion and the changes to the lesson based on feedback are
mastery experiences. Learning to be reflective can have a positive effect on Sally’s overall level
of efficacy and her overall teaching practice. In the next section, I will discuss another example
of reflective practice, evidenced by Sally through inquiry.
Practitioner inquiry. Practitioner inquiry also surfaced as a practice present in the PDS
that influenced Sally’s efficacy. Overall, Sally took great pride in her inquiry project. In the
quote below, she explained why she chose to focus on goal setting for her project and she
explained how she developed the project.
It started with; how can I get my fifth-grade students motivated to read independently?
So, then I switched it up with why (don’t) you start setting goals with these students? So,
I started pulling them over and I’m conferencing with them and they would bring over
their chapter book. (….) So, I would notice a lot of them weren’t reading independently.
They were just kinda looking off you know or just starring in their book, not even
reading. So, that’s my inquiry. How can goal setting help student’s motivation with
independent reading (lines 136-146, Sally, PST interview 2).
After deciding on a project to do, Sally collaborated with both her CT and US for feedback and
advice.
She’d (Amy/CT) give me advice on what kinds of strategies I could do or use on their
attitudes. She helped me find those. She would always give me that conference time
with them and you know, make sure that I was doing what I needed to do for the
research. Andie (US) had also given me some tips on what else I could do. She loved
hearing about how it was going. She would give me some feedback on my paper that I
was writing. Yeah, she was always great support (lines 192-204, Sally, PST interview 2).
In this quote, Sally explained how each of the two triad members supported her throughout the
inquiry process with encouragement and suggestions. When I asked how she felt regarding the
inquiry project, Sally’s excitement was evident as she shared that this project was “her” inquiry.
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Good, it felt really good. (It) made me excited. Just having that connection cause it
wasn’t my CT’s (project) you know, it was my inquiry, so it was my thing with them.
So, it just made me feel good when we had that connection (lines 186-189, Sally, PST
interview 2).
Sally’s sense of ownership in this inquiry indicated that she also had a feeling of efficacy about
how the overall project went. Sally also included parents in her inquiry. The inclusion of
parents is important in the area of promoting student success, and it spoke to her level of efficacy
in dealing with parents.
I also got the parents involved with that (inquiry project) too. So, I would send a mass
email telling (them) about their reading goals and to keep them on track and make sure
that they’re reading at home and if they could start writing in their planner how many
pages they read that night at home (lines 164-169, Sally, PST interview 2).
Sandy shared that her overall inquiry was fruitful, and she was excited by the increase in the
amount of reading that went on after the goal-setting. In the quote below, she shared how she
noticed a rise in reading as a direct result of the inquiry project:
So, I took data from the beginning of the year in January and I saw a big increase in a lot
of students reading at home more and I saw an increase in their Book Tacos scores
(reading incentive reward program) (lines 170-174, Sally, PST interview 2).
In the quote above, Sally referenced that she collected data and noticed a “big increase” in the
number of students who were reading at home. This connection (mastery experience) between
change in practice to increased student scores will positively influence her efficacy level. In the
quote below, Sally also shared how she felt that this inquiry was an excellent experience for her
because it helped prepare her for the school she will be working at next year.
I felt like it (inquiry project) influenced it (my practice) a lot because next year with the
school I’m going to they do authentic learning. So, it’s all about goal setting. So, I dug
deep into goal setting with this inquiry because we would have those goal dates and I’d
talk to them. (I would tell them) goal setting is really important because you’re going to
need to do it for the rest of your life. Like not just in school, but your own personal
growth. I set goals, I tell them, I set goals for myself (lines 2017-214, Sally, PST
interview 2).
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As a part of the university program, the PSTs attend a research conference where they present
their inquiry projects. In the following quote, Sally reminisced about her first inquiry conference
and how inexperienced she felt versus how comfortable she was at her final conference:
(Presenting at the research conference) was cool; because you know, we were just babies
at level one and we’re like, wow, this is where we’re going to be, and we’ll be doing
what they’re doing. And then, the same thing (at this research conference) where I’m a
level three. (…..) I felt super seeing them as level ones, seeing them so scared and they
had never done one of those. It was kind of relaxing and being able to tell them listen,
you’re going to be fine. You’re going to get through this. Cause it’s the end of the
semester, (….) you might feel super overwhelmed with how many assignments you have
and just being able to give them that leadership and tell them, you’re going to get it
(makes you feel great) (lines 347-359, Sally, PST interview 2).
Growth in Sally’s efficacy is evident in her description of herself at the first conference (a baby,
overwhelmed) as compared to the final conference (relaxed, confident).
Supportive relationships. Sally (PST) described the relationships she experienced within
the context of the PDS setting as supportive and helpful. In the quote below, Sally explained
how she found value in the way they (PSTs) were able to use what they learned from their
classes at the university in their daily teaching practice in the PDS:
I love the whole program at the college that I’ve gone through the last two years. I
thought the classes really did a good (job) incorporating that (learning) with our
internship and being able to use (what) we were learning from there into our actual
internship class (lines 15-20, Sally PST interview 1).
The professional development design of the PDS allowed the PSTs to have multiple daily
experiences of teaching and observing in the classroom setting (mastery and vicarious
experiences). Then, they took those experiences back to the classroom setting to discuss (social
persuasion). Of course, the reverse is also true. The PSTs learned things in the classroom that
they could try in the clinical setting of the PDS to receive feedback and mastery experience.
Sally also discussed the value she found in the relationships she developed with the cohort
members:
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You know we are together from day one, two years ago and it’s like we’re a family now.
Basically, we are all super comfortable with each other. We’ve seen each other on our
worst days and each other on our best days and we have probably all seen each other cry
and probably seen each other happy. We’ve just grown really great relationships, but it’s
cool because we’re all such different teachers too, and we all have different teaching
styles. So, it’s cool to learn off of each other but (we also) feel comfortable enough to be
like, well why did you do it that way? Or you know, ask them questions about why they
did certain (things) certain ways. To be able to feel comfortable enough to do that and
without them thinking, why are you questioning the way I’m doing something? That
makes you feel good too (lines 243-260, Sally, PST interview 1).
The relationships Sally referenced in this quote are examples of Bandura’s (1997) emotional and
physiological states. It is also evidence of collective efficacy within the cohort members as they
shared ideas and learned together with the university supervisor in an atmosphere of collegiality.
In addition to the cohort members, Sally shared how much she valued Andie (US):
(She’s) super flexible all the time, which is great because you know, we’re always so
busy so her being flexible with us, it’s just awesome. She’s always made me feel
comfortable too. She’s never made me feel like I was nervous about having her come
into my class. She’s never made me feel like I wasn’t doing a good job. She would give
me pointers. She would give me advice, but she would always tell me everything I did
really good and what she loved, and she really showed her enthusiasm (lines 283-286 &
223-220, Sally (PST), focus group meeting).
There is a sense of mutual respect within this triad. In the quote below, Andie discussed the
support Sally (PST) received from Amy (CT) and how that support benefitted Sally:
I want PSTs to be open, I want them to take risks and with her taking those risks I know
that you (Sally) have Amy’s support. So, if something crashes and burns, she’s going to
be, Okay, this is a learning point. You are a really good teacher educator (Amy) and the
fact that you can take that and (say) Okay, this is what we learned from it and this is what
we’re gonna do next time and then you debrief that with her (lines 608-617, Andie (US),
focus group meeting).
Andie’s thoughts were also shared by Sally as she commented in the quote below how supported
she felt with Amy because she always had her back, especially with the students.
I feel like you’ve always got my back too, because there’s never been a time where I’ve
heard the kids be (Oh, it’s her). They’re always very happy to see me. They might say,
so Miss Amy’s not here but oh, Ms. Sally’s here today. But they won’t disrespect me
because she’s (Amy) not there. You know what I mean? Which unfortunately I’ve heard
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from other interns in the past (…) I do feel it’s because Ms. Amy drilled down into their
minds that (I am another teacher) since (…) open house and meet the teacher (lines 679689, Sally (PST), focus group meeting).
These quotes evidence a wide array of different sources for building efficacy, which was
wrapped around Sally (PST) to provide a setting that influenced her personal efficacy. First,
there were emotional and physiological states present in support from the US, CT and the many
cohort members. There were multiple opportunities for social persuasion present in the various
discussions between cohort members, the university supervisor and the collaborating teacher.
And finally, the relationships between the members of the triad and the cohort fall under the
headings of vicarious experience and social persuasion.
The PDSs’ influence on CT efficacy. From the interviews, two themes emerged, which
indicated the PDS influenced the growth of efficacy in the CT. Those themes were: 1) shared
learning and renewal and 2) shared responsibility to prepare future educators.
Shared learning and renewal. There was evidence that structures were present in the
PDS that promoted shared learning and renewal among the teachers on the staff. Amy shared
that since the school had become a PDS, new opportunities had opened up for teachers. One of
the things she referenced was the availability of classes that teachers can now take through the
university.
It’s opened up some opportunity for us to be able to take some additional classes.
There’s that advantage of us receiving credits. That helps. So, it’s opened up some
opportunity for us in growing (lines 514-533, Amy, CT interview 1).
The classes are part of the leadership academy, which is a joint venture between the university
and the PDS. These courses are typically offered on the PDS site for the convenience of the
teachers and the content of the classes focused on building teacher leadership from the
classroom. The teachers did not have to pay for these classes as they received vouchers from the
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university for hosting PSTs in the PDS. Participation in leadership activities can stimulate a
sense of renewal and excitement in teachers which can also influence personal and collective
efficacy (Carpenter & Sherritz, 2012).
Another example of shared learning and renewal was evident when Amy discussed that
since the inception of the PDS program, there has been a change in the shared practice amongst
the grade levels.
I think there’s a little bit more conversation across grade levels because we’ve been able
to share the interns across grade levels. So, I think there’s been a little bit more just
interaction between the teachers from primary to intermediate. And intermediate to
primary, which, has kind of forced us to do because we’ve shared interns from semester
to semester, whereas maybe (before) we stayed a little bit more separated (levels 213219, Amy, CT interview 2)
This act of shared practice with common goals influences collective efficacy and can prompt
feelings of excitement and renewal among teachers. This growth can occur at both the personal
level and the group level as collective efficacy. During the interviews, Amy explained how her
personal practice was affected since the school became a PDS:
I think my practice has changed in the way of just reminding me to be purposeful with
my questioning, the quality of the questioning that I do. But, then also, you know, if you
push the interns to think outside the box for some of their lessons, what can you
incorporate to make it more engaging? What can you do to make it more fun or more
engaging with the lessons? And so, bringing out all of those different experiences and
options in the lesson. This reminded me of a few that I used to do. Oh gosh, why did I
stop doing that? So, I think that’s up to me (to bring that back to my lessons) (lines 224234, Amy, CT interview 2).
In this quote you hear Amy’s own critical self-reflection, “Oh, gosh, why did I stop doing that?”
This evidenced that Amy has experienced a sense of renewal to get back to all the great practices
she had stopped doing so she can share them with her PST. This is an example of simultaneous
renewal, a sense of renewed excitement teachers can experience when working with new
teachers in a PDS setting (Goodlad, 2013).
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Shared responsibility to prepare future educators. There was evidence in the data from
this triad that there was also a sense of responsibility to prepare future educators. Amy explained
that she felt very proud and honored when her principal asked her to become a collaborating
teacher in the PDS.
Special, yeah, I mean, I would just say special. Just it was a great opportunity. Very
proud (lines 393-394, Amy, CT interview 1).
Feeling proud and being selected to be a leader can prompt a sense of renewal for experienced
teachers (Goodlad, 2013). Amy also discussed her thoughts regarding the responsibility she had
to prepare future educators. In the quote below, she referenced how she wanted to make sure the
PDS program produced good teachers for future students:
It influenced me by reminding me of the responsibility I have to fellow educators but also
to my students. And then that’s such a great responsibility. I also think of my own
personal children will someday have a new teacher as their teacher. And I know what my
expectations are as a teacher and I hope to instill those into my intern because if my child
was going to be in her class, I would want those expectations (lines 470-481 & 495-497,
Amy, CT interview 1).
In the quote above, Amy made the statement that working in the PDS reminded her “of the
responsibility” she has not only “to fellow educators but also to her students.” Her choice of
wording indicated that she takes this responsibility very seriously. This sense of wanting to do a
good job can influence her personal efficacy.
Amy also shared she had a set of skills that other teachers might not have when working
with students with disabilities. This is because she was a student with special needs when she
attended school. Therefore, she welcomes students with special needs into her classroom so she
can share her strategies with them. In the quote below Amy referenced the desire to share these
ESE strategies as one of the reasons why she wanted to host a PST:
I know in my classroom I have openness not only with me but with my students. So,
there’s a lot of room for growing. And I think my outlook on ESE kids, not a lot of
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teachers have a lot of ESE kids in their classrooms. And, I am always stocked with ESE
kids. So, I am visual, tactile, audio. (I use) all three learning aspects and (I’m) very
explicit in my instruction. So, it looks a little different from probably most teacher’s
classrooms just because I have so much of a need for all different learning styles in my
classroom (lines 372-381, Amy, CT interview 1).
When Amy made the statement that her classroom “looks a little different from probably most
teachers’ classrooms,” she is demonstrating a sense of efficacy in the different strategies she
uses. Since Amy is proud of these strategies and feels they are important, sharing them with new
teachers should influence her sense of renewal and efficacy.
Finally, as the school takes ownership of the PSTs and the PDS program, the sense of
preparing future teachers may influence the collective efficacy within all members of the school.
Andie (US), alluded to this sense of ownership, developing schoolwide toward the PSTs when
she discussed how other members of the school staff treated the PSTs and looked out for them:
The influence of the interns being here has been important on the school community. I
definitely see when I have the other teachers come in or faculty and staff, they all take
ownership of the interns. Even the custodian in the morning, when she comes in and says
hi and asks how they’re doing. So, I think it’s definitely helped the community aspect of
it. They really all take ownership of the interns (line 570-577, Andie, US interview).
Overall, there was evidence in this triad that the practices in the PDS setting influence the
efficacy of both the PST and the CT. Sally experienced many different mastery experiences as
she acted as a second teacher in the classroom. She reflected on practice, made changes to
instruction, worked with parents, and found support in the relationships of the PDS. Amy’s
efficacy was influenced by a sense of shared learning and renewal and a shared responsibility to
grow future educators. Finally, collective efficacy was present at multiple levels throughout the
PDS setting.
Within the three cases, multiple examples of ways the PDS influenced personal teacher
efficacy in both the PST and the CT were present. There was also evidence of collective efficacy
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at multiple levels within the members of the PDS. The similarities and differences of these
themes will be discussed in CHAPTER 5, the cross-case analysis.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS

