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ABSTRACT

Teacher self-efficacy has been linked to student achievement. This quantitative study
was conducted in order to compare teacher self-efficacy of homegrown teachers to other
teachers in small rural schools in Missouri. The study used the Teacher Sense of Efficacy
Survey (TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) to gauge a teacher’s
self-efficacy in the areas of student engagement, classroom management, and
instructional strategies. Teacher survey respondents were grouped into three categories
for comparison including homegrown teachers, nearly homegrown teachers, and
transplanted teachers. The study also looked to find if teacher self-efficacy was impacted
by the years of experience that a teacher had in their current rural school district for each
of the groups of teachers. Results from the study suggest that homegrown teachers have
a higher sense of efficacy than transplanted teachers in the area of student engagement.
Years of experience in a teacher’s current school district predicted teacher efficacy scores

for transplanted teachers, but not for the other groups of teachers.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Little and Miller (2007) stated, “the overall effectiveness of any organization is
predicated on the quality of its personnel” (p. 118). School districts continue to strive to
find quality educators in order to meet the challenges of school improvement. A quality
teacher has a great impact on student achievement (Marzano, 2003). Teacher beliefs,
characteristics, and school contextual variables can also affect student-learning outcomes
(Rubie-Davies, Flint, & McDonald, 2012). Specifically, a teacher’s belief about one’s
self-efficacy can have an impact on student achievement (Blevins, 2017; Caprara,
Barbranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Gulistan, Hussain, & Mushtaq, 2017; Kim & Seo,
2018; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).

Self-efficacy is the belief that an individual has about the ability to successfully
accomplish a given task (Bandura, 1997). Teachers who believe they have the capability
to meet the challenges of a teaching task are more motivated and work harder, while
those who lack such beliefs put forth less effort (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001). These beliefs can be impacted by the particular context of the task or
activity being performed (Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy,
1998). Furthermore, the context of a rural school is uniquely different from nonrural
schools (Hudson & Hudson, 2008).

Rural schools today are faced with many challenges including declining
enrollment, lack of resources, and teacher shortages (Reeves, 2003; Showalter, Johnson,
Klein, & Hartman, 2017). Rural schools find it difficult to recruit and retain teachers due

to isolated locations and lack of resources (Bland, Church, & Luo, 2016). Rural school



districts have specific disadvantages when it comes to meeting the requirements
established by The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) signed in 2002.
Some of the challenges include lack of funding, staffing challenges, difficulty in
providing professional development, and lack of flexibility (Yettick, Baker, Wickersham,
& Hupfeld, 2014). At the same time high-stakes testing has forced all schools to analyze
what factors to consider most in order to improve student achievement.

Many rural schools hire teachers from within the local community to help with
the issue of teacher shortages. Many beginning teaching candidates seek a job in their
hometown or places similar to it (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2005; Brown,
2016; Taylor, 2012). Not only do teachers want to return to their hometown, they are
more likely to stay in their home school district (Hammer, Hughes, McClure, Reeves, &
Salgado, 2005).

In an attempt to improve teacher recruitment and retention, grow your own
strategies are being developed throughout the country as a way to develop teachers from
within the local community (Swanson, 2011). These strategies include identifying
potential teaching candidates early and providing incentives for these students to get
teacher certification and return to their home district (Lemke, 1994). Grow your own
strategies may also include aiding existing paraprofessionals in a school district in
obtaining teacher certification in hopes of hiring them as teachers in the district (Beesley,
Atwill, Blair, & Barley, 2010).

The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) in
2016 published a resource guide for schools on grow your own initiatives. The guide

outlines reasons to promote the teaching profession through incentives and exposure to



high school students in an attempt to recruit them as teachers after college. The guide
suggests that grow your own initiatives will improve teacher retention as well as provide
for diversity in urban schools. The resource outlines several strategies used in specific
grow your own initiatives. Strategies include starting Future Teachers of America (FTA)
chapters in high school, early recruitment of potential teaching candidates, job guarantees
for homegrown teaching candidates, loan forgiveness programs for homegrown
candidates, and scholarships. The guide also references the Community Foundation of
the Ozarks program to give high school students from small towns in Southwest Missouri
$4,000 of scholarship per year to those who agree to teach in rural communities (DESE,
2016).

Kreuz (2005) pointed to the need for extensive research on teacher quality in
rural schools. School districts may be targeting local candidates due to their ability to
retain them, but questions also need to be answered about whether these candidates
possess attributes that positively affect student outcomes. Teacher self-efficacy is one
such attribute, as it has been linked to student achievement (Blevins, 2017; Caprara et al.,
2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). A homegrown teacher’s familiarity with the
district may aid in their efficacy beliefs, and a transplanted teacher’s lack of knowledge
of the local community may inhibit their self-efficacy. If this is the case, there may be
additional benefits to hiring homegrown teachers beyond just the ability to keep them in
their position. Furthermore, Shoulders and Krei (2015) noted there was a specific need

for research on teacher efficacy in rural schools.



Theoretical Framework

This study used the theoretical framework of Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) and
their construct on teacher efficacy. Their work defined teacher efficacy as “the teacher’s
belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to
successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular teaching context”
(Tschannen-Moran et al. 1998, p. 233). Their model on teacher efficacy considers the
two major conceptual ideas on teacher efficacy outlined by Rotter (1966) and Bandura
(1977, 1997). Rotter (1966) looked at teacher efficacy through how much control over
the environment teachers viewed themselves as having in order to accomplish a given
result. Bandura (1977, 1997) outlined the idea of teacher-perceived self-efficacy.
Perceived self-efficacy is how the individual teacher views their ability to perform a give
task to create a certain outcome. Both theorists suggested that teacher efficacy is a
motivating factor that drives effort and persistence to overcome obstacles to teaching
tasks.

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) designed a model of teacher efficacy that included
the four sources of teacher efficacy proposed by Bandura (1997). These sources of
efficacy include mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and
physiological arousal. Each of these sources are factors in how an individual cognitively
processes the task at hand.

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) added two key elements to the ideas of Bandura
that influence teacher efficacy. Efficacy is task specific. Teachers must analyze the task
as well as the context of the task in order to make judgments about the ability to

accomplish it. In analyzing the task teachers must consider what outcomes they seek and



what abilities they possess to contribute to the given outcome considering the context of
the task. In conjunction with task analysis Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) suggested that
teachers must assess their personal competence in order to determine teacher efficacy. In
making this assessment a teacher must consider their abilities in context to the task. For
instance, a teacher may think they have the tools and abilities necessary for a specific
assignment, but not for the same assignment in a different setting or context.

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) agreed with the outcomes of teacher efficacy
outlined by Bandura (1997) including goal setting, effort, and persistence. A teacher with
high levels of efficacy will work harder and be more committed to accomplishing a
teaching task. A teacher with low efficacy in contrast will put forth less effort as a result
of their feelings of little control and incompetence. The positive or negative
consequences of teacher efficacy thus impact student performance, which becomes a new
source of efficacy. Thus Tschannen-Moran et al’s (1998) model suggests that teacher
efficacy is cyclical in nature.

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) designed an instrument to measure teacher
efficacy called the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES). Their work reviews the
development of teacher efficacy scales and cites several limitations of the scales used at
the time. The researchers explained that many of the scales are either too broad or too
narrow to identify the desired results. Their instrument was designed to measure overall
teacher efficacy along with three important subscales. These subscales were a result of a
focus group of teachers selected to identify the most important aspects of the overall tasks
of teaching. Three dominant areas were identified and have become the subscales for the

instrument. These include classroom management, instructional strategies, and student



engagement. Their instrument has been used in numerous studies on teacher efficacy
since its development.
Problem Statement

Rural schools propose a unique and challenging context for teachers (Hudson &
Hudson, 2008). Poverty, professional isolation, geographic isolation, heavy workloads,
lack of resources, and community expectations all propose specific challenges for
teachers in rural districts (Hadre, 2009; Reeves, 2003; Showalter et al., 2017). This
difficult context can present staffing challenges for rural school administrators (Bland et
al., 2016; Monk, 2007) and may also have an effect on a teacher’s confidence to
accomplish his or her given teaching task (Azano & Stewart, 2015).

Rural school administrators are faced not only with a challenge to find a quality
teacher during the interview process, but they must also consider how long this teacher
will stay in a rural community. Most teachers look for a job close to their hometowns or
places similar to where they grew up (Boyd et al., 2005; Brown, 2016; Lemke, 1994).
This fact has lead many administrators to seek homegrown teachers as a way to aid in
overcoming the staffing challenges in recruiting and retaining teachers in rural schools.

In fact many homegrown teacher initiatives have been created to train and develop
teachers from within the local community (Clewell & Villegas, 2001; Swanson, 2011).
While researchers suggest hiring homegrown teachers may help with recruitment
and retention (Brown, 2016; Lowe, 2006; McClure & Reeves, 2004; Sutcher, Darling-
Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2016), research is lacking on other impacts hiring
homegrown has on education (Gist, Bianco, & Lynn, 2018). Hadre (2009) pointed out

that some administrators fear that hiring homegrown teachers can lead to a closed



community. Little and Miller (2007) worried that rural school administrators hire based
on community fit rather than teacher quality. Finally, in his study in rural Pennsylvania,
Strauss (1999) revealed a negative link between homegrown teachers and student
achievement. The outcomes of these studies reveal lingering questions that demand
attention on potential consequences of hiring homegrown teachers beyond retention.
Purpose Statement and Research Questions

The purpose of this causal comparative study was to compare the self-efficacy of
teachers based on where they graduated high school. The independent variables included
a teacher’s status as homegrown, nearly homegrown, or transplanted and the years of
experience survey respondents had been employed in their respective school district. A
homegrown teacher was one who graduated from the school district in which they were
currently employed at the time of the study. For the purpose of this study, a nearly
homegrown teacher was one who graduated from a school district within 20 miles of the
district in which they were employed at the time of the study. A transplanted teacher was
a teacher who graduated from a school district outside of the area in which they taught at
the time of the study. The dependent variable of teacher self-efficacy was defined by a
teacher’s belief in their ability to accomplish a given teaching task in a particular context
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). The setting of the study included small rural school
districts in Missouri.

Educational researchers are challenged to find answers to which factors truly
make a difference for student achievement within schools (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006).
One such factor that has been identified as impacting school achievement is teacher self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1993; Hoy, Tarter, & Hoy, 2006). Self-efficacy includes a teacher’s



belief in their ability to accomplish a given teaching task in a specific context
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). A teacher’s self-efficacy can influence their behavior
such as their effort, goals, and aspirations (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).

While teacher efficacy can be impacted by teacher characteristics and other
contextual factors (Rubie-Davies et al., 2012; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) there is
little research on teacher efficacy as it relates to teachers in a rural setting (Shoulders &
Krei, 2015). Analysis of the teaching task also influences teacher self-efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), and the setting of small rural districts propose unique
context for teachers in accomplishing teaching tasks (Hudson & Hudson, 2008). Due to
their background homegrown teachers and teachers who grew up near a school district
have a better understanding of a school’s context than transplanted teachers (Hadre,
2009). Teacher efficacy could be impacted by the contextual knowledge that homegrown
and nearly homegrown teachers possess in regard to the teaching task they face in their
small rural district.

The intent of this study was to discover if teacher self-efficacy was greater for
teachers who graduated from the district in which they were employed at the time of the
study. One aspect that drew the researcher to this topic was the fact that prior research
has shown a relationship between teacher efficacy and student achievement (Blevins,
2017; Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The researcher
sought to add to teacher efficacy research by identifying whether homegrown teachers
have a greater sense of self-efficacy than other teachers in small rural districts. This

information can be helpful to rural school leaders. If homegrown teachers have a higher



sense of efficacy due to their greater understanding of the school context, that may
provide an even greater sense of purpose in targeting local candidates and developing
grow your own initiatives in rural schools. Furthermore, if transplanted teachers in rural
schools have a diminished sense of self-efficacy due to their lack of understanding of the
school context, then rural administrators may be able to identify ways to better support
these teachers.

