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ABSTRACT 

SEAN GREEN 
TEACHER EFFICCAY OF ALTERNATIVELY AND TRADITIONALLY CERTIFIED 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 
Under the direction of DR. SHERAH CARR 

A teacher shortage in the area of special education has led to an increase in the 

number of alternatively certified special education teachers. Many alternative 

certification programs focus on content knowledge rather than pedagogical training, 

allowing many alternatively certified teachers into the classroom with little pedagogical 

training. There is an achievement gap between students with disabilities and their general 

education peers. Previous research has demonstrated that a positive relationship exists 

between teacher efficacy and student achievement. For these reasons this study examined 

the relationship between the method of certification for special education teachers and 

teacher efficacy in the areas of classroom management, instructional strategies, and 

student engagement. 

The Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale was used to measure the teacher-efficacy 

of 194 special education teachers. No relationship was found between method of 

certification and teacher-efficacy. However, the data did indicate statistically significant 
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relationships between teacher-efficacy and gender, teacher autonomy, school level taught 

and years of experience. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Teachers are an important link to student success in the classroom. Teacher 

preparation is an important factor affecting the effectiveness of the teacher (Darling-

Hammond, 2000). A teacher shortage has led to teachers with little or no preparation 

being hired and placed in classrooms. A shortage of special education teachers has 

resulted in an increase in the number of alternatively certified special education teachers 

(Boe, Cook, & Suderland, 2008; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Many alternative 

programs place teachers in the classroom with little or no formal training (Darling-

Hammond, 2010). This could prove to be problematic in the special education classroom, 

as pedagogical knowledge and background are important when working with Students 

with Disabilities (SWD) (McCormick, 2005). 

Teacher efficacy has been related to student achievement. Teachers with a high 

sense of teacher efficacy use effective instructional skills, which may lead to higher 

student achievement (Poulou, 2007; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). The lack of formal 

training of alternatively certified teachers may lead to a lower sense of efficacy, and 

teachers with a lower sense of efficacy tend to use more ineffective strategies in the 

classroom causing lower student achievement. 

1 
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The federal reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act also 

known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was signed into law in 2001, and went into 

effect in 2002 (United States Department of Education, 2011). A key component of 

NCLB is that all teachers including special education teachers must be highly-qualified. 

Nevertheless, the definition of highly qualified is vague (Gelman, Pullen, & Kauffman, 

2004). The law requires that all teachers pass a state certification test, and that teachers 

hold at least a bachelor's degree, but does not require that the teacher's degree be related 

to the subject area that they are teaching, nor does it establish any standards for the 

certification test (Gelman et al., 2004; Stotsky, 2009). 

Various factors have led to a shortage of highly-qualified special education 

teachers, including job attrition (Quigney, 2010). There are a rising number of students 

being identified with disabilities, thus requiring more special education teachers to serve 

these students (deBettencourt & Howard, 2004; Robertson & Singleton, 2010). The 

teacher shortage combined with the requirements of NCLB have led to the proliferation 

of alternative certification routes for special education teachers (Darling-Hammond, 

2010; Quigney, 2010). Alternative certification programs have allowed teachers to 

become certified without completing a traditional teacher preparation program (Darling-

Hammond, 2010; deBettencourt & Howard, 2004). 

Sixty-thousand teachers per year are entering the profession through an alternative 

certification program. One-third of new teachers hired since 2005 have been certified 

through an alternative certification program (Feistritzer, 2011). Forty-seven states offer 
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an alternative method to becoming certified (Peterson & Nadler, 2009). The number of 

alternatively certified teachers has been steadily increasing. There were a total of 275 

alternatively certified teachers nationwide in 1984. In the 17 years prior to the 

implementation of NCLB, approximately 133.000 teachers were certified through an 

alternative process, compared to 4000.000 that have been alternatively certified after the 

law was enacted (Feistritzer, 2011; Heilig, Cole, & Springel, 2011). The three academic 

areas experiencing the greatest shortage of qualified teachers are math, science, and 

special education. As a result of the teacher shortage, the majority of alternatively 

certified teachers are entering the profession in these areas (Watlington, Shockley, 

Guglielmino, & Felsher, 2010). 

Numerous alternative certification programs have had their rigor questioned as 

these programs have rushed to place new teachers in the classroom (Darling-Hammond. 

2010; Quigney, 2010; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). Participants in alternative 

certification programs are less likely to have a background in education than those 

teachers whom are certified through a traditional program (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). 

Traditional teacher preparation programs consistently produce teachers who are better 

prepared to enter the teaching environment (Boe, Shin, & Cook. 2007; Darling-

Hammond, Chung & Frelow, 2002; Quigney, 2010). 

Research on the effectiveness of alternative certification programs has been varied 

and inconclusive (Constantine et al., 2009). Many alternative certification programs 

emphasize content knowledge over teaching methods and pedagogy (Quigney, 2010). 
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which may prove to be an ineffective strategy for training special education teachers 

(Sindelar, Daunic, & Rennells, 2004). Special education teachers require specialized 

pedagogical knowledge and background in order to work with a wide variety of students. 

Teaching SWD requires specific skills to meet the unique educational characteristics of 

students with disabilities (McCormick, 2005). 

National Assessment of Educational Progress testing indicates that students with 

learning disabilities continue to perform at a lower level than their non-disabled peers, 

even with special education accommodations in place (Lee, Grigg. & Dion. 2007; 

National Center for Education Statistics 201 la; National Center for Education Statistics. 

201 lb). NCLB judges the effectiveness of schools by student test scores in language arts 

and math in grades three through eight (Aldridge & Goldman, 2007). In order to measure 

schools' progress towards this goal, NCLB established a system to measure whether 

schools are making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (Eckes & Swando, 2009). 

Administrators and teachers have to demonstrate annually that a minimum number of 

students are proficient in both language arts and math, and the level of proficiency 

increases each year until 2014, when 100% of the students are to be proficient in these 

two subject areas (Eckes & Swando, 2009). In addition, NCLB has required that the 

school population be disaggregated into four subgroups, based on economic background, 

disability, race and ethnicity, and English proficiency. Schools must demonstrate that 

each of these four subgroups are making sufficient progress (Eckes & Swando, 2009). 
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Research conducted by Eckes and Swando (2009) indicated that schools with a 

measurable SWD subgroup were not as likely to make AYP. 

Teacher efficacy is one of the teacher characteristics that is consistently linked to 

student learning (Poulou, 2007; Tournaki & Podell, 2008). Collier (2005) asserts that 

"...teacher efficacy has been identified as perhaps the most important belief system in 

terms of its effect on the behavior of teachers and subsequently student performance" (pp. 

351-352). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) define teacher efficacy as "...a judgment of 

his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and 

learning, even among those students who may be difficult or unmotivated" (p.783). 