In this chapter, I look across the findings from the three triad cases presented in
CHAPTER 4. The purpose is to answer the overriding question of this study: In what ways is
efficacy present within a professional development school context? The two sub-questions that
guided this study were: 1) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher,
collaborating teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal teacher
efficacy? and 2) What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher,
collaborating teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences collective
efficacy. This chapter presents themes across the members of the three triads (PSTs, CTs, and
US) to address the research question more holistically, looking for commonalities as well as
nuanced differences. Also, I used Bandura’s four sources of building efficacy (1997) to identify
the commonalities and differences evident among the three triads studied.
A total of three themes connected to how the PDS context promoted both personal and
collective efficacy emerged from the cross-case analysis of the data. Efficacy was promoted
through 1) emphasizing student learning withing the PDS, 2) emotional support from the
members of the PDS and, 3) ongoing and reciprocal learning of all PDS participants.
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Cross-Case Theme One: Emphasizing Student Learning Within the PDS Promoted
Efficacy
Looking across the data from the three triads, a common theme emerged around the focus
of the work, within the PDS, and the way it centered around promoting learning for the
elementary students served in the school. There is a direct link between the belief that students
will succeed and teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, the PDSs’ focus on student
learning also promoted efficacy within the members of the PDS. The structures/processes that
were named as centering this focus on student learning included: collaborative planning and
practitioner inquiry.
Collaborative planning. First, efficacy was present in the schoolwide emphasis on
PLCs that focused on collaborative planning among team members with a common goal of
student learning. All team members were expected to attend and participate in these planning
sessions. As working members in the PDS, the PSTs also attended and contributed. Members
from all three cases referenced how important the PLC structure was in the development of the
PSTs understanding of planning for student success. Attending these informative planning
sessions was an opportunity for PSTs to learn vicariously (Bandura, 1997) from team members
as they planned collaboratively for the week to come. As the PSTs gained confidence and began
to participate in conversations about planning, their efficacy was positively influenced through
social persuasion (Bandura, 1997). Vanessa (PST) and Sally (PST) also had several planning
sessions in conjunction with their CT and the lesson design coach (LDC). Similar to the PLCs,
coaching sessions with the LDC (who was also a member of the PLCs) focused on student
learning. Therefore, the experience of watching their CT in a coaching session (vicarious
experience) and participating in that session (mastery experience and social persuasion)
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influenced personal efficacy in the PSTs. Personal and collective efficacy was demonstrated in
the CTs and team members as they worked together to build student success through shared
goals.
Efficacy was also fostered in the planning sessions between the members in each triad
as they focused on individual classroom or student needs. All three PSTs participated in
planning with their CT and US. Planning at this level emphasized individual student needs and
was included behavioral needs as well as academic needs. Sally, (PST), learned from her CT,
the importance of planning lessons that were interactive and included an emphasis on multiple
learning styles. Vanessa (PST), worked collaboratively with her CT to plan for a student with
particular behavioral needs. Vanessa learned to consider the whole child during planning
because she realized that students came to school for various reasons, and in order to ensure
student success, she had to meet these needs first. In the quote below, Vanessa explained the
importance of teaching students, not the curriculum:
It’s good that you teach the students, not the curriculum. So, you’re really thinking
about, this isn’t best for my students. I need to teach this way, and this is our end goal
and I will get them there (Lines 387-391, Vanessa, focus group meeting).
In this quote, efficacy is present when Vanessa stated, “this is our end goal, and I will get them
there.” Finally, Sandy (PST), learned that effective planning was dependent on understanding
the subject you were teaching. When she began to teach math (which was difficult for her), she
found that she needed to work harder at planning and collaborating with her CT and US to be
successful. Efficacy was evident through this productive struggle, as Sandy learned, she had the
power to make changes and ultimately improve student success through her practice. The
personal efficacy of the CT and US was also influenced through this process as they watched
their PST grow through their collaborative efforts.
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Collective efficacy also emerged within the various planning sessions. The grade level
PLCs fostered common goals among the team members under the school’s goal for student
learning. All three CTs shared how the PLCs helped them work together with other members of
their team and the school to improve instruction. In addition to the schoolwide PLCs, all three
triad members participated in collaborative planning as a group for their own classrooms. While
planning sessions rarely took place with all three triad members at the same time, they did plan
with a collective sense of responsibility to ensure that the plans were following district
guidelines, meeting student needs, and meeting the PSTs’ needs to grow as a teacher. In the
quote below, Andy (US) described a planning session that took place in several different
meetings between the various triad members (Sandy and Jane) and how this planning took place
in a unique space.
I think we planned that lesson for a while. We talked about it for a while and it was a
matter of going back and forth between the two of us (Andie, US and Jane, CT) and what
that lesson was going to look like for (Sandy, PST). What you (Jane) wanted it to look
like. What the curriculum wanted it to look like and what the students needed and the
materials that you (Sandy) had. (……). I think that’s where our collaboration comes in,
even though it wasn’t face to face collaboration. She (Sandy) definitely had both of us as
resources to build off of (lines 124-130 & 238-243, Andie (US) group focus meeting).
In this example, Andie (US) explained how the triad members were rarely together for planning,
but they always worked from a set of shared goals and expectations collectively to meet student
needs.
Practitioner inquiry. Practitioner inquiry emerged as a reflective practice that
influenced efficacy in both the students in the classroom and the PSTs, within the context of the
PDS. All PSTs are required to do an inquiry project as part of their university requirements
toward graduation. After completing her initial inquiry project, Vanessa (PST) realized how
valuable the process could be to her practice and completed a second project independent from
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the university requirement. Sally (PST) completed an inquiry project centered on goal setting to
increase student reading. Sally, who had already been hired for the next year when she was
interviewed, communicated that the inquiry project helped prepare her for her upcoming job.
During the inquiry process, the PSTs specifically identified an area for improvement focused on
student needs. After researching possible strategies, the PSTs choose one or more strategies to
use during their inquiry. Data were collected and the results are analyzed by the PST to monitor
student success. Inquiry falls under the category of mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997)
because teachers are working through systematic teaching experiences to grow students. As the
PSTs improved, their practice of student learning was also enhanced. As the PSTs connected
their students’ success to the changes in their practice, their efficacy was positively influenced
through mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997).
The co-teach model. The findings from all three triads included evidence that the coteach model within the PDS influenced efficacy in its members. The design of the co-teach
model in this PDS allowed CTs to remain in the classroom the entire time, working side by side
with the PST. This co-teach design provided a rich laboratory setting for the PSTs and CTs
which influenced efficacy through daily reflective practices such as modeling, coaching,
feedback, and reflection. The co-teach classroom also emerged as a safe place for PSTs to make
mistakes and learn through those mistakes.
The laboratory environment provided by the co-teach setting, emerged through the
interviews, as an excellent opportunity for the PSTs to learn from modeling. According to
Bandura (1997) learning through observation from someone a teacher respects, influences
efficacy through vicarious experience. Across the data, all three PSTs shared examples where
their efficacy was influenced by observing their CTs in the co-teach model.
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Vanessa’s (PST) practice of self-reflection was evident in this structure, as she frequently
asked Joanie (CT) to model lessons for her that did not go as initially planned. Vanessa found
that modeling helped her recognize that while she thought she was including certain practices in
her instruction, she actually had not. Watching her CT model helped Vanessa understand what
changes she needed to make to improve her practice.
Sandy (PST) explained that watching her CT model helped her notice strategies that she
might not have noticed on her own. One particular strategy she learned from watching her CT
model was questioning. Sandy then took the various questioning techniques and incorporated
them into her practice. In the interviews, Sandy stated that she valued the experience level of her
CT and enjoyed using practices Jane (CT) demonstrated. Finally, similar to Vanessa (PST)
Sandy also noted that when something did not go right in one of her lessons, she learned by
watching Jane re-teach the same lesson.
Sally (PST) shared a different way that modeling influenced her efficacy. Her CT, Amy,
included Sally in all parent meetings and various types of communication with parents.
Watching Amy in multiple meetings directly influenced Sally’s confidence level in dealing with
parents. At the time of the final interviews, Sally had already been hired for the upcoming year
and one of the areas she expressed efficacy in was her ability to work with parents. As noted in
the research, efficacy is based on personal beliefs (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, the feeling of
efficacy expressed by Sally should translate into successful practice.
The reflective practices of coaching, intentional feedback, and reflection embedded in the
co-teach model were present in all three triads. Vanessa’s (PST) reflective disposition often
resulted in her listening to feedback and then utilizing that feedback to improve her practice.
The constructivist questioning format used by Joanie (CT) and Andie (US), which focused on
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Vanessa learning through her own experiences, helped Vanessa recognize that she had the power
to adjust her own practice toward a successful outcome. Sandy’s (PST) perseverance as she
learned to take over math demonstrated how coaching, feedback and reflection helped her
ultimately find success. Sally’s (PST) ability to discuss daily lessons with her CT in the middle
of the day provided a uniquely reflective experience. She was able to reflect on a morning
lesson, make adjustments and then re-teach the lesson the same day. All three triads displayed
evidence of coaching with intentional feedback (social persuasion) which resulted in reflection
and changes to practice (mastery experience) to increase student success. Social persuasion and
mastery experiences are two of Bandura’s (1997) four sources for building efficacy.
Finally, the co-teach model surfaced as a safe place for PSTs to make mistakes and learn
from those mistakes. During the interviews, Jane (CT) coined a common theme among the CTs
when she stated to her PST, “this is your opportunity to try whatever you think you want to try in
your own classroom because I’m here to help if it doesn’t go well” (lines 108-109, CT Interview
2). Since the CTs stayed in the classroom, during the final internship, their presence emerged as
a safety net if anything started to go wrong. Vanessa’s (PST) tendency to self-question could
have been a problem for her if she did not feel supported. Andie (US) noted that Vanessa was
always able to see when “things were not going right in a lesson,” and she shared how Vanessa
would just have to “look at Joanie,” and she (Joanie) would “jump right in”. This support from
Joanie allowed Vanessa to learn and develop efficacy through vicarious experience, rather than
becoming frustrated when the lesson did not go as planned.
Sandy (PST) developed confidence in teaching certain subject areas through the co-teach
model. Originally, Sandy felt reluctant to take the lead in math because she was uncomfortable
with the curriculum. Through the embedded practices of modeling, feedback, and reflection