In addition experience has shown to impact teacher efficacy (Yeo et al., 2008;
Shohani et al., 2015; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007; Shoulders & Krei, 2015) and
teacher efficacy is influenced by the specific context of the teaching task (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998). This study also seeks to determine if experience in a school district
has the same impact on the teacher efficacy of homegrown teachers as it does on other
categories of teachers, due to homegrown teachers prior knowledge of the teaching task.
This information can provide researchers with greater understanding on how contextual
knowledge of the teaching task influences teacher efficacy. It can also provide
information to school administrators on the efficacy development of homegrown
teachers, nearly homegrown teachers, and transplanted teachers.

Research Questions/Hypotheses
1. What are the differences between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted teachers in small rural schools in Missouri regarding teacher
self- efficacy including the areas of classroom management, instructional
strategies, and student engagement?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ years of experience in their

current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?



A. What is the relationship between homegrown teachers’ years of experience in
their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?

B. What is the relationship between nearly homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher
efficacy?

C. What is the relationship between transplanted teachers’ years of experience in
their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?

The following null hypotheses were developed based on the above research questions:
H.1-There is no significant difference in the teacher self-efficacy of teachers
classified as homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted in small rural
schools in Missouri.

H.2 A-Homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not

significantly predict their self-efficacy.

H.2 B-Nearly homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do

not significantly predict their self-efficacy.

H.2 C-Transplanted teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not

significantly predict their self-efficacy.

Limitations/Delimitations/Assumptions
These limitations were present in this study:

1. The number of participants that respond to the survey;
2. The willingness of school administrators to disseminate the survey to their

teachers;
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3. The researcher was currently working at a small rural school, which could
have lead to researcher bias.
These were the delimitation of the study:
1. Only school districts that qualified for the Small Rural School
Achievement Grant were included in this study.
2. Only public schools located in Missouri were included in the study.
These assumptions were made during the study:
1. It was assumed that responses from the participants would be honest and
accurate.
2. The results of this study can be generalized to public schools in small rural
settings.
Design Controls
This quantitative study was conducted by surveying small rural teachers in
Missouri using the (TSES). The 12-item TSES scale (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001)
was used to evaluate a teacher’s sense of self- efficacy in three broad areas of teaching
tasks: instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. Survey
results were compared between teachers that identified themselves as homegrown, those
who identified themselves as working in a district close to home (within 20 miles from
the school they graduated), and those who considered themselves as transplanted
teachers. The responses were compared using a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) statistical test looking for significant differences from the mean. Post hoc
tests were conducted when significant variances were detected to isolate where the

variances occurred. A linear regression test was used to determine if a relationship
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existed between teacher efficacy and years of experience in the district for each of the
identified teacher status groups of homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted.

The specific school districts included in the study were identified by looking at
schools in Missouri that were eligible for the Small Rural School Achievement Grant in
fiscal year 2018. A letter was sent to these districts asking permission to distribute
surveys to teachers in the school district. A follow up e-mail was sent a week later in an
attempt to gather more surveys. The researcher informed the administrator that overall
research results would be available to districts that participated in the study.

In order to control for honesty and accuracy in responses participants were
assured confidentiality by the researcher. Informed consent forms included this
assurance. In order to avoid personal bias, the researcher did not include his current
school in the study even though it met the research qualifications.

Definitions of Key Terms

Collective teacher efficacy: A general belief that teachers in the district have in
their ability to make a difference in students’ lives (Hoy et al., 2006).

Grow your own teacher initiatives: Strategies used by school districts to
increase the supply of teachers from the local community by recruiting and supporting
local high school students and other community members to serve as teachers in the
district (Sutcher et al, 2016).

Homegrown teachers: This term refers to teachers that graduated from the

school district in which they were employed (Huysman, 2007).
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Nearly Homegrown Teacher: For the purpose of this study a nearly homegrown
teacher is a transplanted teacher who graduated high school from a district located within
a 20-mile radius from where they currently teach.

Self-efficacy: Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s own
capability to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given
attainment” (p. 3).

Small School Rural Achievement Grant: Federal formula grant issued to rural
schools with the purpose of providing educational financial assistance for the purpose of
improving educational instruction. Eligibility for the grant is determined by student
enrollment of less than 600 students or population density of 10 or fewer people per
square mile in the county or counties in which the school district is located within. In
addition to these requirements the school district must be classified as rural by the
Secretary of Education or the state the school is located.

Teacher Efficacy: “The teacher’s belief in his or her capability to organize and
execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a
particular teaching context” (Tschannen-Moran et al. 1998, p. 233).

Transplanted teacher: A teacher that teaches in a district other than where they
graduated (Huysman, 2007).

Summary

This chapter identified the challenges small rural schools face in finding quality
teachers and how some schools are targeting homegrown teaching candidates to help in
this task. As more schools target the hiring of local candidates as a strategy to improve

retention, it is important to understand if these teachers have certain beliefs that could
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impact student achievement (Gist et al., 2018). This study intended to identify if there
was a difference in teacher self-efficacy between teachers who were homegrown and
other teachers in small rural districts. The purpose of this research was to provide these
leaders with information to help understand how to best select quality teachers and
support these teachers in their task to improve student achievement.

The following chapter highlights the themes surrounding the issue of hiring
homegrown teachers in rural schools and challenges faced by rural schools including
teacher recruitment and retention, grow your own teacher initiatives, and the impact of
hiring homegrown teachers will be reviewed. Chapter Three describes the methodology
that was used to conduct the study. Chapter Four presents the result of the study. Finally,
Chapter Five summarizes the findings as well as provides speculation on the implications

of the study school districts.

14



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

Sixty percent of teachers work within 20 miles of the town in which they grew up
(Brown, 2016). Rural schools struggle to retain and recruit teachers due to isolation,
poverty, and lack of resources (Monk, 2007). As a result, many of rural districts are
specifically targeting local teaching candidates because of their propensity to want to
work close to home (Swanson, 2011).

Teacher self-efficacy has been linked to student achievement (Blevins, 2017;
Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Teachers with high self-efficacy
are more motivated, persistent, and have higher levels of job satisfaction (Bandura, 1997,
Karabiyik & Korumaz, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Teacher self-efficacy is
impacted by the context of the teaching task (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Tschannen-Moran et
al. 1998). Rural schools provide a unique and challenging context (Hudson & Hudson,
2008; Showalter et al., 2017; Reeves, 2003). Homegrown teachers have a deeper
understanding of the context in which they work due to their background (Hadre, 2009).
The intent of this study was to determine if homegrown teachers had a higher sense of
efficacy as a result of this understanding.

Understanding what makes a quality teacher is necessary to understand whether
or not teachers believe they have the ability to influence student outcomes. Teachers
search for understanding of what is necessary to be successful at the given teaching task

as well as understanding of the context of a given teaching assignment when developing
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beliefs about teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Therefore the researcher
found it prudent to review literature surrounding the context of small rural schools
including the unique challenges as well as unique benefits associated with such a
teaching task. Finally, the researcher viewed that it was necessary to review literature on
homegrown teachers to gain better understanding on their unique perspective in small
rural schools.

The review of related literature in Chapter Two provides relevant findings from
previous research as they relate to the research questions as to the relationship between
teacher efficacy in small rural schools and a teacher’s place of origin. These research
topics that are explored include the importance of teacher quality and what attributes
make a quality teacher, the construct of teacher self-efficacy and its impact on
educational outcomes, the rural school context, the challenges and strategies to recruit
and retain teachers in small rural schools, rural school teachers place connection, and the
impact of hiring homegrown teachers.

Research reveals that teacher quality is the single most important resource schools
possess to impact student achievement (Rice, 2014). The most effective teachers are 5
times more effective than the least (Mincu, 2015). Marzano (2003) analyzed the impact
that an effective teacher has on student achievement. The study looked at student
achievement percentile over a 2-year period analyzing various inputs. These inputs
included the effectiveness of a school and the teacher. Even at schools that are deemed
ineffective, the quality of the teacher has a significant impact on student achievement. In
each instance, an effective teacher raises achievement scores, while the reverse is true for

an ineffective teacher. Teacher quality impacts student achievement more than teacher
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salary, school spending, student demographics, and class size (Darling-Hammond, 1997).
Goldhaber (2002) estimated that 8.5% of variance in student achievement is a result of
teacher characteristics. Hattie’s (2003) research cited that teachers account for 30% of
variance in student achievement.

While research supports the positive impact that a quality teacher has on student
achievement, it is difficult to define exactly what attributes define a quality teacher
(Goldhaber, 2002). Furthermore, these attributes may depend on the context of the
school environment (Korthagen, 2004). While this may be true, there is some research
that provides evidence that certain teacher attributes affect student learning. Hattie’s
2017 updated list of factors influencing student achievement outlined some of these.
Among the teacher attributes that had the greatest influence were the teacher estimates of
student achievement (1.62 effect size), teacher credibility (.9 effect size), and teacher
clarity (.75 effect size). Teaching strategies overall accounted for a .57 effect size.
Stronge (2018) noted that for a teacher to be effective they must be strong in the area of
classroom management, be effective planners, possess positive personal characteristics,
implement and monitor instruction, and display professionalism. Steele (2010) identified
three characteristics of effective teachers including nonverbal communication, teacher
self-efficacy, and servant leadership.

Stronge, Ward, & Grand (2011) conducted a study on the differences between the
most effective teachers and the least effective teachers based on student achievement
scores. The most effective teachers had fewer classroom disruptions, better classroom
management skills, and better student relationships Hattie (2003) also conducted a

comparison study between the difference between expert teachers and experienced
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teachers. Hattie identified five distinguishing characteristics of expert teachers. Expert
teachers can identify essentials representations of their subject, guide learning through
classroom interactions, monitor learning and provide feedback, attend to affective
attributes, and influence student outcomes.
Teacher Efficacy

Teacher efficacy theory development. A teacher’s individual beliefs have also
been linked to student achievement, specifically in the area of teacher efficacy. Teacher
efficacy has been a construct that has been researched in depth since Rotter’s (1966)
work, which examined how a person’s beliefs are affected by their sense of control over a
given situation. The evolution of the theoretical concept of teacher efficacy has been
outlined in Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) literature review. Rotter surmised that
individuals who feel they can obtain a given reinforcement through their own behaviors
have greater expectations for future success. Those who have this belief have a strong
sense of internal control. Individuals who believe that a given reinforcement is
determined more by the environment above one’s abilities have a sense of external
control. Rotter argued that those who have a greater sense of internal control would work
harder to improve their environment and place a greater value on individual skills.

Rotter’s work inspired future research on the topic of teacher efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran et al. 1998). The RAND corporation followed Rotter’s work with a
study designed to measure a teacher’s sense of control. Armor (1976) created a two-
question survey that was designed to gauge Rotter’s question of internal and external
control. Gibson & Dembo (1984) proposed two specific efficacy labels including general

teaching efficacy (GTE) and personal teaching efficacy (PTE). General teacher efficacy
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is the belief that teachers in general have the ability to create a given result. Personal
teacher efficacy is the belief that an individual teacher’s abilities can overcome obstacles
of teaching.

Another strand of teacher efficacy theory was initiated by several studies
conducted by Albert Bandura. Bandura (1977) proposed the social cognitive theory.
This theory included the concept of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) defined perceived self-
efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action
required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). Bandura (2006) distinguished the
difference between perceived self-efficacy and outcome expectancies. Perceived self-
efficacy is the belief about one’s own ability to perform a task or behavior. An outcome
expectation is the belief that an outcome will occur as a result of a given behavior.
Bandura (2006) also explained the difference between perceived self-efficacy and the
ideas of Rotter (1966). Self-cfficacy is a judgment on an individual’s belief in their own
capabilities; contrary to their belief about the level of control they have to produce a
given outcome. Bandura (2006) also described the difference between self-efficacy and
self-esteem. One’s self esteem is determined by their judgment about their worth, while
self-efficacy is determined by a sense of capability. Much like Rotter, many studies and
measures have come from Bandura’s work.