Teachers with high teacher efficacy are committed to the profession and believe that they 

may affect the outcome of student learning (Coladarci & Breton, 1997). Teachers with 

low self-efficacy may blame outside factors such as the environment when a student does 

not perform according to expectations (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Researchers 

have demonstrated a positive correlation between the degree of teacher efficacy and 

student achievement gains (Armour et. al„ 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006). Teachers with higher teacher efficacy are more 

persistent, and have higher student expectations and goals (Allinder, 1995; Poulou, 

2007). Highly efficacious teachers create more challenging lessons and persist until the 

students understand the academic material. Teachers with a higher teacher efficacy 

believe that they can increase student motivation and performance (Poulou, 2007). 
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Tournaki and Podell (2005) found that teachers with high teacher efficacy were 

able to adapt to student needs and provided more individualized instruction. This is an 

important characteristic when teaching students with disabilities (Quigney, 2010). 

Adaptation and accommodation are primary skills for special education teachers 

(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000), as they must be willing to experiment and adapt 

instruction to the individual needs of each student (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 

2003). 

Classroom management is particularly important when teaching students with 

disabilities (Witzel & Mercer, 2003). In order to teach effectively, a teacher must provide 

an orderly and safe environment. Teachers with high teacher efficacy are more effective 

at handling classroom discipline issues, while teachers with low self-efficacy may blame 

the students for inappropriate behaviors. Teachers with higher teacher efficacy look for 

other issues which may be causing the misbehavior (Morin & Battalio, 2004). High 

efficacy teachers establish routines and institute clear behavioral expectations (Poulou, 

2007). 

Teacher attrition is one factor leading to the teacher shortage in special education 

(Quigney, 2010). The attrition rate is higher for special education teachers than for 

general education teachers (Robertson & Singleton, 2010). Researchers have shown that 

teacher efficacy is one factor that can affect teacher burnout (Fore, Martin, & Bender, 

2002). Stemming teacher attrition is one way to help decrease the teacher shortage in 

special education (Thornton, Peltier & Medina, 2007). Teachers who choose to leave the 
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field of education not only cost school districts more money in the recruiting and training 

of new teachers, but the education of students is also affected (Darling-Hammond, 2003). 

The longer a teacher continues to teach the more successful they become (Darling-

Hammond. 2003). Teacher turnover leads to a cycle of special education students being 

taught by less experienced and ineffective teachers (Thornton et al„ 2007). 

Statement of Problem 

A relationship exists between the quality of the teacher and student achievement. 

Teaching special education requires a unique set of skills. Due to teacher shortages in the 

field of special education, special education teachers often become certified through 

alternative means. Alternative certification has become a recognized path to classroom 

teaching. Due to the inconsistent nature of alternative certification programs many of 

these teachers enter the classroom with little or no preparation to handle the 

exceptionalities of disabled students. There are a large number of students with 

disabilities who are unable to score at minimal levels in state testing causing schools not 

to make AYP. Research shows that teachers with a high sense of efficacy employ 

teaching methods which benefit SWD, and are likely to stay in education longer than 

those with low self-efficacy. High teacher efficacy is one of the few teacher 

characteristics that has been linked to student performance. For these reasons, I am 

proposing to measure the teacher efficacy of special education teachers to examine if a 

relationship exists between how a teacher becomes certified to teach special education 

and teacher efficacy. 
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Importance of the Study 

The study is important to educators because SWD continue to score below their 

peers on standardized tests. Schools are often targeted and penalized when students score 

below proficiency standards on standardized tests and the schools fail to make AYP. The 

test scores of SWD have caused many schools not to make AYP. With the enactment of 

NCLB, there has been an increase in the number of special education teachers who have 

been alternatively certified. Little research exists on the effectiveness of alternative 

certification programs, especially when it concerns the training of special education 

teachers (Brownell, Ross, Colon, & McCallum, 2005; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; 

Quigney, 2010). Teacher efficacy is a characteristic that has been linked to student 

achievement. Measuring the efficacy of special education teachers will provide insight 

into the effectiveness of alternative certification programs. 

As a special education teacher, this research is important to me. It is important 

that SWD are not neglected, and that the best workforce of teachers possible is assembled 

in order to work with these students. Exceptional students have a unique skill set, and it is 

important that special education teachers have the persistence to continue to work with 

these students as many struggle to master the curriculum. This research is important for 

the special education students, as they will be graduating and entering a competitive job 

market, in order for them to compete in that job market, they will need to have the best 

educational background. 
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Research Questions 

Due the number of special education teachers becoming certified through 

alternative means, I would like to answer the following research questions: 

RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of special 

education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared to 

special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when controlling 

for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification? 

RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

classroom management of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 

RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area 

instructional strategies of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 

RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

student engagement of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 
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certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 

In order to address these questions, the following null hypotheses were formulated: 

HOI : There will be no statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of 

special education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared 

to special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when 

controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of 

certification. 

H02: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area of classroom management of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 

H03: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area instructional strategies of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 
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H04: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area of student engagement of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this research is based upon my hypothesized 

relationship between two variables: method of certification for special education teachers 

and teacher efficacy. The theory of teacher efficacy is based on the work of Rotter (1966) 

and Bandura (1977). Rotter was an early theorist associated with social learning theory. 

Central to Rotter's social learning theory was the concept of expectancy. Expectancy is 

"...as a belief held by an individual that a certain reinforcing outcome would occur as the 

result of a specific behavior on the part of that individual" (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005, p. 

71). Rotter theorized that a person's behavior would be altered based on whether they 

believed that one's action could affect change (Rotter, 1966). 

Many concepts of teacher efficacy are based on the social cognitive theories of 

Bandura and Rotter (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005). Bandura defined self-efficacy as 

"...belief in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to 

produce given attainments" (Bandura, 1997, p.3). Bandura's research is based on 

outcome expectancy. As people experience life, they begin to realize that certain actions 

will produce certain results (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Self-efficacy is the belief that one 
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can produce the actions necessary to produce the desired result (Bandura, 1997). People 

with a higher self-efficacy will exert more effort to meet a challenge (Bandura, 1997). 

Based on Bandura's theory it was believed that teacher's self-efficacy would increase if 

the teacher believed they could overcome external factors to help a student learn. 

External factors could include aspects such as the students' home life or a student's 

cognitive ability (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Teachers with higher senses of efficacy 

will exert more effort to help struggling students (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Teacher efficacy is divided into two constructs, general teaching efficacy (GTE) and 

personal teaching efficacy (PTE) (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). 

GTE is the belief that education in general can overcome external factors such as 

cognitive ability, and PTE is the self-confidence in one's ability to overcome outside 

influences and help students succeed (Tschannen et al., 1998). 

The focus of this research is personal teaching efficacy, which Tschannen-Moran 

and Hoy (2001) refer to as teachers' sense of efficacy. I will be using the TSES, which 

focuses on an individual teacher's personal efficacy as it relates to three important facets 

of teaching. These three areas are classroom management, instructional strategies, and 

student engagement (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Limitations/Delimitations 

I recognize that there are limitations to his research. The survey instrument will be 

delivered as an online survey, and it is expected that the participants may be busy and not 

take the time to complete the survey accurately, or at all. Thus, all special education 
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teachers may not respond to the survey, which may limit the data. The data on the survey 

will be self-reported, which may lead to potential inaccuracies that could threaten the 

validity of the study. Intentionally providing deceptive answers or the misunderstanding 

of questions by participants may limit the findings. The unknown environment in which 

the educators live and work may affect the results of the study and limit its 

generalization. This a correlational study, and it may indicate relationships between 

variables, but being a correlational study it cannot establish a causal relationship. 