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present in the co-teach model, Sandy’s initial hesitation became a success story. Jane and Sandy
(CT’s), both referenced the story of Sandy successfully taking the lead in math during different
interviews. Their stories shared the success of the students’ math scores and the progress that
Sandy eventually experienced in her own personal level of confidence. This example
demonstrated multiple levels of efficacy. Sandy experienced efficacy when she did not give up
or assign blame when she struggled initially. The CT and the US experienced efficacy as their
student (Sandy), experienced success. Finally, Andie (US) spoke about the relationship between
Sally (PST) and Amy (CT) as being supportive and comfortable. Mistakes were allowed in this
triad, as Sally always had Amy’s support and if “something crashed and burned,” Amy (CT)
framed mistakes as a positive learning point rather than finding fault. Overall, data supported
that all three triads found the co-teach classroom as a place for preservice teachers to flourish
with multiple instructional opportunities influencing efficacy in a safe environment.
Overall, the PDS served as a context to influence efficacy through structures that centered
on student success. Collaborative planning, practitioner inquiry, and the co-teach model
emerged as practices that supported student success. Evidence of both personal efficacy and
collective efficacy was present in all three cases due to these collaborative and reflective
practices.
Cross-Case Theme Two: Emotional Support from the Members of the PDS Promoted
Efficacy
According to the interviews, the relationships between the members of the PDS provided
a significant level of emotional support within the PDS, which promoted efficacy. Emotional
support is described by Bandura (1997) as a physiological or emotional state that supports the
growth of efficacy. All three PSTs shared stories of emotional support from both the triad and
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the cohort. When Joanie (CT) took the time to listen to Vanessa’s (PST) concerns about students
and backed her up in the PLC meetings, Vanessa felt supported and valued. Vanessa also
appreciated Andie’s (US) assistance throughout her internship and enjoyed working with other
cohort members. She found those relationships valuable and informative, especially during her
inquiry project. Sandy (PST) initially struggled when she began to teach math in the classroom.
Both Andie (US) and Jane (CT) provided balanced support which included pressure that pushed
Sandy to move beyond her comfort zone combined with support by not allowing her to fail.
Sandy identified the cohort as a four-year “support system” that worked together collaboratively
and learned from one another.
Sally (PST) found emotional support in the relationships she established and the respect
that developed between the triad members. From Andie (US), Sally learned to incorporate the
learning from the university into her daily teaching practice. Like Sandy (PST), Sally also
identified the extensive relationships that grew between the cohort members as a reliable support
system. She explained that while they were all different, they learned a great deal from one
another.
Efficacy was also present in the partnership between the US, CTs, support coaches, and
the administration. The principal and the US shared common goals for the implementation of the
PDS partnership. They set the tone for the entire school to assist and support the PSTs. Joanie
(CT) reflected that the addition of the PDS to their school created a bond and a sense of pride
among the teachers. She also pointed out that they have grown closer as they worked together to
grow the PSTs.
The PDS also provided a setting for the PSTs to be positioned as professionals and all
three PSTs indicated they were treated as a second teacher in the classroom, rather than a PST.
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During her interview, Valerie, the school principal, explained how she established the goal of
treating the PSTs as professionals from the start of the program’s inception. She set goals with
the university and the US and promoted an atmosphere of collegiality and professionalism. As
PSTs arrived on the site, they realized their names were listed on the teacher mailboxes, and they
were introduced as teachers. The PSTs were expected to attend the beginning of the year
events, such as open house and meet the teacher, where Sandy (PST) explained they were
introduced to parents as a teacher. The faculty and staff also treated the PSTs as teachers and
the PSTs were invited and expected to attend school meetings, PLCs, and any trainings their CTs
attended.
Two of the PSTs recounted additional experiences where they were supported as
professionals. During a PLC planning session, Vanessa experienced negative feedback from a
teacher on the team who indicated she should listen rather than speak at the PLC meetings. With
support from her CT, Vanessa continued in the PLCs with an active voice. Sally (PST)
participated in individual educational planning (IEP) meetings, and medical meetings held with
parents. Supported by her CT, she felt comfortable acting as a professional participant during
these meetings. Amy, Sally’s CT, also included her in parent communications throughout the
year and when Sally was directly involved in the incident, she was the one that communicated
with parents. Sally demonstrated her efficacy towards parents when she included them in her
inquiry project and stated that the experiences she had during her internship helped prepare her
for her own classroom.
Collective efficacy was present in the entire school community as they shared a sense of
ownership and responsibility for the PSTs and their success. In the following quote, Amy (CT)
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explains how the partnership is supported with a collective sense of efficacy in the US, CTs,
administration and teacher coaches.
Knowing that they’re (other team members who support PSTs) there for any support. So,
whether it’s the supervising coaches that are here at Circle Ranch or even the
administration, for any support that you need. That they’re there and they’re available,
that’s a good partnership (lines 548-553, Amy, CT interview 1).
As Amy noted in the quote above, the combined feeling of responsibility for the PSTs emerged
at multiple levels in the school resulting in a solid partnership that promoted efficacy among all
school members. Jane (CT) reported that she had noticed a shift in teacher attitudes toward
hosting a PST. In the past, the attitude had always been that hosting a PST was “extra work,”
however, with the inception of the PDS context, those thoughts shifted to the responsibility of
hosting a PST now being viewed as a positive experience. All three CTs indicated that being
asked by their administration to host an intern made them feel “proud” and “respected.” Feelings
of pride and excitement often spur a sense of renewal which is noted as an indicator of collective
efficacy (Goodlad, 2006).
In another example of collective efficacy through the lens of a PST, Vanessa (PST)
explained how she reached out to members of the university cohort to solve a problem she was
having with a student. This action demonstrated that Vanessa had confidence in her teammates
and in their joint ability to solve the problem. In a similar example, Sally (PST) shared how
important she found the support of the cohort members throughout the years they spent together
working as a cohort unit.
Overall, both personal efficacy and collective efficacy emerged through the data as a
result of the emotional support that occurred within the context of the PDS. Emotional and
physiological support is an example of one of Bandura’s (1997) four sources of building
efficacy.
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Cross-Case Theme Three: The Ongoing and Reciprocal Learning of all PDS Participants
Promoted Efficacy
Ongoing and reciprocal learning from all participants, which is one of the NAPDS nine
essentials (1998), emerged as a theme among all members of the triads. Both Joanie and Jane
(CTs), expressed a sense of excitement with the opportunity of learning from their PSTs. Joanie
was impressed with the dedication of the PSTs as well as their level of knowledge. Jane was
excited to learn the new theories that were currently being shared with the PSTs at the university.
In the quote below, Andie (US) speaks about the value of building both the PSTs and the CTs
through the PDS partnership:
We’re here for the interns (to) develop the best teaching experience as we can and it
(takes) both of us and that builds their (CTs) confidence too because (…) they feel valued
(lines 448-452, Andie, US interview).
Amy (CT), shared how the PDS opened new learning opportunities for the CTs in the form of the
leadership academy between the PDS and the university. This academy is a unique opportunity
for teachers to work on leading from the classroom. Working together with the shared goal of
preparing the PSTs has influenced collective efficacy among the staff members.
Collective efficacy emerged in the work of the triads as the CTs, PSTs, and US worked
together with common goals. During their interviews, all three CTs and the US shared common
goals surrounding their roles as mentors to successfully grow their PSTs within the context of the
PDS. As the PDS grew, the teachers developed a shared sense of responsibility for the PSTs.
They met more frequently across grade levels to discuss both the success of their PSTs and to
solve any problems. Furthermore, in the interviews, all three CTs, explained how the triad
members took their roles very seriously and were dedicated to sharing best practices with the
PSTs. The CTs and US worked collaboratively to provide both sides of the PDS (university and
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school site) in a positive, structured environment that blended the two worlds. Also, as the CTs
mentored and discussed different strategies with their PSTs, they improved their own practice so
the PSTs would see effective examples to learn from.
Both Joanie and Amy (CTs) indicated a responsibility to prepare future educators in their
profession. Valerie, the school principal also spoke about the collective responsibility she felt
the school had to share their knowledge with others:
(There is a) collective responsibility we have to grow one another. We can’t all be
consumers, we have to be both consumers and we also have to be providing and
supporting in sharing (our knowledge) with others as well (lines 239-244, Valerie,
principal interview).
As the PDS community developed, collective efficacy increased as the teachers grew into their
roles as partners in the preparation of new teachers. Andie (US) shared that other teachers onsite who had an area of expertise such as technology or behavior were asked to create
presentations to share with the PSTs during the seminar. The leadership academy grew through
a partnership with the university and some of the teachers joined that program to lead from the
classroom. Finally, several of the teachers attended the National Association of Professional
Development Schools (NAPDS) conference, where they presented on the unique partnership,
they have in the PDS. All of these activities fall under the umbrella of simultaneous renewal,
which is a sense of renewal and excitement experienced teachers find when working in
conjunction with a PDS to grow new teachers (Goodlad, 2013).
Summary
This cross-case analysis provided evidence, through the interviews, of several
commonalities present within the context of the PDS that influenced efficacy. Overall, three
themes emerged which support how the context of the PDS promoted both personal and
collective efficacy in the members of the triads studied. Looking through the lenses of
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Bandura’s (1997) four sources for building efficacy indicated that each of the four sources for
building efficacy was also present within the context of the PDS.
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CHAPTER 6:
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Teaching today is not an easy task. The educational world resides in a constant flux
guided by a myriad of high stakes testing, new educational standards, and a backlash of parental
and government dissatisfaction (Tschannen Moran & Barr, 2004, Waters, 2017). The result is a
lack of teachers willing to enter the profession and a high degree of burn out from those who do
(Fernet et al., 2012; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006).
The importance of teacher efficacy is not a new concept. It has been a constant in
educational literature since Bandura (1997) first introduced his seminal work into the field.
Given the importance of teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Goddard,
2000; Tschannen Moran & Johnson, 2011), studying efficacy in teacher preparation programs
can be beneficial to the field. When looking at the PDS setting there are possibilities for multiple
layers of efficacy to study. Existing literature on PDSs address teacher efficacy (Carpenter &
Sherretz, 2012; Levine, 2002; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005), but the research is not
extensive. This particular research study sought to add to this literature base by studying the
perception of teachers in a PDS to determine how that setting influenced personal and collective
efficacy.
This study investigated the perceptions of members of three triads in a PDS setting about
how the PDS context influenced teacher efficacy. This study was guided by one research
question and two sub-questions:
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•