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) added to the ideas of Bandura’s work. Their study
emphasized that teacher self-efficacy is a result of an individual not only analyzing his or
her own capabilities or competence, but also analyzing the context of the specific
teaching task. Pajares and Schunk (2001) also noted that one’s own self- efficacy is

sensitive to the task or activity to be accomplished. Tschannen-Moran, et al. (1998)
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explained that his task analysis involves anticipating what will be required in each given
teaching situation. This helps the individual discern the difficulties that must be
overcome to accomplish the task. Considerations about school context such as climate,
leadership, and resources are taken into account when analyzing the task. Tschannen-
Moran et al. (1998) also stressed that analyzing a teaching task requires an individual to
make judgments about the necessary means needed to reach a certain end. The individual
must assess what is required to accomplish the task.

At the same time analysis of the teaching task is occurring, individuals assess
whether they have the competence necessary to complete the task. Tschannen-Moran et
al. (1998) suggested that teachers make judgments about their current functioning when
determining their competence. The analysis of the teaching task combined with the
assessment of personal competence determines a teacher’s efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et
al., 1998). Teaching efficacy contributes to persistence and effort, which also affects
performance. This performance creates a new source of efficacy for the teacher and the
cycle continues.

Bandura’s sources of teacher efficacy. Bandura (1997) described four sources
that contribute to teacher efficacy. These sources include mastery experience, vicarious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal. Bandura noted that mastery
experiences are the most important source of self-efficacy. These experiences occur
when an individual perceives that their behavior and abilities have contributed to a
specific outcome in the past. When the individual is faced with a similar task in the

future, their beliefs are influenced by their perceived success or failure of this past
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experience. Efficacy beliefs are strengthened significantly when difficult tasks are
completed with little assistance (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

The second source of self-efficacy outlined by Bandura (1997) was vicarious
experiences. These are experiences and outcomes in which the individual draws
conclusions about their own ability to accomplish a similar task.  If an individual closely
identifies with the circumstances of this individual, they can draw efficacy from the other
person’s experience. If an individual views that someone similar to them in ability facing
a similar experience has been successful, than their efficacy can be enhanced. The more
a person identifies with the modeler the more self-efficacy can be drawn from the
experience (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).

Bandura (1997) explained a third source of self-efficacy. An individual’s efficacy
can be influenced by verbal feedback provided by those around them. Tschannen-Moran
et al. (1998) stated, “Specific performance feedback from supervisors, other teachers, and
even students can be a potent source of information about how a teacher’s skills and
strategies match the demands of a particular teaching task™ (p. 230). The degree to which
verbal persuasion affects an individual’s efficacy is impacted by the amount of credibility
the individual views the source of the feedback as having (Bandura, 1986).

The final source of self-efficacy described by Bandura (1997) is physiological
arousal. This is the amount of stress that an individual places on accomplishing the task.

Some stress may add to efficacy but too much may decrease efficacy.
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FIGURE 1. The cyclical nature of teacher efficacy. From “Teacher Efficacy: Its

Meaning and Measure,” by M. Tschannen-Moran, A.W. Hoy, and W.K. Hoy,

1998, Review and Research, 68(2), p. 202-248.

Teacher self-efficacy construct. Tschannen et al. (1998) developed a construct
(FIGURE 1) describing their theory of the developmental cycle of teacher efficacy. The
cycle begins with the four sources of teacher efficacy described by Bandura (1997).
These sources lead an individual to analyze both the teaching task and their own
assessment of their perceived personal teaching competences. During this task analysis
the teacher must analyze the context of the task. A teacher may have self-efficacy
towards a given task in a given context, but have less self-efficacy when considering the
same task in a different context. Once efficacy is developed the positive or negative

consequences of the efficacy are realized. Greater efficacy may product positive

consequences such as greater effort, goal setting, and persistence towards completing
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these goals. These consequences can positively impact performance that can lead to new
sources of efficacy. The current study looks specifically at the analysis of the task as it
applies to a teachers understanding of school context.

Teacher experience and efficacy. Teacher efficacy is context specific (Bandura,
1997; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Raudenbush, Rowan & Cheong, 1992). As a result several
studies on the topic of teacher efficacy have been conducted looking at teacher
characteristics or school contexts that may contribute to teacher efficacy. One such topic
is a teacher’s year of experience in relation to teacher efficacy. Bandura (1997) proposed
that teacher efficacy remains stable once established. Results of other studies suggest
variances between teacher efficacy levels of novice and experienced teachers (Shohani,
Azizifar, Gowhary, & Jamalinesari, 2015; Shoulders & Krei, 2015; Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2007; Yeo, Ang, Chon, Huan, & Quek, 2008;). Other studies provide specific
milestones in regard to the relationship between experience and teacher efficacy. Fives
and Buehl (2010) suggested that teachers with 10 years or more experience report higher
levels of teacher efficacy. Klassen and Chiu (2010) cited that teacher efficacy increases
from 0-23 years and gradually declines from that point. Holzberger, Philipp, and Kunter
(2013) suggested that self-efficacy changes over time dependent upon the teacher’s
success in the classroom.

Different aspects of teacher efficacy may be impacted by the experience level of
the teacher (Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). Experience has the most impact on teacher
efficacy for the area of classroom management (Rubie-Davies et al., 2012; Shohani et al.

2015). Other studies suggest that experience may not have a significant impact in the
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teacher efficacy area of student engagement (Shoulders & Krei, 2015; Tschannen-Moran
& Hoy, 2007).

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) discussed how the antecedents for teacher
efficacy may have different impacts depending on a teachers experience level. Their
study revealed that contextual factors have a greater impact on the teacher efficacy of
novice teachers compared to more experienced teachers. Also, the availability of
resources contributed more to the efficacy levels of novice teachers than experienced
teachers. Kim and Seo (2018) suggested that experienced teachers with high efficacy
have a greater impact on student achievement than novice teachers with high efficacy.

Gender and teacher efficacy. Studies vary on the degree that gender relates to
teacher efficacy. Some studies suggest there is no relationship between the two
(Shoulders & Krei, 2015; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Other studies suggest that
females have greater efficacy than males (Raudenbush et al., 1992; Rubie-Davies et al.,
2012). In comparison to males one specific deficiency in teacher efficacy may be in the
area of classroom management for females (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Oakes, Lane, Jenkins,
& Booker, 2013; Shaukat & Igbal, 2012).

Education level and teacher efficacy. Researchers have also looked for links
between a teacher’s education level and teacher efficacy. Some studies have revealed
that the higher the education level of the teacher, the greater the teacher efficacy level,
specifically in the areas of classroom management and instructional practices (Shoulders
& Krei, 2015; Shaukat & Igbal, 2012). Raudenbush et al. (1992) noted that the teacher
efficacy level of those teachers with more advanced degrees is more negatively impacted

when teaching low-achieving students than teachers with less education.
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Teacher perceptions of students. Raudenbush et al. (1992) study on determinants
of teacher efficacy found that a teacher’s perception of their students’ level of
engagement had an effect on teacher efficacy. They also found that the past achievement
level of students affected a teacher’s efficacy. Teachers that had students that were
considered lower achieving students in the past had less teacher efficacy. Achievement
level had the greatest effect on the teacher efficacy of teachers that were White and had
more education. Caprara et al. (2006) also noted the link between student’s past
academic success and teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy can also be impacted by the
cultural views of the teacher (Milner & Hoy, 2003).

School organization. Raudenbush et al. (1992) noted the organizational setting
of the school relates to teacher efficacy. If the school setting allows for teachers to be
more involved in instructional decisions and allows for collaboration, then teacher
efficacy is enhanced. Enderlin-Lampe (2002) noted that increased decision-making does
influence teacher efficacy, but lack of established decision-making roles may detract
from teacher efficacy. Fritz, Miller-Heyl, Kreutzer, & MacPhee (1995) suggested three
areas that enhance teacher efficacy include allowing teachers more control over the
curriculum, encouraging teacher innovation, and peer support.

Grade-level and teacher efficacy. The school level taught by a teacher has also
been a topic of research in the area of teacher efficacy. Some studies reveal that
secondary teachers have lower teacher efficacy than elementary teachers (Klassen &
Chiu, 2010; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007; Ross, 1994). Shaukat and Igbal (2012) noted
that elementary teachers had greater efficacy, specifically in the area of classroom

management.
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Teacher classroom preparation and teacher efficacy. Teacher classroom
preparation has been linked to teacher efficacy and may be class specific (Raudenbush et
al., 1992). Teachers that have to prepare for numerous classes may lack knowledge
necessary to teach all of them and thus lack efficacy in a particular class. In addition this
stress associated with teaching multiple subjects may also detract from teacher efficacy.
Teacher efficacy is impacted by the level of stress and emotional exhaustion a teacher
experiences (Dicke et al., 2014; Klassen & Chiu, 2010).

Professional development and teacher efficacy. Professional development
activities including those that match mastery experiences with instructional coaching had
strong effects on teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). Dixon, Yssel,
Mcconnell, & Hardin (2014) noted that professional development hours dedicated to
differentiation of instruction contribute to teacher efficacy. Ross and Bruce (2007)
conducted a study in which they provided professional development activities with
Bandura’s (1997) sources of self-efficacy as the focus. Participants in the study saw
increases in their efficacy levels, specifically in the area of classroom management.

Teacher parent relationships and teacher efficacy. Teacher relationships have
been identified in research as having an effect on teacher efficacy. The relationship
between students and the teacher has been found to predict teacher efficacy, especially
teachers working with low-achieving students (Yeo et al., 2008). In addition positive
relationships with parents predict teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Skaalvik & Skaalvik,
2010).

Collective teacher efficacy. Collective teacher efficacy impacts teacher self-

efficacy (Goddard & Goddard, 2001). Bandura (1997) described the idea of collective
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teacher efficacy. Collective teacher efficacy relates to the beliefs the faculty as a whole
has in the ability to impact student learning. Teacher self-efficacy strongly relates to
collective teacher efficacy (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Furthermore, similar to self-
efficacy, collective teacher efficacy has been linked to student achievement (Goddard,
Hoy, & Hoy, 2000; Hattie, 2017; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Hattie (2017) cited
collective teacher efficacy as the top-influencing factor on student achievement in his
meta-analysis of 252 factors that influence student achievement. Skaalvik and Skaalvik
(2010) noted the correlation between self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy, while
explaining a key difference in what determines each construct. In their study self-
efficacy was most influenced by parent support, while collective efficacy was more
influenced by school leadership. Ware and Kitsantas (2007) noted that collective efficacy
has an impact on teacher retention.
Outcomes of teacher efficacy

Numerous studies have supported the benefits of teacher efficacy. Research
suggests teacher efficacy improves student achievement (Caprara et al., 2006; Ross,
1992; Tschannen-Moran & k Hoy, 2007; Kim & Seo, 2018). In addition teacher efficacy
has been shown to relate to teacher job satisfaction (Caprara et al., 2006; Klassen & Chiu,
2010). In contrast, a lack of teacher efficacy has been linked to teacher burnout
(Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Personal teaching efficacy has
been positively correlated with a teacher’s attitude towards implementing new
instructional strategies (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997). Furthermore, self- efficacy can help
teachers develop social networks (Caprara et al., 2006). Finally Ross and Gray (2006)

cited that teacher efficacy predicts teacher commitment to community partnerships.
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Rural Context

Context matters in what attributes make a quality teacher (Korthagen, 2004) as
well as a teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997; Klassen & Chiu, 2010;
Raudenbush et al., 1992). Context must be considered when a teacher analyzes their
ability to accomplish a teaching task (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Therefore,
understanding the context of rural schools can add to the understanding of the efficacy
beliefs of rural schoolteachers. While rural schools may share some common
characteristics there are also unique differences between rural schools and rural
communities (Harmon, 2001) that must be taken into account when considering context.

Showalter et al. (2017) published a report on the status of rural education.
Approximately one third of all school districts in the United States are labeled as rural,
and about one half of these districts are considered small rural districts with less than 485
students. Diversity within rural districts continues to grow at a rapid rate. The report
reveals that minorities make up 25.2% of the rural student population. Rural mobility is
also growing with 10.6% of the rural student population moving at least once within a
year. The report reveals that 48.2% of rural students are eligible for subsidized meals.