There are delimitations to the study as well. 1 will research the relationship 

between method of certification and the teacher efficacy of special education teachers. 

The research was delimited to current special education teachers because the nature of 

working with students with disabilities requires the teacher to have more pedagogical 

knowledge in order to help these students. An online survey was chosen for this research 

because it allowed data to be conducted, compiled, and analyzed in a timely, cost-

efficient manner. 

Role of the Researcher 

The role of the researcher is to gather and analyze the data. This will be done in 

an unbiased manner. However as a special education teacher who is concerned for the 

needs of my students it is possible that my biases towards alternative certification 

programs and the need to provide the best education possible for students with disabilities 

may affect my ability to objectively analyze the data. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terminology is defined for the purpose of this study: 

Adequate Yearly Progress - Schools must show that a minimum number of 

students are proficient in reading and math, and this number increases annually until 

2014, when all students are to be proficient in these two subjects. In addition to showing 

that a minimum percentage of the entire student population are meeting this goal, schools 

must also disaggregate data to show that each of four subgroups also meets minimum 

proficiency levels. The four subgroups are based on economic background, disability, 

race and ethnicity, and English proficiency (Eck.es & Swando, 2009). 

Alternative Certification - a teacher certification program that allows teachers to 

become certified without completing a traditional teacher preparation program 

(deBettencourt and Howard, 2004). 

General Teacher Efficacy - the belief that education in general can overcome 

external factors such as cognitive ability (Tschannen et al., 1998). 

No Child Left Behind - The federal reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, which became law in 2002 (Gelman et al., 2004). 

Outcome Expectancy - "...a belief held by an individual that a certain reinforcing 

outcome would occur as the result of a specific behavior on the part of that individual" 

(Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005, p. 71). 

Personal Teacher Efficacy - the self-confidence in one's ability to overcome 

outside influences and help students succeed (Tschannen et al., 1998). 



Self-Efficacy -. .belief in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses 

of action required to produce given attainments" (Bandura, 1997, p.3). 

Students With Disabilities - Students who have been identified to have a physical 

or cognitive impairment, which affects their learning, and are being served through 

special education with an Individualized Education Plan (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). 

Teacher Autonomy - having . .choice of teaching methods, educational 

strategies and content within the limit set by the national curriculum" (Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2010, p. 1062). 

Teacher Efficacy - "A teacher's efficacy belief is a judgment of his or her 

capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even 

among those students who may be difficult or unmotivated" (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy. 

2001, p. 783). 

Traditional Certification - a degree pathway for those who wish to teach, offered 

through accredited colleges and universities. 

Summary 

The need for highly qualified teachers to meet the requirements of NCLB has 

resulted in a proliferation of alternative certification programs. Due to teacher shortages, 

special education has seen an increase in this phenomenon as students with disabilities 

continue to struggle. Schools and teachers are suffering when schools fail to make AYP. 

There has been little or no research on the effect of alternative certification programs on 

teaching characteristics of special education teachers. 
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Teacher efficacy has been one of the few teacher characteristics that has been 

linked to student achievement. Teachers with a higher teacher efficacy are more 

persistent, create more challenging lessons, have higher expectations and manage the 

classroom environment more effectively. For these reasons, I am proposing to measure 

the teacher efficacy of special education teachers to examine if a relationship exists 

between how a teacher becomes certified to teach special education and teacher efficacy. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter one established that many states have reacted to the nationwide teacher 

shortage by amending their teacher certification process to provide alternative methods of 

certification. The teacher shortage has had a significant impact on how special education 

teachers are trained and certified. Many special education teachers are becoming certified 

through alternative means rather than through traditional teacher education programs. 

The quality of alternative certification programs vary greatly, and many teachers are 

being thrust into the classroom with little experience (Darling-Hammond, 2010). 

Many students with disabilities (SWD) struggle in the classroom, which is evident 

by how poorly the students' score on standardized tests, and continue to fall behind their 

peers in general education. SWD are scoring lower than their peers despite the efforts of 

federal legislation, such as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (Lee, Griggs, & Dion, 2007). Teachers of SWD need a 

specialized set of skills to effectively teach this highly specialized group of students 

(McCormick, 2005; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). One of the few teacher 

characteristics that has been positively linked to student achievement is teacher efficacy 

(Poulou, 2007; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Students of high efficacy teachers score higher 

17 
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on individual measures of academic achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Anderson, 

Greene, & Lowen, 1988). 

The current literature was reviewed to examine the connection between the 

certification process of special education teachers and teacher efficacy. The review is 

divided into 14 sections. Section one includes a historical overview of teaching special 

education and section two provides a historical overview of teacher training and 

certification. The third section explores the certification of special education teachers, 

and compares aspects of both traditional and alternative certification programs. The 

fourth section is includes the unique skills necessary to be a successful special education 

teacher. The fifth section provides a historical overview of teacher efficacy and explores 

how its roots are located in the writings of Joseph Rotter and Albert Bandura. This 

section also provides an overview of how survey instruments measure teacher efficacy. 

Teacher efficacy and its relationship with student achievement is the focus of sections six 

through ten. These sections focus on literature related to achievement, and review the 

literature that links teacher characteristics to teacher efficacy and student achievement. 

Section eleven examines previous research on the relationship between teacher efficacy 

and certification. A review of the literature as it relates to teacher efficacy and attrition is 

in section twelve. The last section explores those factors which may impact teacher 

efficacy. 

I used a number of search terms in an order to gather information regarding 

teacher efficacy and teacher certification as they relate to special education. Among the 
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search terms used were: teacher certification, alternative teacher certification, special 

education and teacher certification, teacher efficacy, special education and teacher 

efficacy, teacher characteristics, and special education and teacher characteristics. Once 

the prominent authors were discovered within these fields, I conducted a search by 

authors' names for articles relevant to this research study. I gathered many of the sources 

from the bibliographies of other research articles. In order to be included in this literature 

review sources had to be from peer reviewed journals, books, or reports published by 

reputable educational programs. All articles had to be published in English to be used, 

and no opinion or editorial articles were used unless they were empirically grounded. 

Historical Overview of Teaching Special Education 

Historically, individuals with disabilities were not educated with their non-

disabled peers. Often they were kept in asylums or institutions in an effort to keep them 

separated from the rest of society. This isolation was done to protect the rest of society 

rather than to help those with disabilities (Safford & Safford, 1998; Winzer, 1998). In the 

1600s an effort was made to educate those with disabilities. English doctors began 

working with the deaf, in an effort to research language development. The Enlightenment 

period of the 1700s brought social reforms as scientific inquiry became a focus of society 

(Winzer, 1998). French philosophers applied the Enlightenment ideas to disabled 

individuals. Enlightenment philosophers believed that all people had an innate goodness 

and ability, which increased interest in working with those who were blind or deaf 

(Winzer, 1998). These ideas influenced American education and the common school 



20 

movement. Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet founded the American Asylum for the deaf in 

1817, and Samuel Gridley Howe opened a school for the blind in Massachusetts in 1832 

(Winzer, 1998). 