RQ: In what ways is efficacy present within a professional development school context?
o SRQ1: What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, inservice teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal
teacher efficacy?
o SRQ2: What are the perceptions of members of a triad (preservice teacher, inservice teacher, and university supervisor) about how the PDS influences personal
teacher efficacy?

This chapter will summarize the findings from the study, share implications, and provide
recommendations for future research.
Discussion
In response to the research question, the results of the study indicate that efficacy was
present in the PDS setting in multiple ways. In his review on the history of PDSs, Teitel (2004)
posits that the four goals included when planning a PDS often are: 1) the improvement of student
learning, 2) the preparation of educators, 3) the professional development of educators, and 4)
research and inquiry into improving practice. The research within this PDS demonstrated that
these four goals were not only a part of the PDS, they were intertwined with the growth of
teacher efficacy. Two of the four goals figured prominently in the findings of this study as the
growth of personal and collective efficacy were influenced by the focus the PDS placed on
student learning and teacher development. Figure 8 organizes the list of practices found in the
study that influenced efficacy in the PDS under each of these two goals.
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Collective & Personal
Efficacy - Goal:
Student Learning

Collective & Personal
Efficacy - Goal:
Teacher Development

Collaborative Planning

Shared responsibility
to support PST success

Co-Teaching

Importance of building
relationships and
working
collaboratively

Practitioner Inquiry

Shared learning
experiences

Emotional support
from partnership

Simultaneous renewal

Figure 8. Practices within the PDS that influenced efficacy.
Under the PDS goal of student learning, efficacy was influenced by 1) collaborative
planning, 2) co-teaching, 3) practitioner inquiry, and 4) emotional support from the partnership.
Under the PDS goal of teacher development, efficacy was influenced by 1) shared responsibility
to support the PST success, 2) building relationships and working collaboratively, 3) shared
learning experiences, and 4) simultaneous renewal.
A PDS influences personal and collective efficacy through practices focused on
student learning. Personal and collective efficacy are separate constructs, but they often
overlap as the growth of one type of efficacy can influence the other (Bandura, 1997). The data
from this study supported the idea that personal and collective efficacy were both influenced by
the practices present in the PDS. Under the goal of student learning, four practices influenced
both personal and collective efficacy: 1) collaborative planning, 2) co-teaching, 3) practitioner

175

inquiry, and 4) emotional support from the partnership. Figure 9 organizes these four practices
and includes elements present in each practice that influenced efficacy.

•PLC's
•Small group planning based on
student needs (vicarious
experiences, social persuasion,
mastery experiences,
physiological & emotional states)

Collaborative
Planning

Co-Teach
Model

Practitioner
Inquiry

Emotional
Support

•Reflective practices and
constructivist coaching
•Modeling (vicarious)
•Systematic, intentional, teaching
experiences (mastery experience)
•Feedback (Social persuasion)
•Support (Physiological &
emotional states)

•
Support from triad
•
Support from cohort
•Support from administration
•Support from school/faculty
•Student support from co-teaching model
(physiological & emotional states)

•Questioning a problem
•Research
•Experiment with new strategies
•Student success (social, persuasion,
mastery experience)

Figure 9. Practices within the PDS that influence efficacy through the goal of student learning.
Figure 9 demonstrates how the four practices work together to support both student learning and
the growth of efficacy within the context of the PDS. The subtopics noted in each of the
practices will be discussed and supported in the corresponding sections.
Collaborative planning. The PDS members worked collaboratively to ensure they
successfully planned for all student needs. To do this they practiced multiple levels of planning
both at the group level for all students and at the individual level to meet individual student
needs. With this emphasis on planning, PSTs learned the importance of planning lessons with
students, not the curriculum, as their focus. Making the connection to the importance of
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including individual student needs in daily planning will benefit the PSTs as they move into the
role of teacher. This is supported in the research on efficacy as teachers with a high level of
efficacy demonstrate higher levels of planning and organizational skills and are typically open to
experimenting with new or innovative methods to meet the needs of their students (Tschannen
Moran & Barr, 2004; Vittorio Caprara et al., 2006; Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001;
Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Collaborative planning within a PDS is further supported in the research as being an
important element in the PST’s growth. According to Soslau et al. (2019), co-planning provides
a much richer understanding of the process of planning than that of the gradual release model
which allows PSTs to observe teaching but does not necessarily help them understand the
process of planning or the rationale of why a teacher includes a particular element of instruction
in their plan. Bacharach and Heck (2012), in their study on co-teaching, discussed how PSTs
shared co-planning helped them become aware of different materials they could use and feel
more confident about how to use and manage those materials.
Collaborative planning provides an opportunity for PST learning at multiple levels. In
their role as a co-teacher and co-planner the PST can discuss “rationales for planning and
assessment decisions, make suggestions, and answer(s) questions” (Soslau, Gallo-Fox, &
Scantlebury, 2019, p. 267). According to Levine (2002), PDS partnerships share the
responsibility to prepare new teachers, develop experienced faculty members, and improve
teaching practice with the overall intent of increasing student achievement. This goal was
supported in the collaborative planning practices present in the PDS studied. PSTs, CTs, and the
US, along with key support members of the staff, such as the lesson design coach, were actively
growing and learning as a collaborative group of co-planners. In addition, the US and CT
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enjoyed learning from the PST and acknowledged that the PST brought innovative ideas and
strategies from the university to the process. Andie (US) also shared how she integrated
coursework with co-planning as she worked with the PSTs during planning sessions. According
to Burns et al. (2015), the collaborative effort between the university and school partners to
integrate coursework seamlessly into the clinical practice of the PDS results in learning that is
both authentic and applied.
There is a strong link between teacher efficacy and student achievement (Duffin et al.,
2012). Therefore, the ability to plan successful lessons is a critical component of teacher
preparation. All three PSTs, CTs, and the US spoke to the value of the collaborative planning
practices present in the PLC and how these practices helped the PSTs learn how to plan. Of
particular importance was the emphasis the triad members spent on understanding how to meet
individual student needs. The ability to plan with a focus on individual student needs is
supported by the research on building efficacy because a strong sense of personal efficacy is
associated directly with teacher behavior in the classroom and is linked to multiple positive
student results in the areas of both academic and social success (Tschannen Moran et al., 1998;
Tschannen Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005).
Co-teaching. The instructional design in this PDS included the clinical design of coteaching. The CTs remained in the classroom teaching and learning side by side with the PSTs
throughout their final internship. Both the PSTs and the CTs indicated they found the co-teach
model to be effective, not only to the growth of the PSTs, but to the growth of the students as
well. In this setting, the PSTs were able to observe effective practice daily through CT
modeling. Modeling is supported in the research on building efficacy as a form of vicarious
experience (Bandura, 1997), as PSTs are observing someone they respect and therefore, learning

178

from that experience. All three PSTs confirmed that observing their CTs was a powerful
experience that improved their practice.
The PSTs were also involved daily with a variety of reflective structures which included
coaching, intentional feedback, and reflection embedded seamlessly in the co-teach model. The
analysis of the interviews indicated that the PSTs were often coached by their CT or the US
using constructivist-style questioning, which led to self-reflection and personal growth. The
constructivist learning theory implies that learning occurs through a person’s personal experience
and reflection on those experiences (Bada & Olusegun, 2015). PSTs made connections to their
own practice about how their actions directly influenced what occurred in the classrooms and
consequently, their student’s learning, through this coaching process. This process positively
influenced the PSTs’ efficacy because after coaching sessions the PSTs changed their practice
which led to success in subsequent lessons. Realizing that their practice had a direct link to the
success of their students is an example of mastery experience (Bandura, 1997) which directly
influences efficacy. All members of the triads (PST, CT and US) discussed the value of these
practices in the growth of their PSTs. Since the CTs remained in the classroom with the PSTs,
the classroom became a rich space for the PSTs to experience systematic, intentional teaching
experiences scaffolded so the PSTs experienced success and then learned from that process.
Finally, the findings of the study indicate that in all three triads there was an equal partnership
with all three members working for the benefit of the PSTs and the students. Shared partnership
experiences are directly related to the growth of collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997).
The drive to implement co-teaching within preservice teacher education came as a
response to the NCATE Blue Ribbon Report (2010) which called for clinical practice to be at the
heart of all teacher preparation efforts. The report’s first principle indicates preparation
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programs must have “clinical preparation integrated throughout every facet of teacher education
in a dynamic way.” Co-teaching is one way to make this happen as the CT and the PST share
all of the experiences from planning, through instruction and beyond – both the good and the
bad. Soslau et al., (2019) further posits the value of co-teaching as it “intentionally supports
opportunities for teacher candidates to develop expertise that they can use to improve their
practice during and after student coaching” (p. 265). This was evident in this study as the PSTs
shared how watching their CTs teach was very helpful. In addition, two of the three PSTs asked
their CTs to step in when they struggled. Watching their CTs helped the PSTs realize that
although they thought they were doing things a certain way, they realized from watching their
CTs, that they were not. This reflective practice is crucial to growing their practice and may not
happen in models without clinical experiences where the PST would be left alone to “sink or
swim”. In addition, the PSTs shared that when they stepped back in to the teaching, they were
successful. Coaching followed by a modification of their practice, ending in a successful
outcome, directly links to efficacy through the lenses of social persuasion and mastery
experiences (Bandura, 1997).
One important aspect of co-teaching is enabling the PST to learn from experts while in
the midst of teaching. This is particularly important as teaching is complex and includes a
myriad of different, daily decisions and challenges which new teachers must learn how to
navigate and respond to appropriately in the moment (Rabin, 2020; Soslau, et al., 2019; YendolHoppey & Franco, 2014). The clinical intensive design of this PDS allowed PSTs to watch their
CTs go through the day where they learned teaching is not static and there are many different
ways to address problems. The PSTs talked about how much they learned from “watching” their
CTs in action and shared stories of how they asked their CTs, “how did you know to do that?”.
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These daily reflective discussions taking place in a timely manner were noted by the PSTs as
impactful to their practice.
In addition, Rabin (2020) explains that there are benefits for both the PST and the CT in
the co-teach model. Bacharach and Heck (2012) found three benefits to participants in co-teach
classrooms are: 1) sharing resources, 2) mutual support and learning, and 3) equal partnership.
One of the major differences in the coteach model is that the PST takes an active role in all areas
from planning to teaching instead of being a passive observer (Bacharach, et al., (2010). All
three of the benefits noted by Bacharach and Heck (2012) aligned with the results of this study.
Co-teaching also benefits students. In a four-year study completed by Bacharach et al.
(2010), more than 35,000 students were followed through the university’s co-teach model of
teacher preparation. The results from this study indicated that students from the co-teach
classrooms scored higher in both reading and math on two different standardized tests than the
students who were taught in non-co-teach classrooms. The findings in this study also indicated
that the additional teacher in the classroom positively influenced student learning. All three
members of the triad related improvement in student achievement or student behavior as a result
of the support the students received from the co-teach model. Multiple teachers in the classroom
allowed more time for individual assistance, small groups or an additional layer of support when
behavior problems occurred. Student achievement and satisfaction from the co-teach model
aligns with both the research on PDSs and efficacy. Allen, Perl, Goodson and Sprouse (2014),
posit co-teaching strengthens “the learning experience for the student teacher. But, more
importantly, the end result is a vital collaboration that helps improve education for K-12
students” (p. 28). All three triads shared that with the support of the PSTs student achievement
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increased and behavior problems decreased. Successful experiences related to teacher practice
positively influence teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1997).
All of the practices happening in the co-teach model are supported by the research on
efficacy as it aligns directly with Bandura’s (1997) four sources for building efficacy. The
clinical setting provides a combination of vicarious experiences (observations) and mastery
experiences (student teaching) on a daily basis which are scaffolded to support the PSTs success.
Then these are further augmented by verbal persuasion (feedback after teaching) and
physiological and emotional states (support from CT to assist with daily teaching or difficult
situations).
Practitioner inquiry. A third area influencing both student and PST learning and the
growth of efficacy was the universities’ expectation for all PSTs to participate in practitioner
inquiry. As espoused by Dana and Yendol-Hoppey (2009), inquiry is the systematic and
intentional study of a teacher’s own practice. All three PSTs successfully completed their
inquiries and learned from that experience. Through this process the PSTs realized they were in
charge of their practice and that their practice specifically led to student success or failure. The
process of inquiry begins with the questioning of a problem and then through reflection relates
that problem back to practice. Therefore, there is a direct connection to building personal
efficacy through the lens of mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997).
When asked about how they used inquiry in their practice only one of the three CTs
discussed an actual inquiry she had done and explained how she shared it with her PST. The
other two CTs shared stories about the practice of inquiry during the interviews but did not
identify their practice as inquiry. Therefore, a gap identified in this research is while the CTs
shared stories of using inquiry they did not identify the experience with the actual process of
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inquiry. Engaging in inquiry as part of regular teaching practice is very positive. Dana and
Yendol-Hoppey (2009) espouse that it is important for teachers to engage with an inquiry
mindset as part of their regular teaching practice instead of thinking of it as a separate project to
complete, which keeps inquiry separated from practice. As they continue to work with the PDS
and discuss the process of inquiry it would be beneficial if CTs labeled the process as inquiry so
PSTs make the connection that teachers use inquiry mindset as a regular extension of their daily
teaching practice, not as a separate project. Additional discussion and/or professional
development in this area may help that process.
A review of the foundational expectations for the development of PDSs includes an
element of research and/or inquiry in each of their standards or essentials (AACTE, 2018;
Holmes group, 1990; NAPDS, 2008; NCATE, 1998; NCATE, 2010). According to Tilford
(2007), inquiry with a shared vision, grounded by research and practitioner knowledge, will
function as an instrument of change and improve the value of the learning community operating
within a PDS. Yendol-Hoppey, Gregory, Jacobs and League (2008) espouse that participation in
practitioner inquiry may be “one way to collaboratively engage in school improvement” (p. 24).
Under this concept the researchers maintain that using teacher research to help understand the
intricacies and press of the various high-stakes accountability goals found in today’s educational
landscape, may be an authentic way to improve instruction. They espouse, when inquiry is
included in the PDS, PSTs may be more positive when dealing with the high stakes mandates
and requirements after they begin their teaching career (Yendol-Hoppey et al., 2008). During the
interviews with the PSTs it was evident they learned from their inquiry experiences. Two of the
PSTs even started a second inquiry of their own above the required one from the university. This
is indicative of the PSTs realizing the importance of inquiry and how it connects back to student
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learning through their teaching practice. Since efficacy is the belief that teachers have the power
to influence student success (Bandura, 1997), internalizing the process of inquiry and using it
successfully speaks to the belief in themselves as teachers and positively reflects on their
potential success once they leave the teacher preparation program.
Emotional support from partnership. Another practice found in this study to support the
growth of efficacy in the PSTs and CTs was the practice of emotional support. All three PSTs
indicated that they received emotional support from multiple layers of the PDS. The PSTs noted
that their CTs and the US played a major role in their emotional support in their daily teaching
experiences or when they were worried about something that upset them. The PSTs also
discussed how the members of the cohort provided a layer of emotional support. PSTs shared
that they could rely on the cohort members and they appreciated the friendships and sense of
belonging that grew as they worked together through the years. CTs felt supported by the US
and the other teachers hosting a PST as part of the PDS. They also experienced support in the
classroom via the co-teach model and support from administration. All three of the CTs shared
having an extra teacher in the room was a benefit.
All three PSTs shared similar conclusions that they were treated as professionals
throughout their internship. This support came from every member of the PDS; from their CTs
and other teachers to the support staff and parents. This was largely due to the efforts of the CTs
to treat the PSTs as equal partners in the classroom and to other members of the school staff and
the parents. In addition to the CTs, the principal and the US worked diligently to create a
working partnership where the PSTs were valued as equal members of the school faculty and
included them in meetings and trainings. The CTs and US had a mutually supportive
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relationship with one another, and they received support from the administration and other
teachers involved in the partnership.
According to Bacharach et al. (2010), building relationships is one of the major
differences between the co-teach model and previous teacher preparation models. Rabin (2020)
found in his study on co-teaching when CTs and PSTs were asked “what worked in coteaching?” they frequently named relational factors. They often described their relationships
using terms like “friendship”, “marriage” and “partnership.” This aligned with this study. Amy
(CT) and Sally (PST) described their relationship as more of a “partnership” to the point where
they were able to “finish each other’s sentences,” and Joanie (CT) and Vanessa (PST) shared that
they “only had to look at one another and the other would step in to help.” Emotional support
also aligns with research on growing efficacy through the practice of physiological and
emotional states (Bandura, 1997).
A PDS influences personal and collective efficacy through practices focused on
teacher development. According to Levine (2002), PDSs provide a space for in-depth teacher
learning through clinical experiences for PSTs, CTs, and university supervisors. Levin further
posits that a unique element of the PDS structure is that all members of the PDS function both as
learners and collaborators. The value this PDS placed on teacher development in all members of
the PDS was evident in the interviews. Under the goal of teacher development, four practices
influenced both personal and collective efficacy: 1) shared responsibility to support PST
success, 2) building relationships and working collaboratively, 3) shared learning experiences,
and 4) simultaneous renewal. Figure 10 organizes these four practices and indicates elements
present in each practice that influenced efficacy.
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•Pride & responsibility to prepare PSTs
•Return to best practice by CT
•Principal's support to share expertise
(vicarious experience, physiological &
emotional states, social persuasion)