Specific to the state of Missouri, the Showalter et al. (2017) report revealed that
42.7% of the state’s school districts were rural and that 62.7% of these districts were
considered small rural districts. At the time of this report, Missouri ranked as the 11th
lowest state in rural school expenditure per pupil and ranked as the 2nd lowest state in
rural salary expenditure per instructional FTE. Missouri had lower amounts of rural
minority and ELL students than most states. The state ranked 11th highest in the nation

with 12.5% of the rural student population moving at least once within a year. The
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number of rural students eligible for free or reduced lunch in Missouri ranked above the
national average at 54.8%. In college and career readiness statistics rural Missouri
students ranked high in graduation rate, 92.2%, but ranked low in AP course participation
as the 8th lowest state in the nation.

Some specific characteristics of rural school districts include that they tend to be
geographically isolated (Harmon, 2001; Jimerson, 2006; Reeves, 2003). In addition rural
schools are usually smaller than suburban or urban schools (Reeves, 2003; Harmon
2001). Rural communities have a strong sense of place resulting in less mobility (Bauch,
2000). Rural schools often serve as the hub of the local community (Jimerson, 2006;
Hadre, 2009; Theobald & Nachtigal, 1995). Many rural districts have strong ties to their
local churches and businesses (Bauch, 2000). Rural schools tend to have large
percentages of poor students (Jimerson, 2005; Showalter et al., 2017). Rural schools are
also becoming more and more diverse in their student populations (Hadre, 2009;
Jimerson, 2005; Showalter et al., 2017). Most rural teachers work in schools close to
where they grew up (Collins, 1999).

Attributes of small and rural schools. While small rural schools are faced with
specific challenges due to their characteristics they also are presented with some positive
advantages over larger urban districts. Research provides evidence that socioeconomic
status (SES) has less impact on rural student achievement than urban and suburban
schools (Bickel & Howley, 2000; Reeves, 2003). Low-income students in rural schools
perform better in small schools (Harmon, 2001). Jimerson (2006) noted that when SES is

controlled for small school students, they have higher graduation rates, take more
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advanced courses, and have higher participation rates in extracurricular activities than
students from other types of schools.

Several specific attributes of small and rural schools may contribute to these
outcomes. Rural schools share a strong sense of connectedness with the community
(Bauch, 2000; McNeeley, Nonnemaker, & Blum, 2002). This connectedness results in
greater parental involvement in rural schools (Bauch, 2000). In addition it can foster
close interpersonal relationships within small rural schools (Barley & Beesley, 2007;
Jimerson, 2006). Rural school curriculum is enhanced by tying course content to local
community issues (Hadre, 2009; Hadre & Sullivan, 2008; Theobald & Nachtigal, 1995).
The fact that many of the teachers in rural schools are from the community enhances the
link between the learning objectives and the relevance of the content to the students
(Hadre, 2009). Small schools are safer than larger schools (Harmon, 2001; Jimerson,
2006; Reeves, 2003). Jimerson (2006) indicated these schools are safer and experience
less student discipline issues due to the close relationships students have with adults and
other students at school as well as a greater overall sense of community.

Teachers feel better about their work and take more responsibility for the outcome
of their work in small rural schools (Jimerson, 2006; Reeves, 2003). Jimerson (2006)
noted that students benefit from approaches such as multi-age classrooms and
heterogeneous grouping often necessary as a result of small class sizes in small rural
schools. In addition it is easier for teachers to implement good teaching practices due to
smaller class sizes and decreased bureaucracy often found in small schools.

Challenges of rural schools. The characteristics of rural schools present specific

challenges for educators. Student poverty is a challenge for many rural schools in
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America (Bouck, 2004; Harmon, 2001; Jimerson, 2005; Reeves, 2003; Showalter et al.,
2017). Showalter et al. (2017) reported that nearly half of all students in schools
classified as rural live near the poverty line, and this poverty puts rural students and at a
high risk for concerns such as child maltreatment, health issues, and food insecurity.
Other issues that tend to be associated with high poverty are prevalent in rural
communities such as high rates of opioid addictions (Showalter et al., 2017).

The diverse population is growing in rural communities at a high rate that creates
special challenges for rural educators (Harmon, 2001; Jimerson, 2005; Reeves, 2003).
Showalter et al. (2017) noted the need for qualified English Language Learners (ELL)
teachers is high in rural districts, but the supply is low. In addition language and cultural
barriers create unique academic challenges for minority students moving into rural
communities. Schools are also struggling with obtaining documentation necessary to
enroll students, creating an enrollment lag for these families. Bauch (2000) explained
that minority students might not have as much sense of belonging or social capital in
rural communities as other students.

School funding is a continual issue for rural schools (Bouck, 2004; Jimerson,
2005). Many rural schools are financially stressed (Jimerson, 2005). Rural schools
struggle to supplement state funding with local funding resources (Harmon, 2001). The
lack of funding causes several challenges for rural school districts. Rural districts often
have outdated or inadequate facilities (Harmon, 2001). In addition these schools struggle
to maintain technology networks (Bouck, 2004; Hadre, 2009). Financial restraints limit

teacher pay in comparison to larger urban districts (Hadre, 2009). Rural schools also
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struggle with competing for education grant money due to the lack of personnel to write
grants (Hadre, 2009).

Rural educators are faced with dealing with federal and state government
mandates (Hadre, 2009; Jimerson, 2006; Reeves, 2003). Bauch (2000) noted that many
reform efforts are put in place for urban schools including mandates that may not apply to
the rural context. Jimerson (2006) noted that lack of local control is a problem for rural
school districts because federal mandates infringe on the local values of rural school
districts. Many of these mandates specifically hurt rural schools’ ability to recruit
teachers because of the certification requirements associated with them (Beesley et al.,
2010; Monk, 2007; Reeves, 2003).

Rural communities are often faced with negative perceptions from those living
outside of these places, and these perceptions may limit rural schools both politically and
economically (Theobald & Nachtigal, 1995). One such perception is that rural students
lack educational aspirations beyond secondary education (Howley, 2006; Harmon, 2001).
Howley (2006) pointed out the strong place connection that rural students possess should
not be mistaken for low aspirations. Harmon (2001) found the dilemma rural educators
have in dealing with competing expectations of those who feel students are only
successful if they move out of the local community and those who resist learning
opportunities outside of the local community because of their strong place connection.
Teacher Shortages in Rural Schools

One of the greatest challenges facing rural schools is recruiting and retaining
teachers (Bouck, 2004; Collins, 1999; Harmon, 2001). While noting the importance of

teacher quality, rural schools must consider teacher shortages. Teacher shortages in rural
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education revolve around isolation, lower salaries, difficult working conditions, and
certification requirements of No Child Left Behind federal legislation (McClure &
Reeves, 2004; Reeves, 2003). Ingersoll (2001) argued that teacher shortages are caused
by turnover, not by lack of supply. Teachers leave the profession or go to other schools
due to dissatisfaction. Collins (1999) cited that low teacher retention in rural schools is
due to geographical and professional isolation.

Teacher retention in rural schools can be negatively affected by the fact that many
teachers are forced to teach multiple subject areas (Monk, 2007; Reeves 2003). Teaching
multiple subject areas creates the need for more expertise and requires more preparation
time, thus making teaching jobs in districts that require a teacher to teach fewer courses
more attractive (Reeves, 2003). Many added pressures are put on rural teachers. Lemke
(1994) cited that the ideal rural teaching candidate could teach multiple subjects and
grade levels, teach a wide variety of students, be able to adjust to the community, and
sponsor extracurricular activities. The additional pressures and duties could affect
teacher efficacy. A lack of teacher self-efficacy has been cited as a cause for teacher
burnout (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).

Teacher recruitment. Teacher shortages lead to questions around teacher
recruitment and retention. Teacher recruitment and retention efforts need to be strategic,
specific, and sustained (McClure & Reeves, 2004). Rural schools may use several
recruitment tools including financial incentives. Using financial incentives to recruit
teachers in rural schools has had mixed results (McClure & Reeves, 2004). Among the
difficulties with using financial incentives are the limits to these resources. Maranto and

Shuls (2013) pointed to the inability in rural Arkansas schools to provide enough
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financial incentive to attract teachers from the larger more suburban districts. Several
studies have revealed that strategies that involve seeking candidates that are familiar with
rural conditions aid in recruiting and retaining teachers in rural schools (Boyd et al.,
2005; McClure & Reeves, 2004). Boyd et al. (2005) added that suburban and rural
teachers in particular are more likely to seek jobs in their hometown over urban teachers.

Lemke (1994) emphasized the need to sell the benefits of teaching in rural
districts. The benefits identified include small class sizes, personal relationships with
students, individualized instruction, student and parent participation, and greater impact
on decision-making. Maranto and Shuls (2013) proposed that rural school districts need
to use district Web sites to aid in recruitment. Their study in Arkansas revealed that most
rural districts list salary and benefits on their Web posting, but do not emphasize the
benefits of teaching in rural districts.

Identifying quality teachers. With research pointing to the impact of teacher
quality, literature needs to be reviewed on how to identify quality teachers. Hynes,
Sullivan, and Yeager (2011) conducted a mixed design study in Southwest Texas on the
attributes school administrators seek when they hire first-year teachers. This study
revealed that teamwork, passion for teaching, positive attitude, a strong first impression,
and a focus on student-centered teaching were the most important attributes sought.
Those surveyed in the study cited they would rather hire a quality teacher for 2 years
than a mediocre teacher for 10 years.

Little and Miller (2007) analyzed the hiring practices of rural schools. They
stressed the importance of the selection process for hiring teachers, emphasizing the

priorities of a school should be to hire quality teachers. In their study, Little and Miller
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revealed that rural school leaders search for teachers that share rural values regardless of
other objective qualifications. They raised the question of whether this practice may be
subverting improvements in rural schools.

Darling-Hammond’s (1997) study revealed that teacher preparation and
qualifications have a strong impact on student achievement, thus encouraging school
decision makers to consider this in the hiring process. In somewhat of a contrast, Shuls
and Trivitt (2015) conducted a study on the effects of teacher qualifications and student
productivity in schools in Arkansas. The study revealed that a teacher’s certification
route did not have a significant impact on student achievement. However, there was a
connection established between a teacher’s performance on content tests and student
productivity. Both studies agreed that teacher quality impacts student achievement. By
removing the lowest performing teachers and replacing them with just average teachers
there would be a significant increase in teacher quality (Shuls & Trivitt, 2015).

Teacher retention. In addition to understanding how to attract quality teachers,
schools must also consider how to keep them. Ingersoll (2001) argued that teacher
turnover is the root cause of teacher shortages, thus increasing teacher supply will not
solve the teacher shortage issue. Schools must address the issue of low teacher retention
in order to solve teacher shortage issues. Ingersoll pointed to the link between
performance and teacher turnover.

Rice (2014) conducted a study on factors that keep less effective and more
effective teachers in a school. The study revealed that more effective teachers cite
leadership from principals, professional development opportunities, greater power, and

curriculum resources as key factors they desire to stay in their current district. Less

35



effective teachers are concerned with “better” students. Ingersoll (2001) cited data that
reveals that student discipline problems, lack of input from teachers, and non-supportive
administration are reasons for high teacher turnover. He noted that teacher salaries have
a limited impact on teacher retention.

Reeves (2003) cited the importance of rural schools in developing local teaching
candidates as a retention strategy. One of the primary goals in hiring homegrown
teachers is to improve retention. A sense of belonging in the community aids in the
retention of teachers (Mahan, 2010). Brown (2016) concluded that 60% of teachers return
to work in districts within 20 miles of their hometown.

Grow Your Own Teacher Initiatives

Monk (2007) pointed out the need for grow your own strategies that are specific
to rural schools. These strategies include colleges and universities placing teaching
candidates in rural school for their practicum work. This allows for these students to gain
perspective of rural districts. Another strategy cited was rural districts helping existing
paraprofessionals gain certification in order to attract them as teachers in the district.
Clewell and Villegas (2001) highlighted the positive results of providing support for
paraprofessionals within a school to become certified teachers. The study revealed that
paraprofessionals who become teachers in a district are more likely to stay in the district
more than three years. The study also alluded that hiring paraprofessionals can add to
more diversity in urban schools. Lemke (1994) proposed that rural schools should

promote the club (FTA) in high schools to aid in local teacher development.