In the late 19th century, the number of Students with Disabilities (SWD) taught in 

American public school system increased (Osgood, 2008; Winzer, 2009). Major societal 

changes were occurring in the United States, the Civil War had just ended, the number of 

immigrants arriving to the United States from Europe was increasing, and the country 

was beginning to transition from an agricultural nation to a new economic system based 

on manufacturing (Green, 1994). Industrialization coupled with immigration led to 

urbanization as cities such as Boston, New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Detroit grew 

rapidly. In an effort to keep children out of factories, compulsory education laws required 

all children to attend school. The first compulsory education law was passed in Rhode 

Island in 1840 (Yell, Rogers, & Rodgers, 1998). Massachusetts followed Rhode Island in 

1852. and by the end of the 19th century compulsory laws were widespread throughout 

the United States (Osgood, 2008). 

Although compulsory education laws had been enacted in every state by 1918, 

SWD continued to be taught in segregated environments (Osgood, 2008; Yell et al., 

1998; Winzer, 2009). Urbanization created a need for larger schools to house the 

students. Immigrants were placed in segregated classrooms due to their lack of English, 

which made it difficult to teach these students in regular classrooms. School leaders 

began segregating students who were considered cognitively slow or had behavior issues 
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as well, in an effort to better serve the other students in the school (Osgood, 2008). In 

Watson v. City of Cambridge, 1893, the Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that it was 

permissible to segregate students who were weak in mind since instruction would not be 

beneficial to these students (Yell et al., 1998). 

Initially, the segregation of students began as a management tool for easier 

operation of the school; Schools attempted to adjust the curriculum in order to better 

serve students who labeled feeble-minded. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the 

National Education Association established a Department of Special Education. The 

purpose of this department was to gather and disseminate information on how to best 

teach SWD (Osgood, 2008). 

Prior to World War I, decisions for placement in special classes was usually 

subjective in nature, however the development of aptitude tests made this task more 

scientific. The Stanford-Binet intelligence test was first used in the United Stales in 1916, 

and provided an objective method of choosing students for special education placement 

(Winzer, 2009). Scientific approaches made special education more acceptable, and large 

city school districts were establishing departments of education. Special education was an 

accepted and established element of many urban school districts such as Boston, Los 

Angeles, Chicago, and New York by 1930 (Winzer, 2009). 

As special education programs were established, teachers began adjusting 

curriculum to fit the needs of SWD (Osgood, 2008). Teachers were difficult to find 

because they were not trained to handle SWD (Winzer, 2009). In an effort to locate and 
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recruit teachers who could work with SWD schools hired teachers who had been trained 

in psychiatric institutions, but the pay was low, and most of these teachers went back to 

work in institutions. Many institutions began offering summer programs to train special 

education teachers. Finally, the Michigan State Normal College founded a special 

education teacher training program in 1924. A number of colleges, normal schools and 

universities began offering programs for the training of special education teachers 

(Winzer, 2009). Ten states required special certification to teach special education by 

1930 and by the 1950s there were 65 colleges offering a curriculum related to the training 

of special education teachers (Winzer, 2009). 

Special education was now recognized as an essential component of many large 

school systems, although the students were still taught in segregated classrooms where 

they could be isolated from the rest of the student body (Winzer, 2009). In 1958, the 

Illinois Supreme Court ruled in Department of Public Welfare v. Haas, that students who 

were disruptive or that could not benefit from public education could be excused from 

compulsory education laws (Yell et al., 1998). Segregation continued in public education 

until the 1960s. In 1960, John F. Kennedy was elected president of the United States and 

he took a special interest in the education of SWD. Kennedy led the effort to establish a 

White House Panel on Mental Retardation, and he also oversaw the development of the 

Division of Handicapped Children and Youth. Kennedys' measures, combined with a 

new awareness for minority groups due to the civil rights movement, led to the 
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movement to provide more rights for SWD in public schools. Several laws were passed 

providing funding and research for special education. 

Public Law 94-142, also known as the Education for All Handicapped Children 

Act (EAHCA), was passed in 1975 (Winzer. 2009). The implementation of EAHCA 

changed how SWD would be taught in public schools. More varied and different types of 

disabilities were recognized in an effort to better organize SWD. With the passage 

EAHCA the segregation of SWD would decrease as many SWD were mainstreamed into 

general education classrooms. Students were to be placed in their least restrictive 

environment (LRE) which often meant placement in general education classrooms. 

Mainstreaming involved the placement of SWD in regular education classrooms when it 

was considered academically or socially beneficial for the student. Many SWD were 

placed in general education classrooms for one or two periods a day. (Arends, Winitzky, 

& Tannenbaum, 2001). 

In 1990, EAHCA was amended and became known as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). IDEA placed an emphasis on the concept of least 

restrictive environment (LRE), and the mandated practice of inclusion in public schools 

(Winzer, 2009). Inclusion is a concept based on the idea that SWD should be educated in 

general education classrooms (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). IDEA serves as a 

mechanism to significantly reduce the segregation of SWD. IDEA mandated that goals 

for SWD be based on the general education curriculum, yet while there was an emphasis 
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to measure what general education students were learning, there was no measure for what 

SWD were learning (Eckes & Swando, 2009). 

In 2001, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was passed by the federal government, 

and it was enacted in 2002. NCLB required that all students, including SWD, be tested in 

order to examine if they were learning the mandated curriculum. NCLB had a significant 

impact on teachers of special education, as special education teachers were held 

accountable for what their students learned. NCLB required that all teachers be highly 

qualified (Breslin, 2009; Quigney, 2010). Special education teachers were required to 

pass the certification tests in special education as well as in the content area, in which 

they teach (Breslin, 2009). 

Historical Overview of Teacher Training and Certification 

Teacher training and certification has historically been left up to the control of 

individual states. In the first two centuries of the United States, teacher education and 

certification was inconsistent and it varied widely from location to location. It was not 

until the 1960s that teachers were required to obtain a bachelor's degree, as well as some 

specialized training in education (Fraser, 2007). 

Prior to the American Revolution, many students were either home schooled or 

attended dame schools. Teachers at the dame schools were generally female, had no 

formal training, and taught for as long as they needed money or as long as there were 

students. Dame school students met in the homes of their teachers (Urban & Wagoner, 

2004). During the colonial period of the United States, many teachers were men, and they 
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only taught temporarily after their formal schooling was completed in order to make 

enough money to attend college. Others had graduated college and taught for a short 

period of time as they transitioned into their permanent career. Very few men made a 

career out of teaching (Fraser. 2007). In the Southern and Western settlements many 

teachers were graduates of local academies. Academies were advanced private schools 

typically started by Presbyterians or other Protestant religions, and served as a college 

prep school that had a more diversified and practical curriculum than the Latin Grammar 

Schools. After the revolution, these academies became prevalent throughout the US and 

one of their primary purposes was to train teachers. The beginning of the common school 

movement brought with it more formalized teacher training (Urban & Wagoner, 2004). 

The first public normal school to open in the United States was founded in 1839 

in Lexington, Massachusetts. The purpose of normal schools was to train teachers (Urban 

& Wagoner, 2004). Normal schools spread throughout the Northeast, yet very few 

existed outside of the Northeastern United States. In other areas of the United States, 

there was little teacher training. Many local school districts began to open county school 

institutes. These institutes were designed to train local teachers to teach within the 

district. Teachers' institutes became popular and some localities began using a teacher 

examination that prospective teachers had to pass in order to teach (Fraser, 2007). 