•Mutual support and learning
•Clinical practice
•Practice in practice
•PST, CT & US all acknowledged
as experts (mastery
experiences, physiological &
emotional states)

Shared
responsibility
to support PST
success

Importance of
building
relationships
and working
collaboratively

Shared
learning
experiences

Simultaneous
renewal

•CTs as experts
•Collaborative effort to grow PST
•New collaborative space
•
(Vicarious experience, phys
•
emotional states, mastery,
•
e & persuasion)
•(

•Invest investing in future teachers
•R.
Rejuvination of existing teachers
•Leadership roles
• (mastery experiences, social persusion,
physiological & emotional states,
vicarious experiences

Figure 10. Practices within the PDS that influence efficacy through the goal of teacher
development.
As noted in figure 10, the four practices work together to support both teacher development and
the growth of efficacy within the context of the PDS. The subtopics noted in each of the
practices will be discussed and supported in the corresponding sections.
Shared responsibility to support PST success. According to Levine (2002), shared
responsibility to prepare new teachers is a basic component of PDS work. During interviews, all
triad members related how the entire school, even those who did not have a PST, shared in the
responsibility to help the PSTs succeed. On a personal level, the CTs also shared how they felt
great pride in being asked to influence new teachers and a strong sense of responsibility to do
their best in that job. As a part of that responsibility, all three CTs discussed how they returned
to using best practices so their PSTs would see best practice during observations. The principal
also spoke about the expertise of the teachers in her building and how important it was that they
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shared their knowledge. Efficacy is influenced by this combined sense of responsibility and
pride as it is shared through vicarious experience and social persuasion (Bandura, 1997). This
also aligns with current research in the field, which indicates a shared sense of responsibility
supports the growth of collective efficacy. According to Darling Hammond et al. (1995), as
teachers grow and take on the role of mentor and teacher educator, they also assume a sense of
responsibility for the teaching profession at large and as a result they collectively work together
to see improvements in their practice and the practice of their peers.
Importance of building relationships and working collaboratively. The importance the
PDS placed on building relationships and working collaboratively within the context of the PDS
influenced both personal and collective efficacy. Efficacy was influenced by the relationships
between the PSTs, CTs, and US. These relationships were key because they set the tone for the
entire school as to how the members of the partnership work together. Andie (US), was careful
to position the CTs as experts, defining their roles as key partners in the PDS program. She also
had the CTs and PSTs participate in “get to know you activities” to help better match the teacher
teams (CT/PST) that were formed. This was successful, as each member of the three triads
expressed how they enjoyed working with each other. Collective efficacy is a group construct;
therefore, it will go up or down based on the situation that the group finds itself in. With these
strong relationships at the core of the partnership experience the other members of the school can
see and hear how well the CTs get along with their PSTs and it can be viewed, through the lens
of vicarious experience (Bandura, 1997) as positive.
It must be noted that while the members of the PDS presented overall with strong
relationships during the interviews these positive relationships did not happen magically or
without some elements of conflict that had to be overcome. Andie (US) set the tone for early
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success with relationship building by hosting an event she called speed dating. Speed dating was
an opportunity for each CT and PST to meet and talk to one another for a few minutes about
themselves much like the speed dating events that happen for singles. From that brief experience
each CT and PST wrote down a partner or two they felt they could work well with. From there
Andie (US) took the names and looked for matches to pair as partners. A second example of
laying groundwork for success was found in triad 3, where Amy (CT) reached out to her PST
early in the summer and invited her out to lunch. She indicated during her interview that she felt
it was important to get to know her PST on a personal level before they could be expected to
work as partners. After meeting for that initial lunch date, the pair met several times over the
summer to attend trainings and begin planning for the school year. While describing the
importance of relationships, in his study of co-teaching teams, Rabin (2020), espoused how coteaching pairs, used terms such as “partnership,” “marriage,” “friendship,” and “working
together” to describe their relationships. There is value in the collaborative practice in a PDS
(Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012) as today’s teachers are expected to work together much more
collaboratively than ever before. Therefore, establishing solid relationships before working with
the other person is beneficial and should be a component PDSs implement as part of their
procedures.
In addition to working on building relationships at the beginning of their partnership,
Joanie (CT) and Vanessa (PST) shared a time they had to work through a communication issue.
Although the two members of this team worked well together their beginning schedules did not
allow for a lot of communicaiton. At that time, Vanessa drove about an hour each day and
would leave as soon as the day ended. In the morning Joanie’s children were present in the
classroom before school started. With the afternoon and the morning closed off to discussion the
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communication between the two suffered. About a month into the semester Vanessa shared that
she was having a really tough day. She didn’t feel like she was “being an effective educator”
and she “didn’t know what else to do” (Focus group interview). Joanie described the day during
the interview as a “boo hooey type of day.” After a particularly bad moment, Vanessa felt like
she didn’t know what else to do and Joanie stepped back in to teach. After the lesson she and
Joanie and some of the team mates in the group helped Vanessa and provided some much needed
support, guidance and hugs. After this Joanie and Vanessa talked and Joanie asked how she
could help? As a result of that meeting, the two realized that Vanessa was not getting enough
feedback from Joanie and that was contributing to her frustration. At that point, they
collaboratively worked to change their schedules to open time for daily reflection. Vanessa
indicated in her interview this was a real turn around because she felt she needed feedback and
up to that point she didn’t feel like she was getting it. After this the two began talking more and
even started working out with each other a few afternoons a week. This time spent together grew
into a freiendship and as Vanessa felt more supported, she began to feel more confident in the
classroom.
Finally, the practice of working as a collaborative team with shared goals existed between
the members of the triads as they shared how they used collaborative practice while they worked
together to grow the PSTs. The members of the triads explained that since it was often difficult
to meet face to face, they found a new collaborative space to work in, where the CT and the US
pivoted back and forth between the PST to help the triad members reach common goals. This
aligns with a recent study by Burns et al. (2016) discussing the changing role of the US in a
clinically rich teacher preparation setting. The researchers espouse that the US role now
includes the practices of targeted assistance, individual support, collaboration and community,
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curriculum support, and research for innovation. In the data from this study the US participated
in all of these practices as she acted as a facilitator between the US and the PST. In this role, she
supported the PST and the CT while she built connections between theory and practice and the
university and the PDS. Figure 11 represents how the members of the triad moved back and
forth to collaborate on their common goals.
PST