36



Questions on Hiring Homegrown Teachers

Grow your own strategies are viewed favorably by those involved in them, yet
more information is needed to know what programs work best to aid recruitment and
retention and produce the most effective teachers (McClure & Reeves, 2004). Huysman
(2007) analyzed teacher satisfaction in rural schools. In his research he looked at the
differences in teacher satisfaction between transplanted teachers and homegrown teachers
in rural school districts. The study revealed that it is more likely for transplanted teachers
to leave a district due to lack of job satisfaction than for a homegrown teacher. The study
also revealed that transplanted teachers perceive that homegrown teachers yield more
power in the district with no consideration for quality of work, experience, or educational
level. Both homegrown teachers and transplanted teachers in the study revealed concerns
with role confusion caused by pressures of expectations within the school and from the
community. The study pointed out that homegrown teachers are less likely to leave the
district either voluntarily or through termination than transplanted teachers. Monk (2007)
speculated that local teachers who spend their whole career in one district could be either
a positive or negative, depending on why they are staying in the district. Ingersoll (2001)
cited that too little turnover might promote stagnancy within the school.

Strauss’s (1999) study in Pennsylvania schools noted that schools with a higher
percentage of homegrown teachers actually had lower test scores and lower numbers of
seniors that had postsecondary plans. He argued that many times local candidates receive
their position due to local community ties rather than merit, thus negatively impacting

school quality.
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Rural Teachers and Place Connection

Most teachers look for a job close to their hometowns or places similar to where
they grew up (Boyd et al, 2005; Lemke, 1994). This may be due to the teacher’s
connection to place. A teacher’s previous connection to a school may also have an
impact on their beliefs, job satisfaction, and performance. Huysman (2007) defined a
homegrown teacher as one that teaches in a school in which he or she received their
secondary education. Homegrown teachers have a deeper understanding of the values
and assets of the community in which they teach, and they may be able to better leverage
these assets in their teaching practices (Hadre, 2009). In addition a homegrown teacher’s
understanding of the local environment including the local culture helps a teacher relate
content to the student’s background (Clewell & Villegas, 2001; Hadre, 2009).

Homegrown teachers also have advantages in developing links between the school and
parents and the community (Hadre, 2009). Many of these same advantages may also
extend to teachers who grew up near the school in which they teach in or a place similar
to where they grew up. Hadre (2009) stated, “Teachers in Anywhere, America need not
be from Anywhere, but it helps if they are from a place like it” (p. 4).

While advantages exist for homegrown teachers, they also are faced with some
added pressure. Huysman (2007) noted that homegrown teachers must struggle with role
confusion in separating social relationships with professional relationships. His study
also suggested that homegrown teachers might also feel that they receive more duties
based on their status than transplanted teachers.

Transplanted teachers are teachers who grew up outside of the local community in

which they teach (Huysman, 2007). Some administrators view that these teachers’
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outside experiences may add to their student’s education (Hadre, 2009), but these
teachers must deal with issues unique to their perspective. Hadre (2009) described some
of these struggles. Transplanted teachers typically do not have the same understanding of
the local culture, including expectations for teachers and knowledge of the unwritten
community rules. Even if they do have such understanding, they may struggle with
accepting these cultural expectations due to their own set of values and beliefs. These
teachers must also be able to find work for their spouses and adequate academic and
social programs for their children, which may be difficult in rural communities. Because
of these issues, transplanted teachers may choose to live outside the district. Living
outside the local community may affect the longevity of these teachers tenure within the
district. Mahan’s (2010) research reveals a relationship between a teacher feeling
membership in rural communities and a teacher’s plan to remain in a school district.
Huysman (2007) noted that transplanted teachers also face feelings that they do not have
the same level of respect within the school as homegrown teachers and do not have the
same level of advancement opportunities.
Summary

Chapter Two reviewed the relevant literature surrounding the teacher quality,
teacher efficacy, and the context of small rural school districts. The review revealed
that hiring quality teachers had an impact on student achievement (Marzano, 2003;
Mincu, 2015; Rice, 2014). Teacher self-efficacy is a specific teacher characteristic that
can impact student achievement (Caprara et al., 2006; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Furthermore, teacher self- efficacy has been linked to

teacher job satisfaction (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Caprara et al., 2006; Klassen & Chui,
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2010; Karabiyik & Korumaz, 2014), teacher commitment (Coladarci, 1992), teachers’
attitudes towards implementing new instructional practices (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997), and
it predicts teachers’ commitment to community partnerships (Ross & Gray, 20006).

Analyzing the context of a teaching task is a step teachers take when developing
teacher self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Rural schools have contextual
challenges and advantages compared to larger urban and suburban districts. Specifically,
rural schools struggle with the task of recruiting and retaining teachers (Collins, 1999;
McClure & Reeves, 2004; Reeves, 2003;). In an attempt to attract local teaching
candidates, rural schools are developing strategies to recruit homegrown teachers
(Clewell & Villegas, 2001; Lemke, 1994; Monk, 2007; Reeves, 2003). While hiring
homegrown teachers may help with teacher retention, questions still remain on other
effects of hiring these teachers. Some researchers question whether too little teacher
turnover has lead to problems with teacher complacency or low satisfaction within the
district (Huysman, 2007; Ingersoll, 2001; Monk, 2007). Some literature even suggested a
negative correlation between homegrown teachers and school quality (Strauss, 1999).

While these questions concerning the practice of hiring homegrown teachers
exist, researchers also cite potential benefits of hiring homegrown teachers. Homegrown
teachers have an advantage over transplanted teachers through their greater understanding
of the local culture and community (Hadre, 2009). This contextual understanding also
assists local teachers with the task of providing relevance to the subject matter being
taught.

Chapter Three will describe the methodology that was used to conduct a

quantitative study on teacher efficacy as it relates to small rural schoolteachers and where
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they grew up. Chapter Four presents the findings. Finally, Chapter Five summarizes the

findings and looks at future implications.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD

Introduction

Rural schools face staffing challenges due to factors such as isolation and low
salaries. As a result, many rural schools look to hire homegrown teachers, yet there is
very little research on specific teaching characteristics of these teachers. One specific
teacher characteristic that has been linked to student achievement is the area of teacher
efficacy (Blevins, 2017; Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018;
Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Bandura
(1997) described self-efficacy beliefs as “one’s capabilities to organize and execute the
courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). Teacher efficacy is
context specific (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), yet there is little
research on teacher efficacy from the context of rural schools (Shoulders & Krei, 2005).
Analysis of the teaching task is a key factor in determining teacher efficacy (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998). Brown (2016) found that 60% of teachers return to work in a school
district within 20 miles of their hometown. Given this fact and considering the
importance of this analysis of the teaching task, there is a need to understand if a
teacher’s growing up in the school district in which they work enhances teacher efficacy
due to their greater insight on the specific context of the particular teaching task.
Furthermore, to this current date the researcher has not identified any studies that
analyze a teacher’s origin as it relates to the district in which they serve and its effect on

teacher efficacy.
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The purpose of this study was to discover if the place from which a teacher
graduated high school has an impact on their teacher efficacy in rural schools. If such a
link exists, it can help educators develop more understanding on what specific factors
contribute to teacher efficacy. This understanding can help rural school leaders provide
better support for their staff no matter their place of origin.

The relevant research questions for this study were as follows:

1. What are the differences between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted teachers in small rural schools in Missouri regarding teacher self-
efficacy including the areas of classroom management, instructional strategies,
and student engagement?

2. What is the relationship between teachers’ years of experience in their current
small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?

A What is the relationship between homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall
teacher efficacy?

B. What is the relationship between nearly homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall
teacher efficacy?

C. What is the relationship between transplanted teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall

teacher efficacy?
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Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were investigated:
H.1-There is no significant difference in the teacher self-efficacy of teachers classified as
homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted in small rural schools in Missouri.
H.2 A-Homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not
significantly predict their self-efficacy.
H.2 B-Nearly homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not
significantly predict their self-efficacy.
H.2 C-Transplanted teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not
significantly predict their self-efficacy.
Research Design

This study was a quantitative design that compared teacher efficacy beliefs based
on a teacher’s status as a homegrown, nearly homegrown, or transplanted teacher. The
independent variables in the study included the classification of the teacher as
homegrown, nearly homegrown, or transplanted. The dependent variables included the
teacher efficacy of the respondent, including each the three subscales classified as
classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement. The study also
examined whether a relationship existed between teacher efficacy and years of
experience in the school district for each of the status groups. The independent variable
in this portion of the study was the number of years a teacher has been working in their

current district. The dependent variable was the teacher self-efficacy score.
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Participants
The participants in this study were teachers in small rural schools in Missouri.

The survey pool was derived from school districts that qualified for the Small Rural
School Achievement (SRSA) Grant in Missouri in 2017. A total of 266 school districts
in Missouri met the qualification requirements. To be eligible for the SRSA Grant a
school district must have had fewer than 600 students or a population density of 10 or
fewer people per square mile in the county or counties in which the school district was
located within. In addition, either the Secretary of Education or the state in which the
district was located must have classified the school district as rural. A list of these
qualifying school districts was obtained on the DESE Web site.

Survey participants were asked to identify themselves into one of the following
categories based on their place of origin: homegrown teacher, nearly homegrown
teacher, or transplanted teacher. For the purpose of this study a teacher was considered
homegrown if they graduated from the school district in which they currently taught. A
teacher who grew up within 20 miles from the district in which they currently taught, but
did not graduate from this district, was considered nearly homegrown. A teacher who
grew up outside of a 20-mile radius from the district in which they currently taught was
considered a transplanted teacher. Definitions of each category were included in the
survey instructions. Teachers were also asked to identify their years of experience in
their current district.

Survey Instrument
This study used the TSES. The 12-item TSES scale was developed by

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) to evaluate a teacher’s sense of self-efficacy as a
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whole as well as in three broad areas of teaching tasks. These areas included
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. The survey
asked teachers to respond to questions concerning their beliefs about how much they
could do as teachers to accomplish a task using a 9-point Likert scale, ranging from
“nothing” to “a great deal”.

Permission from the survey developers was granted to the researcher to use this
survey tool in this current study. The developers also provided the researcher with a
scoring guide with instructions on how to use the survey instrument. In addition these
developers provided reliability statistics for the survey.

The surveys were disseminated to teachers through a link attached to the
permission e-mail sent to superintendents that represented school districts that qualified
for the study. If a superintendent granted permission for the district to participate in the
study the researcher requested that the superintendent electronically distribute the survey
link and directions to their district’s teachers. Survey directions and the estimated time
needed to complete the survey of approximately 10 minutes were included in the e-mail
sent to teachers.

Survey Validity and Reliability

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) described their construct validity process in
designing the TSES. This process included a focus group of practicing teachers who
identified the most important teaching traits. These traits were categorized in the three
subscale categories of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement. The following is an example of a question used to gauge efficacy in the

area of student engagement: “How much can you do to motivate students who show low

46



interest in school work?” An example of a question used to determine efficacy in
instructional strategies included this, “To what extent can you provide an alternative
explanation or example when students are confused?” Finally, an example question in
the area of efficacy towards classroom management was as follows: “How much can you
do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?” Tschannen-Moran and Hoy reported
reliabilities for the TSES short form. The TSES was found to be highly reliable (12
items, a=.90). Cronbach’s alphas for the four student engagement items, the four
instructional strategy items, and the four classroom management items were .90, .81, and
.86 respectively.
Data Collection

Once the researcher was granted permission to conduct the study by the Research
Review Board (RRB) at Southwest Baptist University, the researcher sent e-mails to
superintendents who served school districts that qualified for the SRSA grant in Missouri.
A list of schools qualifying for this grant was found on the DESE Web site. The e-mail
asked for permission to distribute surveys to teachers in the district. After the original e-
mail was sent out to superintendents, a follow-up e-mail was sent out a week later in
attempt to increase participation. If permission was granted from the superintendent, the
researcher requested that the survey link and instructions be distributed to the teachers in
the district. Instructions included a brief statement explaining the purpose of the study
and a statement of confidentiality. Survey responses were collected electronically using

QuestionPro software.
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Data Analysis

This study analyzed the dependent variable that included the survey data results
on the TSES looking for differences in mean responses between the independent
variables of homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers using a
MANOVA test. Survey data were collected and entered into the Statistical Package for
Social Science Software (SPSS) for analysis. The researcher looked for significant
variances from the mean in teacher efficacy levels as a whole as well as each subscale
(Classroom Management, Student Engagement, and Instructional Strategies) between
each of the groups. The researcher used the MANOVA test due to its ability to analyze
variance between multiple independent variables and multiple dependent variables
(Warne, 2014). Statistical assumptions when using a MANOVA include normal
distribution, linearity, and homogeneity of variances and covariances (French, Macedo,
Poulsen, Waterson, & Yu, 2008). If a significant variance was identified the researcher
conducted a post hoc test to determine between which independent variables this specific
variance occurred. A level of significance of (p) <.05 was necessary to meet the
threshold of a significant variance.