Teacher preparation was under the control of local school districts so training and 

requirements for teaching varied depending upon where one taught (Fraser, 2007). After 

the Civil War, there was an increase in the number of teachers trained in either the state 
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normal schools or some variation of the county teacher institute. At the beginning of the 

twentieth century normal schools were spread throughout the majority of the country, and 

some universities had begun to establish their own schools of education. Nevertheless 

during the 1920s normal schools began to disappear and schools would become more 

generalized multipurpose learning institutions instead of teacher training institutions. It 

was not until after World War II that all localities would require teachers to be high 

school graduates, and it was not until the 1960s that all teachers had to have a bachelor's 

degree, or pass examinations to prove their proficiency to teach (Fraser, 2007). 

The publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983 led to changes in teacher education 

and certification. The report stated that teacher education was not strenuous enough and a 

renewed emphasis on content areas and pedagogy was needed (Gutek, 2000; Urban & 

Wagoner, 2004). States and local agencies began mandating that teachers pass more 

specific teacher examinations, which measured their knowledge of the specific subject 

that they wanted to teach. The publication of A Nation at Risk caused the federal 

government to become more involved in teacher education and teacher certification 

(Gutek, 2000; Urban & Wagoner, 2004). 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) passed in 2001, and for the first time the federal 

government was dictating how teachers would be certified. Teacher's had to be highly 

qualified in the subject area that they taught, and the government laid out the guidelines 

for what it meant to be highly qualified (Breslin, 2009). Under this new legislation, 

teachers must have a bachelor's degree, and the teacher can only teach subjects in which 
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they have proven that they are proficient (Breslin, 2009). Teacher shortages of the 1990s 

led to an increase in alternative certification routes. NCLB emphasized content 

knowledge over pedagogy. (Darling-Hammond, 2010). 

Teacher Certification 

The federal reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act also 

known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) became law in 2002 (United States Department 

of Education, 2011). NCLB mandated that all teachers including special education 

teachers be highly-qualified, however the definition of highly qualified was vague 

(Breslin, 2009; Gelman. Pullen, & Kauffman, 2004). To be considered highly qualified, 

the law required that all teachers pass a state certification test, and that teachers hold at 

least a bachelor's degree. The law does not require that the teacher's degree be related to 

the subject area that they are teaching, and the law does not establish any standards for 

the certification test (Gelman et al., 2004; Stotsky, 2009). 

There has been a critical teacher shortage in special education since the 1980s 

(Boe & Cook, 2006). This shortage will continue as the most recent statistics show the 

largest percentage of teachers leaving the profession are those teachers who have worked 

less than 3 years. Twelve percent of the teachers with three years or less experience left 

the teaching profession in 2008 (Aud et al., 2011). 

This shortage is exacerbated by the fact that attrition rates are higher in special 

education than general education. For this reason the teacher shortage in special 

education continues to be an issue (Boe, Cook, & Sunderland, 2008; McLeskey & 
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Billingsley, 2008). In addition to attrition, the rising number of students being identified 

with disabilities is also contributing to the teacher shortage (deBettencourt & Howard, 

2004; Quigney, 2010; Robertson & Singleton, 2010). The teacher shortage combined 

with the requirements of NCLB have led to the proliferation of alternative certification 

routes for special education teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Quigney, 2010). 

Alternative certification programs allow people to become certified to teach without 

completing a traditional teacher preparation program (Darling-Hammond, 2010; 

deBettencourt & Howard, 2004). 

One-third of new teacher hires since 2005 have been certified through an 

alternative certification program (Feistritzer, 2011). Forty-seven states now offer an 

alternative method to becoming certified (Peterson & Nadler, 2009). In 1984 there were 

only 275 alternatively certified teachers in the United States. In the 17 years prior to the 

implementation of NCLB there were approximately 133,000 teachers certified through an 

alternative process. Since the inception of NCLB there have been over 400,000 

alternatively certified teachers entering the workforce (Feistritzer, 2010; Heilig. Cole, & 

Springel, 2011). The three academic areas experiencing the greatest shortage of qualified 

teachers are math, science, and special education (Watlington, Shockley, Guglielmino, & 

Felsher, 2010). 

There are numerous alternative certification programs and their rigor has been 

questioned, as these programs have rushed to place teachers in the classroom (Darling-

Hammond, 2010; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; Quigney, 2010). All NCLB requires for 
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teachers to be "highly qualified" is that they have at least a bachelor's degree and that 

they have passed an examination in the subject area they are teaching. A review of state 

teacher examinations shows that more emphasis is placed on content knowledge rather 

than pedagogically relevant material (Stotsky. 2009). Each state must determine the 

qualifications they require for teachers to become certified (Boyd, Goldhaber, Lankford, 

& Wyckoff, 2007). Participants in alternative certification programs are less likely to 

have a background in education than those teachers whom are certified through a 

traditional certification program (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). 

Traditional certification programs in many states require prospective teachers to 

complete at least 30 hours of education related classes as part of their college program 

(Peterson & Nadler, 2009). Requirements of alternative programs vary greatly from state 

to state, which has made the various alternative methods of certification difficult to 

examine (Boyd et al. 2007; Peterson & Nadler, 2009). Some alternative certification 

programs are highly selective, while others are less-restrictive, and allow most anyone 

with a four year degree to participate (Boyd et al, 2007). Some programs require 

extensive classwork, while others only require a few weeks of preparation before teachers 

are allowed to enter the classroom (Peterson & Nadler, 2009). Twenty-one states have 

programs that require little or no preparation before teachers are allowed to enter the 

classroom. Ninety-two percent of the teachers who have been certified through an 

alternative program have done so in one of the 21 states that do not require vast amounts 
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of coursework before entering the classroom as the teacher of record (Peterson & Nadler, 

2009). 

Research into the effectiveness of alternative certification programs has been 

varied and inconclusive (Constantine et aL 2009). Research conducted by Suell and 

Piotrowski (2007) in Florida showed no significant differences in the performance of 

students taught by first year alternatively certified teachers when compared to the 

academic performance of students taught by first year traditionally certified teachers. 

Researchers in Texas indicated that teachers who completed traditional degree programs 

in special education were more qualified to teach than those who gained their 

certification through an alternative certification program (Shepherd & Brown, 2003). 

Research conducted in North Carolina found that several teacher characteristics may have 

positive effects on student achievement, including teacher experience, test scores, and 

becoming certified through a traditional certification program (Clotfelter, Ladd, & 

Vigdor, 2007). 

Teach for America (TFA) is an alternative certification program that recruits 

recent college graduates and requires a two year commitment to teaching (Laczko-Kerr & 

Berliner, 2002). It is TFA's goal to place their candidates in low performing schools. 