CT

US

Figure 11. New collaborative space for PDS collaboration.
While this facilitator role does not directly promote efficacy, it does shift the lines of
responsibility from one of the US being in charge of the PST to one that supports collaboration
between the US and the CT to grow the PST together. This shift in dynamics is important to the
growth of efficacy because working in a collaborative team with shared goals is recognized as a
way for PDS members to grow collective efficacy (Carpenter and Sherretz, 2012).
Like the examples with relationship building this process of collaboration and facilitation
was not an automatic one. The teams each had to work together to determine what type of
facilitation would work best for them. Each triad needed different levels of support and different
types of support. Andie spent more time in teams that needed the extra support than in those that
did not. This flexibility by Andie to work individually with each team to develop a line of
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support, without being overbearing, is an important element to note in the development of the
triads’ way of work.
Shared learning experiences. A sense of mutual support and learning was apparent
throughout the PDS. PSTs attended all in-service training with their co-teachers during the
school year and CTs attended and delivered presentations during the PSTs’ weekly seminar
meetings, provided by the US. Both the CTs and the PSTs discussed how they learned from
each other during co-teaching and while working together on the PSTs inquiry project. The US
also worked collaboratively with the CTs to ensure that the university coursework supported the
daily practice in the classrooms and relied on the expertise of the CTs to help with the PSTs
development.
The integration of daily clinical learning of practice in practice (Darling Hammond,
2015), combined with intentional coursework placement allows for authentic learning which
through collaborative effort of triad members, can be applied immediately (Burns et al., 2015).
While the PSTs learned from their CTs, the CTs also learned innovative practices that the PSTs
shared with them from the university. In these examples the PST is also contributing to the CTs
learning which is very different from traditional field/clinical experience models where PSTs
were under a “be seen and not heard” type of structure. Efficacy in all three members of the triad
is influenced from these mutual learning experiences as they are each being recognized as
knowledgeable and contributing members of the team.
Simultaneous renewal. According to Goodlad (1993), the two characteristics of
simultaneous renewal are providing an influx of new professional trained novice teachers to the
field and rejuvenation of the existing teachers as a result of working in a partnership between the
university and the school. Both of these two indicators were present in this study. The teachers
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working in the PDS shared the common goal of investing in future educators. They developed
collaborative relationships at multiple levels with this joint goal in mind. The relationships
emerged as an essential component of building efficacy within the context of the PDS. Andie
(US) saw the relationship between her and the CTs as a mutually respectful one. She treated the
CT as an expert in the classroom and relayed that sense of importance to the PSTs and the
principal. This established the CT as a respected member of the partnership with a very
important role in the growth of the PST. It was evident however, that the CT was not alone in
that role as the whole school shared the collective responsibility to help grow the PSTs.
Renewal was further evidenced by the shift in teacher roles as they took on the leadership
position of supervising a PST. All three CTs shared they felt respected and valued as
professionals when they were asked to become a CT. However, they pointed out that this was
not always the case. During interviews, two of the CTs indicated originally that at their school
having a PST was seen by teachers “as extra work” and not a positive experience. As the
partnership has grown and developed, other teachers at the site watch their peers feel respected
by the principal and the university partners. Since their peers, members of their group, are being
revered as experts they also begin to feel a sense of collective expertise in their practice. This can
be tied back to the research on collective efficacy through the lens of vicarious experience
(Bandura, 1997). This change did not occur without effort. It included administration support,
school discussions of values and shared learning, meetings between the school and the
university and an establishment of a shared vision and goal setting. The goals they established
were designed to ensure that the program they developed would be focused on the important
goals of educating new teachers, growing existing teachers and helping students succeed.

192

Aditionally, teachers with PSTs collaborated and shared more with one another since
they now got together regularly to talk about their PSTs. This collaboration is more evident in
the teachers who are hosting PSTs through the PDS than with the other teachers on the site. The
CTs shared the trend was improving but it still had room to develop. Thinking of ways to
include the other teachers in the PDSs experiences could further enahance this trend.
The PDS has also entered into a partnership with the university to create a leadership
academy which several of the PDS teachers have joined. This academy will provide an
opportunity for teachers to experience leadership development without leaving the school or the
classroom. Larson (2014) posits teachers in a solid partnership, acquire a sense of teacher
efficacy, both personally and collectively, which flourishes as they host new teachers, work
openly with university supervisors, and step into different leadership roles in their schools or
with the university. The growth of the leadership academy is evidence that these types of roles
are occurring at this site. In addition, several of the teachers have participated in a national
conference when they attended the National Association of Professional Development Schools
(NAPDS) conference and presented on the partnership at their school.
Thoughts on Reflexivity
My role as a principal and leader in a PDS complicated this research. I intentionally did
my research in a different county than my own to help with this process. However, it was
impossible to totally separate myself from the work. At times during interviews I would hear
something and would begin to jump in to discuss how we did things at my own school. To
prevent this I kept a mental image of a stop sign in my head and if I began to share I would look
to that image and stop myself. In addition, I kept my personal thoughts in a journal throughout
the research process and I feel that did help. Finally, I assured everyone that I was working with
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that I was truly present at their school in the role of a researcher, not as a principal. To help with
that I asked them to address me by my first name and I kept all of the interviews informal and
while it could have been easy to fall into “shop talk” I kept the interviews focused on the study
questions.
Implications
The implications based on the findings from this study address the following areas: 1)
implications for teacher preparation programs, 2) implications for collaborative planning, 3)
implications for co-teaching, 4) implications for practitioner inquiry, 5) implications for
emotional support from the partnership, and 6) implications for CT leadership development, and
7) implications for school leadership.
Implications for teacher preparation programs. The teacher preparation program is
very important to the growth of PST efficacy. The PDS I studied demonstrated a collaborative
atmosphere where the triad members worked together to enhance the PSTs understanding of
pedagogy. This included the university coursework, which was intertwined with daily teaching
practice in the classroom, scaffolded experiences for success, and daily coaching and reflection.
In this PDS, PSTs stayed at one school and worked continuously with the same US for two
years. Coursework was aligned with the teaching experiences and PSTs had the support of
cohort members. The results of this study found several practices in this PDS supporting the
growth of efficacy. Since teacher efficacy has a direct link to student success (Duffin et al.,
2012), choosing sites for PDSs that share these or similar goals would be productive.
Another consideration when choosing PDS sites would be the efficacy levels found in the
current teachers at that site. Choosing sites with a strong sense of collective efficacy and
individual teachers with a high level of personal efficacy could be important to consider when
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choosing sites for partnership schools or collaborating teachers. Using efficacy measures such as
the Collective Teacher Beliefs Scale (CTBS) to measure collective efficacy and the Teacher
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) to measure personal efficacy could be beneficial.
A final consideration for the location of the PDS is the school site itself. The study site
where this PDS was located was a school with a high percentage of students in the middle to
high socio-economic (SES) range and teachers had a high level of collective efficacy. This is
not always the case. Colleges of education and school districts encourage PSTs to have teaching
experiences in Title One schools as these are often the contexts where PSTs will get their first
teaching position. However, there are sometimes criticisms that Title One schools have low
morale or do not serve as models of effective teaching. A common belief is low socio-economic
schools have a low morale as well. This is not necessarily the case. Rather, the deciding factor
is actually the sense of collective efficacy the teachers in the school share. In a study by
Tschannen Moran and Barr (2004) they found no correlation between schools’ level of SES and
feeling of collective efficacy. If the collective efficacy of the site is high the school can be
successful regardless of the socio economic factors and could enhance a PDS program. One note
of caution, schools who are in state turn around programs are guided by tight mandates that
allow little teacher autonomy. These schools would have to be considered carefully as these
tight structures and state limitatiaons may have a negative effect on both personal teacher
efficacy and collective efficacy and consequently may not be the most appropriate setting for a
professional development school.
Implications for collaborative planning. While university coursework always includes
instruction in planning, today’s teachers often find themselves in PLCs and group planning
practices at schools. Therefore, university coursework should give opportunities for PST to learn
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about and engage in collaborative practices in preparation for these expectations of teachers. For
PSTs who are in a clinical setting, observing in-service teachers in the act of collaborative
planning would be helpful to their practice. It would also be helpful for CTs and USs to
participate in professional development about collaborative planning and how important that is to
the PSTs’ experience. As noted in the study, building relationships is a crucial practice for the
co-teach setting (Rabin, 2020). In education, teachers are exposed to collaborative practices such
as PLCs, mentoring, teamwork and coaching; however, professional learning on how to
collaborate or be a member of a team is rarely addressed in preservice teacher preparation.
Including an element of actual professional learning specific to collaborative planning practices
in teacher preparation could be beneficial.
Implications for co-teaching. It was evident in the study that co-teaching was a
positive practice which influenced efficacy in the PSTs and CTs. Teaching is typically an
autonomous practice with teachers teaching alone in their room. Co-teaching changes that
dynamic by introducing a second teacher into the setting. Professional development in areas
such as teamwork, collaboration, and relationship building would also help CTs, USs and PSTs
find success in the co-teach model. The university in this PDS provided professional
development for the CTs in the different type of co-teach models available to use in the
classroom. During interviews the CTs referenced how beneficial that training was to improve
their practice within that model. Since experiences for student teaching vary considerably from
site to site and program to program (Bacharach et al., 2010) professional development on the
different co-teach models may or may not exist in other PDS programs. Since the PSTs viewed
this training as helpful establishing professional development on the different co-teach models
and how to use them could be beneficial to the field.
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Implications for practitioner inquiry. In the interviews when the topic of practitioner
inquiry came up, the CTs explained that the PSTs had to do a project and they assisted with their
projects. However, when asked if they ever did an inquiry themselves, the response was very
different. Only Jane (CT) indicated that she had used inquiry and shared the results with her PST
(CT interview). The other CTs discussed the inquiry process only as it applied to helping the
PSTs with their projects. However, it was very apparent during the interviews that all the CTs
did in fact use inquiry throughout their practice and even shared their results with the PSTs.
However, the CTs did not use the term practitioner inquiry and did not share that they used
inquiry in their own practice. It is important to note that the use of the term is not the most
important fact as these teachers definitely used inquiry whether they called it by name or not.
However, inquiry often gets a bad name and becomes only an assignment from the university. It
is important for CTs and PSTs to understand the value of inquiry and the fact that inquiry does
not have to be a formal process. Having discussions where teachers share their own practical
research would help PSTs understand inquiry is more than just an assigned research project.
Also, including CTs in the discussions about inqury and giving value to their own practical
inquiry practice could be valuable as well. Including CTs in professional development by
inviting them to attend seminars where PSTs learn about inquiry and allowing them to share
what informal practitioner inquiry looks like could increase their awareness and understanding of
the process and may help the PSTs see that inquiry can be both a formal and informal practice. It
could be very powerful for efficacy and student learning if all the CTs participated openly and
willingly in the process of practitioner inquiry. This would be especially appropriate for the
modeling component of the co-teach classroom. The PSTs could watch their CTs inquire and
hear about how they felt inquiry was a relevant and powerful tool. There is a direct link from
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inquiry to efficacy through the source of mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997), therefore, an
explicit modeling on inquiry and how it relates to teacher practice would be beneficial in the
development of efficacy in all the members of the PDS.
Implications for emotional support and relationship building from the partnership.
Both personal and collective efficacy can be positively influenced by an environment where
support and collaboration thrive (Collie, Shapka & Perry, 2012; Tschannen Moran & Barr,
2004). This idea aligns with this research as throughout the interviews positive emotional
support and the importance of building relationships surfaced as supportive practices for
influencing efficacy. Due to the complex nature of teaching and how easy it is for novice
teachers to become frustrated or disenchanted, these findings indicate that the practices of
emotional support and relationship building may be just as important as training in instructional
strategies and content knowledge. Recent studies (Bacharach and Heck, 2012; Bacharach et al.,
2010; Rabin, 2020; Strieker, Adams, Cone, Hubbard & Lim, 2016) support the importance of
professional development on relationship building, as a part of new teacher preparation
programs. Since this professional development could help the school at large it would be
beneficial if in addition to the CTs, PSTs, and US, the professional development included
administration, support faculty and teachers who are not yet acting in the role of a CT.
Implications for CT leadership development. The partnership in this study is still
fairly young. During the interviews the CTs and principal shared that there has been a shift in
how teachers view hosting a PST. Previously noted as a burden, hosting PSTs is now viewed as
a favorable experience. The CTs also discussed that collaboration between teachers was shifting.
Members of teams who had PSTs were talking more to one another and collaborating more about
the PSTs. However, the collaboration between teachers not involved in the PDS did not show
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evidence of collective growth beyond caring and including the PSTs who were on campus.
These two concepts may grow on their own as the partnership grows. It certainly appeared to be
moving in that direction. However, additional professional development or discussions about the
importance of preparing teachers and collaborating schoolwide could be an area for additional
professional learning.
In addition, the university has partnered with the PDS to host a leadership academy
offering teachers the opportunity to grow as leaders while remaining at the school. The PDS
setting has been groundbreaking in its expansion and growth of teacher leadership as an integral
part of the program (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Cochran-Smith et al. 2008; Levine, 2002).
Therefore, as the leadership academy continues to grow it could have a huge impact on collective
efficacy as the purpose of the program is to develop leaders who stay at the site and lead from
the classroom. Increasing discussions surrounding the academy and its value would benefit the
PDS. Other PDSs could also benefit from starting a similar program.
Implications for school leadership. The principal had a very strong leadership presence
in this study and the principal and the US worked closely together to create goals to establish a
successful PDS program. They laid a foundation for the success of the program even before it
began. Support and encouragement from principals are crucial to establishing a setting which
allows teacher leadership to flourish (Saiti, 2007) and effective principals support collaboration
both among teachers at their site and between teachers and the university (Rosenberg et al.,
2015). When principals establish a true collegial environment where teachers are expected to
lead and to learn from their mistakes, rather than be chastised for them, an atmosphere of shared
leadership and increased levels of instruction will be the result (Shaughnessy & Wells, 2009).
When considering potential PDS sites it is important to include the principal as a partner in the
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development stages of the partnership and in goal setting for the program. It is also important to
find a leader who supports the PDS program. Once found, it is crucial that the leader be
involved in the professional learning that occurs within the PDS. Additionally, adding
discussion or training about PDSs into professional development opportunities for principals
would be important. Discussions could include such topics as: 1) why PDSs are important to the
education profession and how they promote the growth of efficacy, 2) the importance of
collaboration and relationship building within the partnership, and 3) how to support the
partnership to help it grow.
Recommendations for Future Research.
Based on the results of this study I believe the questions have been answered sufficiently
however, now that this study is completed new questions and ideas for research have surfaced. I
suggest several possible ideas for future research in the area of professional development schools
and their influence on building personal and collective efficacy.
1. A similar study with a larger sample size at multiple sites could increase
understanding of how the PDS setting influences efficacy.
2. I chose the CTs with the highest personal efficacy score as measured by the Teacher
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) to be in the study. Trying this study design with CTs
who have varying levels of efficacy would be beneficial to see if the findings are
similar.
3. During this study the co-teach model and its relation to growing efficacy emerged as
an important model for future study. Studying the different types of co-teaching
models and their influence on efficacy could prove to be beneficial.
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4. Another potential study design could include observations of the practices that
influenced efficacy rather than teacher reflection through interviews. Or, potentially
including both observation and participant reflection.
5. Collective efficacy and teacher leadership emerged as topics of importance during
this study. Future research about how leadership develops and grows in a PDS and
what connection that has to growing efficacy would be an area for future research.
6. The role of the principal in the PDS partnership was not studied specifically in this
paper and the research on the role the principal plays in a PDS is limited. Future
research studies on how principals support the growth of efficacy in PDSs or how
perceptions change based on different leadership practices could be beneficial.
7. This study took place during the final internship of the PSTs. Studying PSTs in
different levels of their teacher preparation program to see how efficacy grows could
be beneficial.
8. A study of the US’s role and how that role influences efficacy in both the PST and the
CT would be beneficial.
Conclusion
In today’s fast paced world of ever-changing standards, accountability, and a quest for all
students to achieve, today’s teachers have to be ready to handle just about anything that comes
their way. Building teacher efficacy is one way to prepare new teachers to find success.
Teachers with a strong sense of personal efficacy and schools with a strong sense of collective
efficacy share the common link of positive student achievement (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero,
2005). Since research shows that efficacy is built early in a teacher’s career based on their
experiences (Shahzad & Sajida, 2017) and once established it rarely changes (Bandura, 1997);
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there is no better place to build efficacy then in teacher preparation programs. PDSs, such as this
have practices and structures firmly identified and supported that promote the growth of efficacy.
While this PDS is still growing and evolving, it was evident that the practices they have
established with the university partnership did influence the growth of both personal and
collective efficacy. Therefore, further research in this area could be beneficial to the field of
education and professional development schools.
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APPENDIX A :
LIST OF RECRUITING QUESTIONS
There will be two separate questionnaires as the questions for the PST and the CT will be
different.
The questions for the CT will be:
1) How long have you been teaching?
2) What is your assignment?
3) Are you certified for your teaching assignment?
4) Have you ever hosted an intern before?
5) How long have you been in the role of CT?
The questions for the PST will be:
1) What level are you currently in?
2) Who is your CT?
3) Have you been at this same school for all of your preservice teaching experience to date?
The final question on both surveys will offer a brief description of the proposed interview
process and the study and will ask if the participants would be willing to participate in the
interview portion of the study.
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APPENDIX B:
INTERVIEW SCRIPT FOR PRINCIPAL
Focused life history and PDS context
Part 1: Introduction
1. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for agreeing to participate
in this study. As an educator myself, I know how valuable your time is and I sincerely
appreciate you taking the time to talk with me through this process. Before beginning the
interview, I want to tell you a little about myself, the purpose of the study, the different
kinds of question formats I will be using and of course, discuss confidentiality.
2. Overview of purpose and goals. My hope for this research is that we can develop an
understanding of how teacher efficacy is affected by the context of a professional
development school (PDS). Specifically, I want to focus on the perceptions of the preservice, in-service teachers and university supervisor toward both personal teacher
efficacy (PTE) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE). During our interviews I will ask
you about your personal and professional background. This will help me put your
experiences into a narrative context (story-telling). There are no right or wrong answers.
Rather, I am interested in learning about you and the unique perspective you bring to this
research.
3. Confidentiality. As a researcher, confidentiality is important to me. I will write about
what you tell me during the interviews. I may from time to time quote you in my
dissertation but I will always use a pseudonym to protect your identity. During the
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interview you are under no obligation to answer every question. You may simply skip a
question if you prefer. Or, you can help me re-word the question if it would make better
sense that way. The interviews will be done in an open-ended fashion so the questions
are flexible. If you need me to clarify a question, just ask.
4. Recording and types of interviews. Since I want to be able to give you my complete
attention during the interview I may make a few general notes. So that I do not miss
anything, with your permission, I will use my computer to create an electronic recording
of our conversation during the face-to-face interviews. I will do all of transcribing myself
and I may use a computer software program to assist me. No one else will be privy to
these interviews. You may request to review the transcripts at anytime and I am going to
ask you to member check the summaries after each of the face-to-face interviews are
completed.
5. Questions. Before we start I will share some information about me. This will include
where I was born, my education, my teaching and administrative experience and why I
am interested in studying teacher efficacy.
6. Check in. Do you have any questions? Please remember that if you have a question at
any point during the interview it is okay to stop me and ask it.
Part II: Questions
Background and Experience
a.