A linear regression test was conducted on the data in order to determine if there
was a relationship between the overall teacher efficacy responses and years of experience
in the district for each of the teacher identified groups of homegrown, nearly homegrown,
and transplanted teachers. A linear regression test is used to study relationship between
two continuous variables. Assumptions for a linear regression test include the variables
are continuous, linearity exists between the variables, and the independence of each

outcome. In the current study the predictor variable or independent variable was the
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years that a teacher had worked in their current school district and the dependent variable
was the teacher efficacy survey score of the teacher. A significant relationship between
the variables was determined if the level of significance of (p) <.05 was met.

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

Due to the fact that this research involved human participants, certain precautions
were necessary. In accordance with the guidelines of Southwest Baptist University
regarding the protection of human participants, a request for review was submitted to the
RRB for approval to survey participants in for this study. Data collection did not occur
until approval from the RRB was granted.

One potential bias that had the potential to impact the research was the fact that
the researcher was a superintendent at a school that met the qualification for the current
study. In an effort to avoid such bias the school district at which the researcher worked
was not included in the research.

Summary

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if homegrown teachers
have a greater sense of teacher self-efficacy due to their greater understanding of the
context in which they teach. The researcher distributed the TSES developed by
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) to teachers in small rural schools in Missouri. Survey
data were collected and analyzed from teachers who identified themselves as either
homegrown, nearly homegrown, or transplanted. The data were analyzed looking for
any significant variance from the mean responses on the TSES between each of the
identified groups using a MANOVA test. The data were also analyzed in an attempt to

identify if there was a relationship between years of experience in a district and teacher

49



efficacy for each group of teachers including homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted using a linear regression test. The data collected were analyzed through
using SPSS software and results are reported in Chapter Four. Discussion about the

implications of these results is included in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FOUR

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

Teacher self-efficacy has been linked to student achievement (Blevins, 2017;
Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007). A teacher’s self-efficacy is influenced by the teacher’s
analysis of the context of the teaching task (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Small rural
schools present a unique teaching context. Homegrown teachers in small rural districts
may have a greater understanding of the context of the teaching task at hand due to prior
knowledge of the particular school community. This may have an effect on their teacher
self-efficacy. The purpose of this quantitative research study was to compare
homegrown teachers’ self-efficacy to other teachers in small rural districts.

The study used the 12-item version of the TSES developed by Tschannen-Moran
and Hoy (2001) to measure the teacher self-efficacy of those participating in the study.
This survey provided data on teacher self-efficacy including the overall efficacy measure
of the respondent as well as subscale scores in the areas of classroom management,
teaching strategies, and student engagement. Survey respondents were asked to identify
if they were a homegrown teacher, nearly homegrown teacher, or transplanted teacher.
Other demographic information was collected on respondents including gender, grade
level taught, and years of experience in their current school district. The data were
collected using QuestionPro software and then entered into SPSS software to be

statistically analyzed.
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Statistical analysis was conducted to answer the first research question, “What are
the differences between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers in
small rural schools in Missouri regarding teacher self-efficacy including the areas of
classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement?” The
researcher’s null hypothesis was that there would be no significant difference in the
teacher self-efficacy of teachers classified as homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted in small rural schools in Missouri. A MANOVA test was conducted to
analyze the variance from the mean teacher self-efficacy scores as measured by the TSES
for each of the teacher subgroups including homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted teachers. Variances were compared for each of the subscales on the TSES
including classroom management, teaching strategies, and student engagement scores.

The second research question in the study asked, “What is the relationship
between teachers’ years of experience in their current small rural school district and
overall teacher efficacy?” This question was broken down into three subquestions.
Subquestion 2A asked, “What is the relationship between homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?”
Question 2B asked, “What is the relationship between nearly homegrown teachers’ years
of experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?”
Subquestion 2C asked, “What is the relationship between transplanted teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?” The
null hypothesis to Subquestion 2A was homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their
school district do not significantly predict their teacher self-efficacy. The null hypothesis

to Subquestion 2B was nearly homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school
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district do not significantly predict their teacher self-efficacy. The null hypothesis to
Subquestion 2C was transplanted teachers’ years of experience in their school district do
not significantly predict their teacher self-efficacy. A linear regression statistical test was
conducted analyzing if a teacher’s years of experience in his or her given school district
predicted the overall teacher self-efficacy score on the TSES for each of the groups of
teachers including homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers.

The following section includes the data analysis and statistical findings. The
sample pool is described including the demographic data of those who participated in the
surveys. The present findings for each of the null hypothesis are presented including the
descriptive statistics and associated tables.

Participants

A total of 467 surveys were completed by teachers from small rural districts in
Missouri that qualified for the SRSA grant in 2017. A total of 97 (20.77%) of these
surveys were completed by teachers who identified as homegrown teachers, 111 (23.7%)
of the teachers identified as nearly homegrown teachers, and 259 (55.6%) identified as
transplanted teachers. Females constituted 80.45% of the survey respondents while
males made up the additional 19.5%. A total of 40.75% of the teachers surveyed
identified as elementary teachers, 30.13% as middle school or junior high teachers, and
29.12% as high school teachers. The average years of experience in the school district in
which a respondent was currently employed was 10.49 years. This data included 13.23
years for homegrown teachers, 10.33 years for nearly homegrown teachers, and 9.53

years for transplanted teachers.
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Supporting Research Question 1

Teacher responses to questions on the TSES were used to answer Research
Question 1: What are the differences between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted teachers in small rural schools in Missouri regarding teacher self- efficacy
including the areas of classroom management, instructional strategies, and student
engagement? Hol: There are no significant differences in the teacher self-efficacy of
teachers classified as homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted in small rural
schools in Missouri.

Descriptive statistics. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistical data from the
survey respondents. Survey responses were collected from 467 teachers from small rural
schools in Missouri. A total of 97 of these teachers identified themselves as homegrown
teachers. A total of 111 teachers identified themselves as nearly homegrown teachers. A
total of 259 teachers identified themselves as transplanted teachers.

Homegrown teachers, nearly homegrown teachers, and transplanted teachers had
the highest teacher efficacy scores in the subscale area of teacher instructional strategies
(M =7.7835, SD =1.09010; M =7.8536, SD = 1.14588; and M = 7.6187, SD = 1.15224,
respectively), followed by classroom management subscale scores (M = 7.6598, SD =
1.29361; M = 7.5811, SD =1.20753; and M = 7.3948, SD = 1.32664, respectively), and
finally, student engagement subscale scores (M = 6.9536, SD = 1.39956; M = 6.6464, SD

=1.41561; and M = 6.4575, SD = 1.47529, respectively).
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics

Efficacy Subscale  Group Mean Scoreon  SD N
TSES

SE Homegrown 6.9536 1.39956 97
Nearly HG 6.6464 1.41561 111
Transplanted 6.4575 1.47529 259
OTE 6.6055 1.45580 467

IS Homegrown 7.7835 1.09010 97
Nearly HG 7.8536 1.14588 111
Transplanted 7.6187 1.15224 259
OTE 7.7088 1.14038 467

CM Homegrown 7.6598 1.29361 97
Nearly HG 7.5811 1.20753 111
Transplanted 7.3948 1.32664 259
OTE 7.4941 1.29473 467

Note. SE = student engagement; IS = instructional strategies; CM = classroom
management; nearly HG = nearly homegrown; OTE = overall teacher self-efficacy; SD =
standard deviation; N = number.

Assumptions. Assumption testing for normal distribution of data, linearity, and
homogeneity of variance-covariances was conducted. There were some univariate
outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of a box plot. Outliers were included in the
analysis anyway because the researcher did not believe the outliers were significant
enough to materially affect the result. Table 2 reveals that teacher self-efficacy scores
were not normally distributed for each group, as assessed by a Shapiro-Wilk test (p <
.05). However, the inspection of the Q Q plots revealed normal distribution of scores for
each group. There was homogeneity of variance-covariance’s matrices, as assessed by

Box's test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .282). There was homogeneity of

variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p > .05).
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Table 2

Tests of Normality

Shapiro-Wilk

Efficacy Group Statistic df Sig.

Subscale

SE HG 0.946 970 .001
NHG 0.968 1110 .008
Tran 0.961 2590 .000

CM HG 0.850 970 .000
NHG 0.895 1110 .000
Tran 0.898 2590 .000

IS HG 0.886 970 .000
NHG 0.850 1110 .000
Tran 0.920 2590 .000

Note. SE = student engagement; CM = classroom management; IS = instructional
strategy; HG=homegrown; NHG=nearly homegrown; Tran = transplanted

Findings. Survey responses from each group of teachers were analyzed to
determine if significant statistical differences existed between the groups. Table 3
represents a MANOVA statistical test that was conducted to determine statistical
significance. Table 4 represents Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) that
was used post hoc to determine where statistical significant differences might be found

within the groups.

Table 3
Multivariate Test
Effect Value F Hypothesis  Error  Sig.  Partial Eta
df df Squared
Intercept  Pillar’s 0979  7012.439 3.000 462.00 0.00 0.979
Trace
Group Pillar’s  .024 1.885 6.000 926.00 0.08 0.012
Trace

There was not a statistically significant difference between the groups on the
combined dependent variables, F(6, 926) = 1.885, p <.080; Pillars Trace = .024; partial

n?=.012. While the MANOVA test did not indicate a significant statistical difference

56



between the groups on the combined dependent variables with p < .080, the researcher

determined the value was close enough to the threshold of significance of p < .05 to

conduct a post hoc analysis test on the data to determine where specific differences

occurred between the groups. Table 4 presents the result of the post hoc analysis.

Table 4
Tukey’s HSD
95 % Confidence
Interval
Dependent Mean Std. Significance  Upper  Lower
Variable Difference Error Bound Bound
SE HG NH 0.3072 0.20096 0.278 -0.1653 -0.7797
Tran 4961 0.17211 0.011* 0.0914  0.9008
NH HG -0.3072  0.20096 0.278 -0.7797  0.1653
Tran 0.1889 0.16403 0.483 -0.1968 0.5745
Tran HG -.4961 0.17211 0.011* -0.9008 -0.0914
NH -0.1889  0.16403 0.483 -0.5745 0.1968
IS HG NH -0.0701  0.15819 0.897 -0.4420 0.3018
Tran 0.1648 0.13548 0.444 -01538  0.4833
NH HG 0.0701 0.15819 0.897 -0.3018 0.4420
Tran 0.2349 0.12912 0.164 -0.0687 0.5385
Tran HG -0.1648  0.13548 0.444 -0.4833 0.1538
NH -0.2349  0.12912 0.164 -0.5385 0.0687
CM HG NH 0.0787 0.17964 0.900 -0.3437 0.5011
Tran 0.2650 0.15386 0.198 -0.0967 0.6268
NH HG -0.0787  0.17964 0.900 -0.5011 0.3437
Tran 0.1863 0.14663 0.413 -0.4585 0.5311
Tran HG -0.2650  0.15386 0.198 -0.6268 0.0967
NH -0.1863  0.14663 0.413 -0.5311 0.1585

Note. SE = student engagement; IS = instructional strategies; CM = classroom
management; HG = homegrown; NH = Nearly Homegrown; Tran = Transplanted;

*p<.05

Tukey’s HSD post hoc test data revealed that homegrown teacher self-efficacy

scores in the subscale area of student engagement were statistically significantly higher

than transplanted teachers (p = .011). There was no such variance between the scores of

homegrown and nearly homegrown teachers (p =.278). Tukey’s HSD did not reveal any
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significant statistical differences between the three groups in the subscale areas of
instructional strategies or classroom management. Since there was a statistically
significant difference in the teacher efficacy subscale area of student engagement
between homegrown teachers and transplanted teachers the null hypothesis was rejected.
Supporting Research Subquestion 2A

Homegrown teacher responses on the TSES were used to answer research
Subquestion 2A: What is the relationship between homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy? Ho?2
A: Homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not significantly
predict their self-efficacy.