Research into TFA has had mixed results. One study found that students taught by first 

year TFA teachers in New York City outperformed first year traditionally certified 

teachers in the area of math, but not in the area of reading (Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 

2006). Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2002) found that students in Arizona who were taught 
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by first year TFA teachers outperformed other first year alternatively certified teachers, 

however they did not outperform students taught by first year traditionally certified 

teachers (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2002). Research in this area has been largely 

inconclusive, and thus more research is needed to examine the effectiveness of 

alternatively certified teachers (Boyd et al., 2007, Constantine et al., 2009; Heilig, Cole, 

& Springel, 2011; Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2006). 

Many alternative certification programs emphasize content knowledge over 

methods and pedagogy (Quigney, 2010). This is an ineffective strategy for training 

special education teachers (Sindelar, Daunic, & Rennells, 2004). Special education 

teachers require a specialized pedagogical knowledge and background in order to work 

with a wide variety of students requiring different strategies in order to meet their 

educational needs (McCormick, 2005). 

Achievement Gap for Students with Disabilities 

There is an achievement gap between students with disabilities and their peers. 

This gap has become more apparent since the inception of NCLB (Breslin, 2009; Jones, 

Zirkel, & Barrack, 2008; Katsiyannis, Zhang, Ryan, & Jones, 2007). National 

Assessment of Educational Progress testing indicates that students with learning 

disabilities continue to perform at a lower level than their non-disabled peers, even with 

special education accommodations in place (Lee. Griggs, & Dion, 2007; National Center 

for Education Statistics, 201 la; National Center for Education Statistics. 201 lb). More 
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SWD fail classes and drop out of school than their general education peers (Jones et al., 

2008). 

Currently, NCLB requires the use of standardized test scores in language arts and 

math in order to evaluate the effectiveness of schools (Aldridge & Goldman, 2007). In 

order to measure a school's progress towards this goal, NCLB established a system to 

measure whether schools were making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) (Eckes & 

Swando, 2009). Each year administrators and teachers must demonstrate that a minimum 

number of students are proficient in both subjects, and this number increases each year 

until 2014, when all students are to be proficient in these two subjects (Eckes & Swando, 

2009). In addition to showing that a minimum percentage of the entire student population 

are meeting this goal, NCLB requires that the school population be disaggregated into 

four different subgroups based on economic background, disability, race and ethnicity, 

and English proficiency. Schools must demonstrate that each of these different subgroups 

is also making sufficient progress (Eckes & Swando, 2009). Research conducted by 

Eckes and Swando (2009) indicated that schools with a measurable SWD subgroup were 

more likely not to make Adequate Yearly Progress. 

Historical Overview of Teacher Efficacy 

The first study involving teacher efficacy was conducted by the Rand corporation 

in 1976 (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). The purpose of the Rand 

study was to evaluate reading programs in elementary schools (Armour et al., 1976). The 

Rand research contained two questions based on Joseph Rotter's social learning theory 
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(Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005; Rotter, 1966; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Central to 

Rotter's social learning theory was the concept of expectancy. Expectancy is defined 

".. .a belief held by an individual that a certain reinforcing outcome would occur as the 

result of a specific behavior on the part of that individual" (Lamorey & Wilcox. 2005. p. 

71). Rotter theorized that a person's behavior would be altered based on whether he 

believed that one's action could affect change (Rotter, 1966). 

Based on Rotter's theory, the Rand researchers included two items designed to 

measure teacher efficacy in a research study that they were conducting on reading and 

reading interventions (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). The 

first item was. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really cannot do much because 

most of a student's motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment, 

and the second item was 7/7 try really hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or 

unmotivated students (Armour et al., 1976). The RAND study found that teacher efficacy 

was a strong predictor of student success (Armour et al. 1976). The first item measured 

general teacher efficacy (GTE). GTE is the belief that teachers can overcome external 

factors to produce results. The second item measured personal teacher efficacy (PTE). A 

teacher with high PTE believes that they themselves can overcome external factors to 

help students learn (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

A second Rand study conducted in 1977 had similar results and research into 

teacher-efficacy began to increase. As a result, more instruments were developed to 

measure teacher-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In 1981, Rose and Medway 
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Responsibility for Student Achievement instrument. Both instruments focused on 

Rotter's theory of locus of control, and were primarily concerned with the more general 

idea of whether a teacher believed actions could affect change. In 1984. Gibson and 

Dembo introduced a 30 question instrument, the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES), which 

was developed to measure GTE and PTE (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Over the next 

15 years, the TES became the most widely used instrument to measure teacher-efficacy 

(Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

Much of the subsequent research on teacher efficacy was based on the social 

cognitive theory of Albert Bandura (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005). Bandura defined self-

efficacy as "...belief in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 

required to produce given attainments" (Bandura, 1997, p.3). Bandura's work was based 

on outcome expectancy. Bandura expanded on the Rotter's idea of locus of control. 

However, Bandura focused on the individual's belief that ones' own actions could 

overcome obstacles to create change (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). As 

individuals experience life, they begin to realize that certain actions will produce certain 

results (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Self-efficacy is the belief that one can produce the 

actions necessary to yield the desired result. People with a higher self-efficacy will exert 

more effort to meet a challenge (Bandura, 1977). Based on this idea it was believed that a 

teacher's self-efficacy would increase if the teacher believed that they could overcome 
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external factors such as home life or students' abilities, in order to help the student learn 

(Bandura, 1997; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). 

According to Bandura there are four sources of efficacy expectation (Bandura, 

1977). Bandura's four sources of self-efficacy are performance accomplishments, 

emotional arousal, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion. Performance 

accomplishment is the efficacy one develops by successfully completing and mastering 

tasks. Successful completion of tasks may cause efficacy to increase, while being 

unsuccessful may cause efficacy to decrease (Bandura, 1977). It is important to note how 

the person perceives the success was attained. If someone feels that their success was 

based on skill then efficacy increases, and if they do not believe that their results were 

based on skill then they may attribute their success to luck (Tschannen-Moran et al.. 

1998). 

Vicarious experiences may influence efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Even if one does 

not successfully complete difficult tasks themselves, witnessing others effectively handle 

adverse situations without consequence may lead to increased efficacy (Bandura, 1977). 

It is important that the observed behavior has clear outcomes. The more an individual can 

identify with the model, the more likely the person is to internalize the information, and 

believe that they can also successfully complete the task (Bandura, 1977). 

Verbal persuasion can affect efficacy (Bandura, 1977). However, verbal 

persuasion will generally produce weaker efficacy beliefs than if a person successfully 

completes the task by oneself. Verbal persuasion occurs through positive encouragement. 
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Encouragement serves to reinforce the belief that one may be successful (Bandura. 1977). 

Any increase in efficacy will be lost if the person then proceeds to fail at the given task 

(Bandura, 1977). 

Emotional arousal effects efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Bandura stated that fear or 

anxiety may increase stress levels, which serves to lower efficacy. If people fear they are 

incapable of completing tasks their anxiety level may increase. The person will then feel 

increased stress, and may likely try to avoid the task. All of these factors may lead to a 

decrease in efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Mastery experiences or working with those that 

model successful behaviors may serve to decrease avoidance, and thus increase efficacy 

(Bandura, 1977). 