First, I would like to ask you a few questions about your background.
i. Let’s start by you telling me a little about yourself?
ii. Please briefly describe your educational history
iii. What experiences in your background led you to become a principal?
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iv. What is your educational philosophy?
v. What are your strengths as a principal?
Context of the PDS
vi. When you think back to the point in time when the university first
contacted you about your school becoming a cohort school, why did you
decide to become a part of the program?
a. Probe: What were you expecting to get out of this
experience?
b. Probe: Did you have any reservations?
vii. How would you describe the approach you use in your role as the leader of
this school and the cohort?
viii. If other principals in your county were thinking about becoming a cohort
school, how would you describe the partnership to them?
a. Probe: What would be the benefits you would share?
b. Probe: How has it influenced the teachers at your school?
ix. What has been the influence of the partnership with the university on the
school?
a. Probe: Can you give me an example of something that has
changed at the school level since the start of the partnership
program?
b. Probe: What are some experiences that have opened up for
your teachers since working with the partnership program?
x. What are the elements of the partnership that are really important to you?
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xi. How have you seen the partnership developing over time?
xii. Can you give me some examples of how the US has supported the
partnership at your school?
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APENDIX C:
INTERVIEW I SCRIPT FOR PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS
Focused life history and PDS context
Part 1: Introduction
1. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for agreeing to participate
in this study. As an educator myself, I know how valuable your time is and I sincerely
appreciate you taking the time to talk with me through this process. Before beginning the
interview, I want to tell you a little about myself, the purpose of the study, the different
kinds of question formats I will be using and of course, discuss confidentiality.
2. Overview of purpose and goals. My hope for this research is that we can develop an
understanding of how teacher efficacy is affected by the context of a professional
development school (PDS). Specifically, I want to focus on the perceptions of the preservice, in-service teachers and university supervisor toward both personal teacher
efficacy (PTE) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE). During our interviews I will ask
you about your personal and professional background. This will help me put your
experiences into a narrative context (story-telling). There are no right or wrong answers.
Rather, I am interested in learning about you and the unique perspective you bring to this
research.
3. Confidentiality. As a researcher, confidentiality is important to me. I will write about
what you tell me during the interviews. I may from time to time quote you in my
dissertation but I will always use a pseudonym to protect your identity. During the
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interview you are under no obligation to answer every question. You may simply skip a
question if you prefer. Or, you can help me re-word the question if it would make better
sense that way. The interviews will be done in an open-ended fashion so the questions
are flexible. If you need me to clarify a question, just ask.
4. Recording and types of interviews. Since I want to be able to give you my complete
attention during the interview I may make a few general notes. So that I do not miss
anything, with your permission, I will use my computer to create an electronic recording
of our conversation during the face-to-face interviews. I will do all of transcribing myself
and I may use a computer software program to assist me. No one else will be privy to
these interviews. You may request to review the transcripts at anytime and I am going to
ask you to member check the summaries after each of the face-to-face interviews are
completed.
5. Questions. Before we start I will share some information about me. This will include
where I was born, my education, my teaching and administrative experience and why I
am interested in studying teacher efficacy.
6. Check in. Do you have any questions? Please remember that if you have a question at
any point during the interview it is okay to stop me and ask it.
Part II: Questions
Background and Experience
b.

First, I would like to ask you a few questions about your background.
i. Let’s start by you telling me a little about yourself?
ii. Please briefly describe your educational history
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iii. What experiences in your background led you to want to become a
teacher?
iv. Why did you choose the cohort program for your pre-service teacher
experience?
v. What is your teaching philosophy?
vi. What do you feel your strengths will be as a teacher?
a. Probe: You stated ____________________was one of
your strengths. Can you give me an example of a time
when you used that strength in the role of a PST?
vii. What do you think will be your greatest area of challenge as a teacher?
a. Probe: What experiences have led you to believe that
__________ will be a challenge for you?
b. Probe: How did you feel when that happened?
Context of the PDS
i.

Think back to your first day as a PST in the cohort program, how did
you feel the first time you walked into the classroom?
c. Probe: What did your CT do on that first day?
d. Probe: What did the US do on that first day?

ii.

The university has several assignments that you complete during your
PST experience. How has being a member of this cohort, working with
the CT and US, influenced the work you have done on these
assignments?
e. Probe: What role has the US played in this?
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f. Probe: What role has the CT played in this?
iii.

What about working in a cohort school with other cohort members has
helped your practice as a new teacher?
g. Probe: What role have the other cohort members played in
this??
h. Probe: What role has the CT and US played in this?

iv.

If you were speaking to a group of new PST’s who were just starting to
go out to work in a cohort school, what about the cohort partnership
would you share?
i. Probe: How would you explain the seminar experience to
them?
j. Probe: Working as a group with other PST’s?
k. Probe: The US’s role?
l. Probe: The CT’s role?

v.

What are the elements of the partnership that are really important to
you?
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APPENDIX D:
INTERVIEW I SCRIPT FOR COLLABORATING TEACHERS
Focused life history and PDS context
Part 1: Introduction
7. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for agreeing to participate
in this study. As an educator myself, I know how valuable your time is and I sincerely
appreciate you taking the time to talk with me through this process. Before beginning the
interview, I want to tell you a little about myself, the purpose of the study, the different
kinds of question formats I will be using and of course, discuss confidentiality.
8. Overview of purpose and goals. My hope for this research is that we can develop an
understanding of how teacher efficacy is affected by the context of a professional
development school (PDS). Specifically, I want to focus on the perceptions of the preservice, in-service teachers and university supervisor toward both personal teacher
efficacy (PTE) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE). During our interviews I will ask
you about your personal and professional background. This will help me put your
experiences into a narrative context (story-telling). There are no right or wrong answers.
Rather, I am interested in learning about you and the unique perspective you bring to this
research.
9. Confidentiality. As a researcher, confidentiality is important to me. I will write about
what you tell me during the interviews. I may from time to time quote you in my
dissertation but I will always use a pseudonym to protect your identity. During the

227

interview you are under no obligation to answer every question. You may simply skip a
question if you prefer. Or, you can help me re-word the question if it would make better
sense that way. The interviews will be done in an open-ended fashion so the questions
are flexible. If you need me to clarify a question, just ask.
10. Recording and types of interviews. Since I want to be able to give you my complete
attention during the interview I may make a few general notes. So that I do not miss
anything, with your permission, I will use my computer to create an electronic recording
of our conversation during the face-to-face interviews. I will do all of transcribing myself
and I may use a computer software program to assist me. No one else will be privy to
these interviews. You may request to review the transcripts at anytime and I am going to
ask you to member check the summaries after each of the face-to-face interviews are
completed.
11. Questions. Before we start I will share some information about me. This will include
where I was born, my education, my teaching and administrative experience and why I
am interested in studying teacher efficacy.
12. Check in. Do you have any questions? Please remember that if you have a question at
any point during the interview it is okay to stop me and ask it.
Part II: Questions
Background and Experience
c.