Descriptive statistics. Table 5 presents the descriptive data collected from
homegrown teachers. Surveys were collected from 97 teachers who identified
themselves as homegrown. The average years of experience in the school district was

13.23 years. The overall mean efficacy score on the TSES was 7.4657.

Table 5
Homegrown Teacher Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD Variance
OTE 97 3.33 9.00 7.4657 1.04078 1.083
TYE 97 1.00 45.00 13.2268 0.51261 90.490

Note. OTE = overall teacher efficacy score on TSES; TE = teacher years of experience
in district; N = number; SD = standard deviation.
Assumptions. A linear regression test was completed on the homegrown teacher
survey data. Assumption testing for linearity, independence of residuals,
homoscedasticity, and normal distribution of residuals was conducted. Linearity was

established by visual inspection of a scatter plot. There was independence of residuals, as
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assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.922, as represented in Table 6. There was
homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of standardized residuals
versus standardized predicted

values. Residuals were normally distributed as assessed by visual inspection of a normal

probability plot.

Table 6

Homegrown Regression Model Summary

Model R R Squared Adjusted R Std. Error of Durbin-
Squared the Estimate  Watson

1 042 0.002 -0.009 1.04531 1.922

Note. Predictor’s constant years.

Findings. A linear regression statistical test was conducted to see if years of
experience significantly predicted homegrown teachers’ self-efficacy. The statistical
findings are displayed in Table 6 and 7. Years of experience in homegrown teachers’
current school district accounted for 2% of the variation in teacher efficacy scores with
adjusted R?= -.9%. Statistically, years of experience in the homegrown teachers’ current
school district did not significantly predict teacher efficacy, F (1, 95) = .168, p = .683.

The null hypothesis was accepted since p > .05.

Table 7
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
1 Regression  .0184 1 0.184 0.168 .683
Residual 103.805 95 1.093
Total 103.989 96
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Supporting Research Subquestion 2B

Nearly homegrown teacher responses on the TSES were used to answer Research
Subquestion 2B: What is the relationship between nearly homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?
Ho2B:Nearly homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not
significantly predict their self-efficacy.

Descriptive statistics. Table 8 displays descriptive statistics from survey data of
nearly homegrown teacher respondents. Surveys were collected from 111 teachers who
identified themselves as nearly homegrown. The average years of experience in the

school district was 10.33 years. The overall mean efficacy score on the TSES was

7.3604.
Table 8
Nearly Homegrown Teacher Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD Variance
OTE 111 4.58 9.00 7.3604 1.01544 1.031
TYE 111 0.00 47.00 10.3333 9.83716 96.770

Note. OTE = overall teacher efficacy score on TSES; TE = teacher years of experience
in District; N = number; SD = standard deviation.

Assumptions. A linear regression test was conducted on the nearly homegrown
teacher survey responses. Assumption testing for linearity, independence of residuals,
homoscedasticity, and normal distribution of residuals was conducted. Linearity was
established by visual inspection of a scatter plot. There was independence of residuals, as
assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.877, as represented in Table 9. There was

homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of standardized residuals
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versus standardized predicted values. Residuals were normally distributed as assessed by

visual inspection of a normal probability plot.

Table 9

Nearly Homegrown Regression Model Summary

Model R R Squared Adjusted R Std. Error of Durbin-
Squared the Estimate  Watson

1 034 0.001 -0.008 1.01949 1.887

Note. Predictors constant years.

Findings. A linear regression statistical test was conducted to see if years of
experience significantly predicted nearly homegrown teachers’ self-efficacy as measured
by the TSES. Table 9 and 10 display the statistical results. Years of experience in a
nearly homegrown teachers’ current school district accounted for 1% of the variation in
teacher efficacy scores with adjusted R?= -.8%. Statistically, Years of experience in the
homegrown teachers’ current school district did not significantly predict teacher efficacy,

F(1, 109) =.128, p =.721. The null hypothesis was accepted since p > .05.

Table 10
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
1 Regression  0.133 1 0.133 0.128 721
Residual 113.290 109 1.039
Total 113.423 110

Supporting Research Subquestion 2C
Transplanted teacher responses on the TSES were used to answer research
Subquestion 2C: What is the relationship between transplanted teachers’ years of

experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy? Ho2 C:
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Transplanted teachers’ years of experience in their school district do not significantly
predict their self-efficacy.

Descriptive statistics. Surveys were collected from 259 teachers who identified
themselves as transplanted. Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics for transplanted
survey respondents. The average years of experience in the school district was 9.53

years. The overall mean efficacy score on the TSES was 7.1569.

Table 11

Transplanted Teacher Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum Mean SD Variance
OTE 259 2.25 9.00 7.1569 1.11115 1.235
TYE 259 0.00 44.00 9.5328 8.90616 79.320

Note. OTE = overall teacher efficacy score on TSES; TYE = teacher years of experience
in district; N = number; SD = standard deviation.

Assumptions. A linear regression test was performed on the survey data of
transplanted teachers. Assumption testing for linearity, independence of residuals,
homoscedasticity, and normal distribution of residuals was conducted. Linearity was
established by visual inspection of a scatter plot. There was independence of residuals, as
assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.994, as represented in Table 12. There was
homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of standardized residuals
versus standardized predicted values. Residuals were normally distributed as assessed by

visual inspection of a normal probability plot.

Table 12
Transplanted Model Summary
Model R R Squared Adjusted R Std. Error of Durbin-
Squared the Estimate  Watson
1 195 0.038 0.034 1.09188 1.994

Note. Predictor’s constant years.
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Findings. A linear regression statistical test was conducted to see if years of
experience significantly predicted transplanted teachers’ self-efficacy as measured by the
TSES. Findings are represented in Table 12 and 13. Years of experience in transplanted
teachers’ current school district accounted for 3.8% of the variation in teacher efficacy
scores with adjusted R?= -3.4%. Statistically, years of experience in the transplanted
teachers’ current school district significantly predicted teacher efficacy, F(1, 257) =

10.184, p <.05. The null hypothesis was rejected since p < .05.

Table 13

ANOVA

Model Sum of df Mean F Sig.

Squares Square

1 Regression  12.142 1 12.142 10.184 .002*
Residual 306.399 257 1.192
Total 318.540 258

*p<.05

Summary

This chapter presented the data analysis associated with the research questions.
Mean scores on the TSES were collected to determine teacher self-efficacy scores for
homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers in small rural schools in
Missouri. Subscale scores on the TSES were analyzed for each group to determine if
there were significant differences between the groups. A significant statistical difference
existed between homegrown and transplanted on teacher self-efficacy scores in the
subscale area of student engagement. No statistically significant variances existed
between the three groups in the subscale areas of instructional strategies and classroom

management. Data were also collected to analyze if years of experience in a school
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district predicted the overall teacher efficacy score on the TSES for each group of
teachers. A statistically significant result existed for transplanted teachers, while no such
result existed for homegrown or nearly homegrown teachers. Chapter Five presents the
overall summary of the study, including the implications of the findings and

recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

Small rural schools face many challenges based on their unique context. When
making staffing decisions, these school administrators must not only consider if a
particular candidate will make a quality teacher, but also consider how long the teacher
will stay in the district. Many of these schools are targeting homegrown candidates due
to their propensity to want to return to their home district. While this may be a benefit in
recruiting and retaining teachers, there is a lack of research on what other benefits or
consequences may arise from employing homegrown teachers.

All schools are faced with pressures associated with student achievement, and
school leaders must consider what factors can most impact this achievement in a positive
manner. One factor that has been positively linked to student achievement is teacher self-
efficacy (Blevins, 2017; Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018;
Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007). Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998)
noted that a key step in the development of teacher self-efficacy is the teacher’s ability to
analyze the given teaching task. A teacher may have a good sense of self-efficacy to
complete a task in a given context, but he or she may not have that same level of self-
efficacy when performing the same exact task in a different context. The purpose of this
study was to determine if homegrown teachers have a greater sense of self-efficacy than
other teachers in small rural schools due to their greater understanding of the context in

which they teach.
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This study was guided by the following research questions:

1. What are the differences between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and
transplanted teachers in small rural schools in Missouri regarding teacher self-
efficacy including the areas of classroom management, instructional
strategies, and student engagement?

2. What is the relationship between teachers’ years of experience in their current
small rural school district and overall teacher efficacy?

A. What is the relationship between homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher
efficacy?

B. What is the relationship between nearly homegrown teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher
efficacy?

C. What is the relationship between transplanted teachers’ years of
experience in their current small rural school district and overall teacher
efficacy?

This chapter will present a summary of findings on the research questions, present
conclusions and implications that may be noted from the results, and propose future
research recommendations.

Survey Methods

In order to attempt to find answers to the research questions, the researcher

distributed Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2001) TSES survey to teachers in small rural

schools in Missouri. The survey consisted of 12 items used to gauge teacher self-efficacy
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in three subscale areas including student engagement, instructional strategies, and
classroom management. Teachers were asked to identify themselves as being in one of
three of the following categories: homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted. For
the purpose of this study, homegrown teachers were teachers who graduated from the
district in which they were currently employed. Nearly homegrown teachers were
teachers who graduated high school in a district within a 20-mile radius from the district
in which they were currently are employed. Transplanted teachers were teachers who
graduated high school from a district outside a 20-mile radius from the district in which
they were currently employed. An overall teacher efficacy score and individual subscale
scores were calculated for each survey respondent.

A MANOVA statistical analysis was conducted on the data to determine if
statistical significant variances were present between the three groups of teachers in each
of the subscale areas. Post hoc analysis occurred to determine between which groups
variances occurred. A variance was deemed significant if p < .05.

A linear regression analysis was conducted to determine if years of experience in
a teacher’s given school district predicted overall teacher self-efficacy scores on the
TSES. Individual tests were conducted on each group of teachers. A prediction was
deemed significant if p < .05.

Summary of Findings

Research Question 1 asked, “What are the differences between homegrown,
nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers in small rural schools in Missouri regarding
teacher self-efficacy including the areas of classroom management, instructional

strategies, and student engagement?” There were 467 survey respondents including 97

67



homegrown teachers, 111 nearly homegrown teachers, and 257 transplanted teachers.
When comparing variances between the groups of teachers on the TSES, the MANOVA
statistic was p =.80, which did not meet the significance threshold of p <.05. The
researcher elected to run a post hoc analysis even though the MANOVA significance
threshold was not met because of the narrow margin between the two numbers. Tukey’s
HSD post hoc analysis revealed a statistically significant variance between homegrown
teachers and transplanted teachers in teacher self-efficacy scores in the student
engagement subscale area with p <.05. The null hypothesis was rejected since a
statistically significant variance in teacher self-efficacy existed between homegrown
teachers and transplanted teachers in the subscale area of student engagement.

Research Subquestion 2A asked, “What is the relationship between homegrown
teachers’ years of experience in their current small rural school district and overall
teacher efficacy?” A total of 97 homegrown teachers responded to the survey with an
average of 13.23 years of experience in their current school district. The linear regression
test conducted on the data did not provide a statistically significant result with p = .683,
which was above the threshold of p < .05. It was determined that years of experience in
the current school district did not predict overall teacher self-efficacy for homegrown
teachers. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Research Subquestion 2B asked, “What is the relationship between nearly
homegrown teachers’ years of experience in their current small rural school district and
overall teacher efficacy?” A total of 111 homegrown teachers responded to the survey
with an average of 10.33 years of experience in their current school district. The linear

regression test conducted on the data did not provide a statistically significant result with
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p =.721, which was above the threshold of p < .05. It was determined that years of
experience in the current school district did not predict overall teacher self-efficacy for
homegrown teachers. The null hypothesis was accepted.