After the development of the TES, Gibson and Dembo's instrument became the 

most widely used instrument for measuring teacher-efficacy (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-

Moran et al., 1998). However, there have been many concerns with the instrument's 

validity (Brouwers & Tomic, 2003; Deemer & Minke. 1999; Henson, 2002; Henson, 

Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001; Tschannen et al., 1998). The TES was designed to 

measure PTE and GTE. However, a factorial analysis of the instrument indicated that 

there were some questions which loaded on both PTE and GTE subscales. The same 

problem persisted after modifications were made to the instrument (Tschannen et al., 

1998). The validity issues led researchers to conclude that the instrument was not valid or 

reliable for measuring teacher-efficacy (Brouwers & Tomic, 2003; Deemer & Minke, 

1999; Henson, 2002; Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001; Tschannen et al., 1998). 



Despite these concerns researchers continued to use the TES because it was considered 

the best instrument available for measuring teacher-efficacy (Tschannen et al., 1998). 

Bandura (1997) stated that efficacy could change based on the situation or context 

in which a person was placed. He argued that a teacher's efficacy would be different 

depending upon the task in which they were engaged (Bandura, 1997). The TES 

measured teacher-efficacy in general terms and was not specific to a given context 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). Tschannen-

Moran and Woolfolk Hoy developed the Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) to be 

specific to a variety of contexts. The TSES is based on Bandura's self-efficacy theory and 

focuses on PTE, or what Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy refer to as teachers" sense 

of efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). The TSES is multidimensional, 

and measures teachers' sense of efficacy as it relates to three different dimensions: 

classroom management, student engagement, and instructional strategies (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). All three dimensions are directly related to the success 

of teachers in the special education classroom (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). 

The TSES was piloted three times in order to establish reliability and validity. The 

original instrument contained 52 questions and as it was piloted, various questions were 

changed and eliminated until a 24 question instrument was finalized. The finalized TSES 

measures teachers' sense of efficacy as it relates to classroom management, instruction, 

and student engagement. The reliability was .94 for the 24 item instrument. The 

researchers also created a 12 question short form of the instrument with a reliability 
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rating of .90. Reliability and validity of both instruments were confirmed in further 

research (Fives & Buell, 2010; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy. 2001). 

Teacher Efficacy and Student Achievement 

Teacher efficacy is a characteristic that is consistently linked to student learning 

(Poulou, 2007; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Collier (2005) asserted that. .teacher 

efficacy has been identified as perhaps the most important belief system in terms of its 

effect on the behavior of teachers and subsequently student performance" (p.351-352). A 

teachers' sense of efficacy has a significant impact on the educational process 

(Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) defined teacher 

efficacy as "...a judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of 

student engagement and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or 

unmotivated" (p.783). Teachers with high teacher efficacy are committed to the 

profession and believe that they can affect the outcome of student learning (Coladarci & 

Breton, 1997). "If teachers believe that they can positively affect student learning, they 

are more likely to put forth the effort to implement different pedagogical strategies, and 

to keep trying even when faced with setbacks" (Takahashi, 2011, p. 732). Effective 

teachers do not blame outside factors for poor student performance (Meese, 2001). 

Teachers with a low sense of self-efficacy blame outside factors such as the 

environment, when students do not perform to expectations (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy. 

2001); and they are more likely to blame a student's low ability for their lack of success 

rather than persisting with those students (Vartuli, 2005). Teachers with a low sense of 
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efficacy are less motivated, and thus do not persist when facing adversity. Poor student 

performance only serves to reinforce low teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Low efficacy 

teachers get caught in a cycle, their low efficacy affects student performance and in turn 

the poor student performance continues to reinforce the teacher's low-efficacy, which 

perpetuates poor student performance (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006). 

The special education teacher is essential in ensuring academic success for SWD 

(McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Teaching SWD requires a unique set of skills 

(Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 2003). Special education teachers require a 

specialized pedagogical knowledge and background to work with a wide variety of 

students requiring different strategies to meet their educational needs (McCormick, 2005; 

McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Teachers may need to provide specialized and 

individualized instruction in the classroom in order to be successful (Landrum et. al, 

2003). Special education teachers are responsible for differentiating instruction, and 

creating accommodations for individualized students so that the students can be more 

successful (Landrum et al., 2003). Teacher effectiveness is the one of the most important 

links to student success in the classroom (Sanders, 1998; Sanders & Horn, 1998). 

The effectiveness of the teacher is positively related to student achievement 

(Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; Rockoff, 2004; Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002; 

Sanders, 1998; Sanders & Horn, 1998). Research conducted in New Jersey found that 

there is a large difference in the quality of teachers in schools, and that the quality of the 

teacher had a significant impact on the academic achievement of students (Rockoff, 
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2004). Rivkin and colleagues (2005) explored numerous factors that may impact student 

achievement and found that teacher quality had a larger impact on student achievement 

than class size or family income (Rivkin et al., 2005). The teacher's use of instructional 

strategies has a significant impact on student achievement (Rowan et al., 2002; 

Wenglinsky, 2002). The effect of teachers who utilize good instructional strategies is as 

large as the effect of a student's socioeconomic status on student achievement 

(Wenglinsky, 2002). 

The skills employed by teachers' effect the learning of SWD. Teacher behaviors 

and characteristics may determine if a SWD succeeds or not (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 

2001). Teachers with a high sense of efficacy exhibit many teaching characteristics that 

promote student achievement (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Teacher efficacy is of particular 

importance in the area of special education due to the nature of the students with which 

teachers are working (McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989). 

The RAND Corporation was the first to conduct teacher efficacy research 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). RAND found that teacher efficacy was a strong 

predictor of student achievement (Armour et al., 1976). Since RAND first conducted 

their research the correlation between teacher-efficacy and achievement has been 

replicated in numerous studies (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Caprara et al.. 2006; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2007). 

In 1986, Ashton and Webb found a correlation between teacher efficacy and 

student achievement. They examined 48 basic skills teachers in four different high 



schools. The teachers were given a survey to determine their efficacy. The researchers 

also observed each class at least two times using reliable and valid instruments to 

examine their teaching practices, as well as the climate of the classroom. The researchers 

found a statistically significant relationship between student scores on standardized tests 

in the area of math and language arts, and teacher efficacy. Students of teachers with a 

high sense of teacher efficacy scored higher than those students who were taught by 

teachers with a low sense of efficacy. The researchers also found that teachers with a low 

sense of efficacy used harsher methods of discipline, and that teachers with a high sense 

of efficacy had warmer classroom climates (Ashton & Webb, 1986). 

Anderson, Greene and Lowen (1988) completed a correlational analysis of 

student achievement scores and teacher efficacy. The researchers examined the efficacy 

of both students and teachers. Twenty-four teachers and 584 students in both third and 

sixth grade participated in the study. The researchers found that there was a correlation 

among the third grade students between efficacy and student achievement. Students with 

high efficacy teachers scored higher on achievement tests, and also had higher efficacy 

themselves (Anderson, Greene, & Lowen, 1988). 

Caprara and colleagues (2006) explored teacher efficacy as it related to student 

achievement and teacher satisfaction. The researchers examined 2.184 teachers over a 

two year period. The teachers completed a questionnaire to assess job satisfaction and 

teacher efficacy. The teacher efficacy items on the questionnaire were based on 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's research (Caprara et al., 2006). The scores for both teacher-



efficacy and job satisfaction were then compared to students' scores on their final junior 

high school examinations. The researchers found that a teacher's efficacy was 

significantly related to both student achievement and job satisfaction (Caprara et al., 

2006). 