First, I would like to ask you a few questions about your background.
i. Let’s start by you telling me a little about yourself?
ii. Please briefly describe your educational history
iii. What experiences in your background led you to become a teacher?
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iv. What is your teaching philosophy?
v. What are your strengths as a teacher?
a. Probe: You stated _______________ was one of your
strengths. Can you give me an example of a time when you
used that strength in your role as a teacher or CT?
vi. What are your greatest challenges as a teacher?
a. Probe: Can you tell me about a time when you faced a
challenge in relation to _____________ and what
happened?
vii.

How would students describe you as a teacher?
a. Probe: If you could go forward 5 years and ask your
students about you, what would they say?

viii. How would the other teachers at the school describe you as a co-worker?
Context of the PDS
ix. When you think back to the point in time when your principal was asking
for volunteers as CTs, why did you decide to volunteer
a. Probe: How did it make you feel to be asked to work with
future teachers?
b. Probe: What were you expecting to get out of this
experience?
c. Probe: Did you have any reservations?
x. How would you describe the approach you use in your role as a CT, when
working with your PST?
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xi. If other teachers in your school were thinking about becoming a CT, how
would you describe the job to them?
a. Probe: What would be the benefits you would share?
b. Probe: How has it influenced you as a teacher?
xii. What has been the influence of the partnership with the university on the
school?
a. Probe: Can you give me an example of something that has
changed at the school level since the start of the program?
b. Probe: Can you give me an example of how your practice
has changed since you became a CT in the program?
xiii. If you were at a district meeting with teachers from across the county and
they did not understand the partnership your school has with the
university, how would you explain it to them?
xiv. What are the elements of the partnership that are really important to you?
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APPENDIX E:
INTERVIEW SCRIPT FOR UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR
Focused life history and PDS context
Part 1: Introduction
1. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for agreeing to participate
in this study. As an educator myself, I know how valuable your time is and I sincerely
appreciate you taking the time to talk with me through this process. Before beginning the
interview, I want to tell you a little about myself, the purpose of the study, the different
kinds of question formats I will be using and of course, discuss confidentiality.
2. Overview of purpose and goals. My hope for this research is that we can develop an
understanding of how teacher efficacy is affected by the context of a professional
development school (PDS). Specifically, I want to focus on the perceptions of the preservice, in-service teachers and university supervisor toward both personal teacher
efficacy (PTE) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE). During our interviews I will ask
you about your personal and professional background. This will help me put your
experiences into a narrative context (story-telling). There are no right or wrong answers.
Rather, I am interested in learning about you and the unique perspective you bring to this
research.
3. Confidentiality. As a researcher, confidentiality is important to me. I will write about
what you tell me during the interviews. I may from time to time quote you in my
dissertation but I will always use a pseudonym to protect your identity. During the
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interview you are under no obligation to answer every question. You may simply skip a
question if you prefer. Or, you can help me re-word the question if it would make better
sense that way. The interviews will be done in an open-ended fashion so the questions
are flexible. If you need me to clarify a question, just ask.
4. Recording and types of interviews. Since I want to be able to give you my complete
attention during the interview I may make a few general notes. So that I do not miss
anything, with your permission, I will use my computer to create an electronic recording
of our conversation during the face-to-face interviews. I will do all of transcribing myself
and I may use a computer software program to assist me. No one else will be privy to
these interviews. You may request to review the transcripts at anytime and I am going to
ask you to member check the summaries after each of the face-to-face interviews are
completed.
5. Questions. Before we start I will share some information about me. This will include
where I was born, my education, my teaching and administrative experience and why I
am interested in studying teacher efficacy.
6. Check in. Do you have any questions? Please remember that if you have a question at
any point during the interview it is okay to stop me and ask it.
Part II: Questions
Background and Experience
a.

First, I would like to ask you a few questions about your background.
i. Let’s start by you telling me a little about yourself?
ii. Please briefly describe your educational history
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iii. What experiences in your background led you to want to become an
educator?
iv. How did you become involved with the cohort program at the university?
1. Probe: What experiences led you to become a US in this
program?
v. What are the elements of the partnership that are really important to
you?
vi. What is your teaching philosophy?
Context of the PDS
vii. The university has several assignments that the PST’s are required to
complete during their PST experience. Describe your role in relation to
the PST’s and these assignments?
a. Probe: How do you support them in this process?
b. Probe: What role does the CT play in this process?
viii. How do you believe being a part of the cohort develops PST’s teaching
practice?
a. Probe: What role have other cohort members (PST’s)
played in this?
b. Probe: What role has the CT play in this?
c. Probe: What is your role?
ix. If you were speaking at a conference about the cohort partnership what
would you share?
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a. Probe: How would you explain the seminar experience to
them?
b. Probe: The US’s role?
c. Probe: The CT’s role?
d. PST’s working as a group with other PST’s
x. The seminar is a required piece of the cohort partnership, what are your
goals for the seminar experience?
1. Probe: You stated ____________is one of your goals, can you
share an example of when you saw this goal in progress and what
happened.
xi. Explain some of the experiences you had when you first started working
with the cohort at this school?
xii. What are the elements of the partnership that are really important to you?
xiii. What has been the influence of the partnership with the university on the
school?
1. Probe: Can you give me an example of something that has
changed at the school level since the start of the program?
2. Probe: Can you give me an example of how you have seen teacher
practice change since the start of the partnership?
3. Probe: Can you give me an example of how the school leadership
(administration) has supported the partnership?
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APPENDIX F:
INTERVIEW II SCRIPT FOR PRE-SERVICE TEACHER

Collaborating experiences within the PDS
Part 1: Introduction
1. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for meeting with me again
today. I am looking forward to talking with you. Today’s interview will focus largely on
specific situations that have occurred while you have worked as a member of the cohort.
Do you have any questions? Are you ready to begin?
a. Tell me about a time that you were successful with a student or a group of
students in the classroom and what happened?
i. Probe: How did that make you feel?
ii. Probe: What experiences led up to that success happening?
iii. Probe: How did the US and CT support you in this experience?
b. Tell me about a lesson that was really challenging and didn’t go the way you
thought it would go and what happened?
i. What did you do?
ii. What was the result?
c. Give me some examples of how you and your CT have worked together to
develop the environment for student learning in the classroom?
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i. Probe: Can you give me some examples of how instructional practices
changed based on the two of you working together?
ii. Probe: Can you give me an example of how management practices have
changed based on the two of you working together?
d. Can you tell me about a time when you used inquiry in your teaching practice?
i. In what ways was your CT involved in this process?
ii. In what ways was the US involved in this process?
iii. How did the process of inquiry influence your teaching practice?
e. Can you tell me some examples of how you have worked with the US to support
your classroom practice?
f. One of the requirements of the PST program is the weekly seminar. Can you
share with me some of the experiences you had during seminar that you feel
influenced your teacher practice?
g. One of the roles of the US and CT is to provide feedback. Can you share with me
examples of how you have received feedback from both your CT and your US?
i. Probe: How did that feedback make you feel?
ii. Probe: In what ways did that feedback influence your practice?
h. Can you tell me about some of the opportunities you have experienced as a result
of being a member of the cohort partnership?
i. What about being in this cohort with all of these people and at a school has helped
your practice as a teacher?
i. Probe: As a result of this partnership, in what way has your practice
changed?
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ii. Probe: In what ways has your CT and US influenced your practice?
iii. Probe: In what ways has working, as a member of a group of PST’s with
similar goals, influenced your practice?
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APPENDIX G:
INTERVIEW II FOR COLLABORATING TEACHER
Collaborating experiences within the PDS
Part 1: Introduction
1. Introduction and appreciation. I want to start by thanking you for meeting with me again
today. I am looking forward to talking with you. Today’s interview will focus largely on
specific situations that have occurred while you have worked as a member of the cohort.
Do you have any questions? Are you ready to begin?
a. Tell me about a memory you have that in your role of a CT you feel was one of
the most effective?
b. Tell me about a time that your PST was successful with something that happened
in the classroom?
i. Probe: How did that make you feel?
ii. Probe: What experiences led up to that success happening?
c. Tell me about a time that your PST struggled with a lesson she had planned and
what happened?
i. What did you do?
ii. What was the result?
d. Give me some examples of how you and your PST have worked together to
develop the environment for student learning?
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i. Probe: Can you give me some examples of how instructional practices
changed based on the two of you working together?
ii. Probe: Can you give me an example of how management practices have
changed based on the two of you working together?
e. Can you tell me about a time when you used inquiry in your teaching practice?
i. In what ways was your PST involved in this?
ii. How did that experience influence your teaching practice?
f. Can you tell me some examples of how you have worked with the US to support
your PST?
g. Can you tell me about some of the opportunities you have experienced as a result
of being a member of the cohort partnership?
h. Can you give me some examples of how the school is different now that it has
been a part of the cohort?
i. Probe: As a result of this partnership, in what way has your practice
changed?
ii. Probe: As a result of this partnership, have you seen a change in overall
teacher practice or interaction?
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APPENDIX H:
FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW

(For this interview all members each of the three triads will meet together in an individual focus
group meeting).
Intro Script: Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today. I am happy to have all of
you together for this meeting. The purpose of today’s meeting is to call together a focus group
of stakeholders who are working together on a common goal. This goal is the preparation of new
teachers through the university cohort. Today, I am going to ask a few general questions about
the day-to-day interactions that you all experience as a part of this cohort. There are no rules for
who answers. Who ever wants to speak can speak. If someone else is speaking and you want to
add something, please let me know (maybe an agreed upon signal) so I can make sure and come
back to you before going on to the next question. At the end of each question I will also ask,
“Does anyone else want to add anything?” Please feel free to speak up at that time. I will be
recording this meeting so that I can go back later and re-visit what you shared. I want you to
know that I appreciate you and I value your time and this meeting should not go past one hour.
Does anyone have any questions, before we begin? Okay, let’s get started:
Questions:
1) In what ways do you, as a group of three, work together to support the growth of the
PST?
2) What does a typical week of work look like for you all as a group?
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3) Can you tell me about a time when the three of you worked together to solve a
problem?
4) Can you tell me about a time when the three of you celebrated an experience as a
team working together?
5) Can you tell me how you all plan what lessons you will be doing?
a. Probe: Can you share an experience about a lesson plan you feel increased
students learning and what happened?
b. Probe: Can you share an experience whereas a group you planned something
that didn’t go well and what happened?
6) Can you talk to me about how you support each other with strategies?
a. Probe: Can you give me an example of an instructional strategy you worked
together on and what was the result?
b. Probe: Can you give me an example of a management strategy you worked
on together and what was the result?
7) In your opinion, what makes your partnership effective?
8) In what ways do you provide emotional support for one another?
9) If you were going to explain what your work looked like together to someone
interested in being a part of a cohort, what would you tell them?
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Sources for the interview format and script: Locke, Spirduso and Silverman, 2014; Seidman,
2006; and Tschannen Moran website and research tools (efficacy scales)
(http://wmpeople.wm.edu/site/page/mxtsch/home)
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APPENDIX I:
FAIR USE STATEMENT

Under the fair use permission clause outlined in 17 US code & 107, I have at times quoted a
short passage or provided an illustration for clarification of the author’s observation. In these
instances I have always appropriately cited the author to give credit for their original work.
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