Research Subquestion 2C asked, “What is the relationship between transplanted
teachers’ years of experience in their current small rural school district and overall
teacher efficacy?” A total of 256 transplanted teachers responded to the survey with an
average of 9.53 years of experience in their current school district. The linear regression
test conducted on the data did provide a statistically significant result with p <.05. It was
determined that years of experience in the current school district predicted overall teacher
self-efficacy for homegrown teachers for the current sample. The null hypothesis was
rejected.

Conclusions From Results

Table 14 lists the survey questions that provided data on teacher self-efficacy for
teachers in the area of student engagement. The research data in this study indicated that
homegrown teachers have a higher sense of self-efficacy in the area of student
engagement than transplanted teachers. Based on the TSES question items homegrown
teachers may have a greater sense of self-efficacy in their ability to motivate low interest
students, contribute to positive student beliefs, and assist families in supporting their
children in school. This increased efficacy may come from a greater understanding of the
school context. Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) indicated that analysis of the teaching
task is a critical step in teacher self-efficacy development. Understanding the context of
the teaching environment can help aid in this analysis. Homegrown teachers have a

unique understanding of the students and families that make up their given school
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community. This understanding may be a reason for the greater sense of self-efficacy
especially in the area of student engagement. Homegrown teachers may view the prior
relationships that they have with students and families as giving them an advantage in

motivating students and providing assistance to these families.

Table 14

TSES Short Form Student Engagement Subscale Questions

Question Item

Survey How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in
Question 2 schoolwork?

Survey How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in
Question 3 school?

Survey How much can you do to help your students value learning?
Question 4

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

Note. Adapted from “Teacher Efficacy: Capturing an Elusive Construct,” by M.
Tschannen-Moran and A.W. Hoy, 2001, Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7),
p.783-805.

This finding may also relate to Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s (2010) research, which
noted a positive relationship with parents predicted teacher self-efficacy beliefs.
Homegrown teachers’ existing relationships with patrons of the school may give them an
advantage in dealing with both students and parents. This may be evident in the student
engagement finding from this current research. The questions on the TSES in the area of
student engagement focused on relationships with both students and families. This may
indicate that prior positive connections with school patrons help provide a greater sense

of self-efficacy for homegrown teachers.
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Another conclusion that may be drawn from the research data is that teacher self-
efficacy in the tasks associated with teacher instruction and classroom management may
not be as dependent upon contextual understanding of the given school district as self-
efficacy in the area of student engagement. Table 15 and Table 16 include the questions
on the TSES associated with the tasks surrounding instructional strategies and classroom
management. The current research data did not identify a statistical difference in the
efficacy levels between homegrown, nearly homegrown, and transplanted teachers in
either subscale area. Rural schoolteachers may see tasks associated with these areas as

the same no matter where they are employed.

Table 15

TSES Short Form Instructional Strategies Subscale Questions

Question Item

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

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

Survey To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or
Question 10 example when students are confused?

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

Note. Adapted from “Teacher Efficacy: Capturing an Elusive Construct,” by M.
Tschannen-Moran and A.W. Hoy, 2001, Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7),
p.783-805.
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Table 16

TSES Short Form Classroom Management Subscale Questions

Question Item

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

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

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

Survey How well can you establish a classroom management system with
Question 8 each group of students?

Note. Adapted from “Teacher Efficacy: Capturing an Elusive Construct,” by M.
Tschannen-Moran and A.W. Hoy, 2001, Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), p.
783-805.

A conclusion may also be drawn from the fact that the only group in which
experience in a district predicted overall teacher efficacy was teachers who were
classified as transplanted. The self-efficacy of these teachers may grow as their
contextual knowledge of the district grows over time. Hadre (2009) noted homegrown
teachers as well as teachers who grew up close to the district in which they worked came
into their teaching surroundings with an understanding of the culture and expectations
associated with the school district. Transplanted teachers must develop the understanding
over time in the district, which may be the reason for the statistically significant result.
Professional Implications

Due to the fact that teacher efficacy has been linked to student achievement
(Blevins, 2017; Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017; Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992;

Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007), there have been several studies on what factors
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actually contribute to teacher self-efficacy. The intent of the current study was to
determine if a teacher’s status as homegrown potentially could be added to the research
on factors that make such a contribution. The data suggest that in a small manner a
teacher’s homegrown status may contribute to teacher self-efficacy in student
engagement. This finding can be added to the existing research concerning contributing
factors for teacher self-efficacy.

Another research finding from this study provides data that transplanted teachers’
years of experience in the same small rural district predict their teacher self-efficacy.
This finding can be added to the existing knowledge base about teacher self-efficacy. It
is noteworthy that the data for homegrown and nearly homegrown did not provide a
statistical significance. This data may suggest that teacher self-efficacy grows with
understanding of school context. Since homegrown and nearly homegrown teachers have
prior understanding of school context, experience may not make much of an impact on
teacher efficacy for these groups of teachers.

Beyond research implications some practical implications for school
administrators may exist. The research findings suggest that homegrown teachers have a
higher sense of self-efficacy in the area of student engagement. This may provide small
rural school administrators with additional information on potential benefits of hiring
homegrown teaching candidates beyond teacher retention. This finding may also provide
even more validity to developing grow your own strategies in small rural districts. This
information gains further importance when considering teacher self-efficacy has been
linked to student achievement (Blevins, 2017; Caprara et al., 2006; Gulistan et al., 2017;

Kim & Seo, 2018; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007). The data suggest
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that rural homegrown teachers may have an advantage over transplanted teachers in these
districts due to their greater confidence in their ability to connect with students and
families.

Administrators may also gain relevant information from the data on transplanted
teachers and years of experience in the district. The data provide a statistically
significant finding that years of experience predict teacher self-efficacy for transplanted
teachers. In most cases these transplanted teachers would be less informed about the
school district in which they were hired when compared to homegrown and transplanted
teachers. Administrators can use this information to better help develop these teachers
upon hire. For instance, a strong mentorship program could be an avenue to help provide
information to these to help them gain understanding about the school district. This
program should go beyond school routines, but should also provide information on
school culture and community expectations in order to better gauge the context of the
teaching task. Administrators should ensure the right match is made between mentor and
mentee teachers to appropriately accelerate the transplanted teacher’s ability to analyze
the teaching task. The mentor teacher should have a good sense of the key essentials to
be successful in the teaching tasks specific to the context of the specific school. This can
add to the teacher’s sense of self-efficacy.

The data on teacher efficacy and years of experience in the same rural district for
transplanted teachers also suggest the importance of teacher retention for these teachers.
The data suggest the longer a transplanted teacher is in the district the greater his or her

teacher self-efficacy. Considering the link between teacher self-efficacy and student
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achievement, keeping transplanted teachers in the district longer could be a way to
increase student achievement.
Recommendation for Future Research Topics

While this study focused on teacher efficacy and homegrown teachers in small
rural schools, future studies on the same topic may provide more insight on homegrown
teachers in other types of school settings including urban and suburban districts. Grow
your own initiatives are being developed for all types of schools as a way to recruit local
teachers. Further understanding on the teacher self-efficacy of these homegrown teachers
could prove beneficial to school leaders.

A strong link between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement has
been established (Goodard & Goodard, 2001). There may be benefits to understanding if
having greater numbers of homegrown teachers in a district adds to the collective teacher
efficacy of the staff. If such a link exists it could provide even greater purpose for
targeting homegrown teaching candidates.

Future research on specific factors that increase teacher self-efficacy for
transplanted teachers in small rural schools could also add to the existing research
concerning teacher self-efficacy. Findings from this study suggest that years of
experience in a transplanted teacher’s current small rural district predict teacher self-
efficacy. Research knowledge could be gained from researching what specific factors
lead to this finding.

Finally, as more school districts look to develop grow your own strategies as a
way to develop more homegrown teachers, additional research is needed to determine the

potential outcomes of such practices. This study provided information on a potential
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beneficial characteristic that small rural homegrown teachers may share such as a greater
sense of teacher self-efficacy. Further studies should look for other potential benefits that
these teachers may share.
Summary

Teacher efficacy has been linked to student achievement. This study looked to
find out if there were differences in teacher self-efficacy between homegrown teachers
and other groups of teachers in small rural schools in Missouri. The research data
revealed that statistically, homegrown teachers had significantly more teacher self-
efficacy in the area of student engagement than transplanted teachers. Transplanted
teachers were the only group surveyed in which years of experience in the school district
predicted teacher self-efficacy. The intent of this study was to add to the research base
on teacher self-efficacy and explore potential benefits to employing homegrown teachers
in small rural districts.

This chapter provided a summary of the methods and data analysis from the
current study. It included conclusions and implications that may be drawn from the data
findings. Finally, it provided recommendations for future research associated with

teacher self-efficacy in small rural districts.
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APPENDIX A: EXAMPLE OF SURVEY CONSENT LETTER
Dear Colleagues,

My name is Matt Bushey and | am a Southwest Baptist University Doctoral Student. |
am doing a research study on teacher efficacy for teachers in small rural districts in
Missouri. This study will compare teacher efficacy survey results of homegrown teachers
to other teachers in the study.

| am requesting for permission for your teachers to participate in this study.

If you agree to be part of the research study, your teachers will be asked to complete a
brief survey concerning their own teacher efficacy beliefs. The survey has only 12
questions and should take about 5 minutes to complete.

I would ask that you forward this email to your the teachers in your district for
completion. By forwarding this email to your teachers for completion you are agreeing to
be part of the study.

Teachers, if you agree to participate please click on this link to complete the survey:
(Link will be inserted here)

The survey is anonymous and no identifying information is collected. The completed
survey serves as your implied consent to be surveyed. Your participation is voluntary.
Your survey responses will be strictly confidential. The data from this research will be
reported in aggregate form. There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in
this study.

The Southwest Baptist University Research Review Board for research and research-
related activities involving human subjects has reviewed this project. | have contracted
with QuestionPro, an independent research firm, to field your confidential survey
responses. | would be glad to share the results of my research upon your request.
Thank you,

Matt Bushey
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APPENDIX B: PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

| P PIRS] COLLEGE OF
SR EDUCATION o
g HUMAN ECOLOGY |

ANITA WOOLFOLK HoY, PH.D. PROFESSOR
PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES IN EDUCATION

Dear

You have my permission to use the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale in your research. A copy the
scoring instructions can be found at:

http://u.osu.edwhoy.17/research/instruments/

Best wishes in your work,

M WMM #. ?—\
Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus
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William & Mary
School of Education

MEGAN TSCHANNEN-MORAN, PHD

PROFESSOR OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP

March 20,2018
Matt,

You have my permission to use the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (formerly called the Ohio
State Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale), which I developed with Anita Woolfolk Hoy, in your
research. You can find a copy of the measure and scoring directions on my web site at

http:/wmpeople.wm edu/site/page/mxtsch . Please use the following as the proper citation:

Tschannen-Moran, M & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17,783-805.

I'will also attach directions you can follow to access my password protected web site, where you
can find the supporting references for this measure as well as other articles I have written on this
and related topics.

I would love to receive a brief summary of your results.

All the best,

Megan Tschannen-Moran
The College of William and Mary
School of Education
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale short-form questions

How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
@m @ & @ 6 6 O 6
How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school
work?

Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
m @ & @ 6 6 O 6
How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
“m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6 0
How much can you do to help your students value learning?

Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
“m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6
To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
m @ 6 @ 6 6 0O 6
How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
“m @ & @ 6 6 O 6
How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?

Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal

“wa @ & @ 6 6 O 6 ©
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8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of
students?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6 0

9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
@m @ & @ 6 6 O 6

10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when
students are confused?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6

11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
“m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6 0

12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?
Nothing  very little some influence quite a bit a good deal
“m @ 6 @ 6 6 O 6
Source: Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001)

Demographics
What is your gender?

Which category of teacher do you fit in based on the survey instructions?
Homegrown/Nearly Homegrown/Transplanted

How many years have you taught in your current school district?

What grade level do you teach? Choose all that apply
Elementary (K-5); Middle School (6-8); High School (9-12)
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