Instructional Strategies and Teacher Efficacy 

Allinder (1994) researched the relationship between teacher efficacy and teaching 

characteristics. Eight-hundred special education teachers from four different states were 

randomly selected to participate in the study. The researcher collected demographic data 

and administered two survey instruments, one to measure teacher-efficacy, and one to 

measure teaching characteristics. The researcher chose to use Gibson and Dembo's TES 

to measure teacher efficacy. To measure teacher characteristics the researchers chose the 

instrument developed by Fuchs, Fuchs, and Bishop (1992). Allinder found a positive 

correlation between personal teaching efficacy and several important teaching 

characteristics. Special education teachers with high personal teaching efficacy were 

more willing to try new instructional techniques. The researcher also found that high 

efficacy teachers were better organized, planned better, and they were more fair when 

working with students (Allinder, 1994). 

An important aspect of working with SWD is creating instructional 

accommodations (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989; 

Quigney, 2010; Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003). Tournaki and Podell (2005) found 



that teachers with a high sense of teacher efficacy positively adapted to student needs and 

provided more individualized instruction (Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Teachers with a 

higher sense of teacher efficacy are more willing to accommodate lessons for SWD 

(Soodak & Podell, 1993). By definition, SWD are struggling students with a wide variety 

of needs (McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989). In order to be successful with this 

unique group of students it is essential that teachers develop accommodations when 

presenting lessons (McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989; Miller & McDaniel, 1989). 

Teachers with a high sense of teacher efficacy are more willing to try new and 

innovative ideas in the classroom (Allinder, 1994; Flores, Desjean-Perrotta, & Steinmetz, 

2004). They are also more likely to take advice from others and implement interventions 

in their lessons (Deforest & Hughes 1992). Special education teachers must develop 

complex variations of interventions for each student. Successful special education 

teachers must be willing to experiment and try a variety of different teaching techniques 

in order to find which one will work with each student (Landrum et. al. 2003). 

In 1984, Gibson and Dembo studied teacher efficacy as it related to how teachers 

interacted with students. The researchers developed a teacher efficacy instrument, which 

would become a tool widely used by researchers for measuring teacher efficacy 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). Gibson and Dembo worked with 208 

teachers whose teaching experience ranged from one to 39 years. After administering the 

survey, the researchers randomly chose four low efficacy and four high efficacy teachers 

to observe in the classroom. Gibson and Dembo found that high efficacy teachers spent 
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more time in whole group instruction, and worked more diligently with struggling 

students. The researchers also found that high efficacy teachers were more persistent 

when working with failing students. Their research confirmed previous studies. SWD 

tend to struggle more than general education students, and persistence is an important 

characteristic of special education teachers. Special education teachers must be willing to 

continuously try new ideas with students in an effort to help them grasp academic 

knowledge (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000). 

Teachers with a high sense of efficacy may be better at organizing and delivering 

instruction (Allinder, 1994; Vartuli, 2005). Organization and delivery of educational 

material influences student performance (Meese, 2001). When the instruction is presented 

clearly, it enables students to be more successful (Allinder, 1994; Meese. 2001; Vartuli. 

2005). Clarity is an essential component of good instruction when working with SWD 

(Mastropieri & Scruugs, 2000). "The struggle for students to not only learn, but also 

retain information is one of the biggest challenges educators face" (Evans, 2008, p. 17). If 

a student does not understand the material, it is important that we do not blame the 

student, but rather look at the delivery method of the instruction. Egan (2008) explained, 

.. failures to learn the curriculum might be due to faults other than the child's 

recalcitrance. It might, for example, be due to the method of teaching, or the stage at 

which a topic is taught" (p. 7). Students with learning disabilities are more likely to fail if 

proper supports and instruction are not implemented (Witzel, Riccomini, & Schneider, 

2008). 
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Classroom Management and Teacher Efficacy 

Classroom management is a persistent problem for teachers, and is important 

when teaching students with disabilities (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; Witzel & Mercer. 

2003). SWD and those students who struggle academically are more likely to have 

behavior problems (Mastropieri & Scruugs, 2000; Nougaret, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 

2005; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). Teachers with a high sense of teacher 

efficacy are more likely to implement the classroom management techniques necessary to 

handle classroom misbehaviors more effectively than teachers with low teacher efficacy 

(Friedman & Farber, 1992; & Morin & Battalio, 2004). Teachers with low self-efficacy 

may blame the student for bad behavior, while teachers with a higher sense of teacher 

efficacy look for other issues which may be causing the misbehavior. The high efficacy 

teacher is then more likely to plan strategies to prevent the behavior from reoccurring 

(McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989; Morin & Battalio, 2004). Proper classroom 

management helps create an environment conducive to learning (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 

2000). Poor student behavior affects everyone in the classroom. Misbehaving students 

take away instructional time and prevent others from learning (Lemov, 2010; Mastropieri 

& Scruggs, 2000). 

Teachers with a high sense of efficacy are willing to work with difficult students 

(Soodak & Podell, 1993). Soodak and Podell (1993) studied 240 teachers in order to 

determine if there was a relationship between teacher efficacy and referrals for special 

education. The researchers used Gibson and Dembo's TES to measure teacher efficacy. 
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They also presented the teachers with case studies, and the participants were to determine 

whether the students described in the case study should be referred for special education, 

or if the student should continue to be taught in a general education setting. The 

researchers found that teachers with a low sense of efficacy were more likely to refer 

difficult students, especially those that were labeled as low socioeconomic status to 

special education (Soodak & Podell, 1993). 

Brady and Woolfson (2008) administered Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's TSES 

instrument to 118 Scottish teachers. The sample contained both general and special 

education teachers. The researchers also administered a teacher attribution scale to the 

teachers. The teacher attribution scale presented vignettes, and the teachers were to 

respond to the various situations presented. The vignettes presented scenarios involving 

special education students. The researchers found that teachers with a higher sense of 

efficacy were more comfortable working with SWD (Brady & Woolfson 2008). 

Student Engagement and Student Efficacy 

Student engagement is critical for student success in school (Vaughn & Linan, 

2003). Teachers with a high sense of efficacy are more likely to keep students engaged 

through proper use of questioning and direct instruction (Vaughn & Linan, 2003). Direct 

instruction is an essential component of effective instruction for SWD (Sindelar, Espin, 

Smith, & Harriman, 1990; Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003). SWD benefit from the use 

of whole group direct instruction, when proper monitoring and questioning techniques are 

used (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989; Meese, 2001; 
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Sindelar et Al., 1990; Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2003). Teachers with a high sense of 

efficacy are more likely to use meaningful whole group instruction (Ashton & Webb, 

1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 

Students taught by teachers with a high sense of efficacy are more likely have a 

high sense of efficacy themselves (Midgely et. al., 1989). Midgley and colleagues (1989) 

examined 1,329 students and their math teachers over a two year period. Students in 143 

different fifth or sixth grade classrooms were studied the first year, and these same 

students continued to be studied the next year as they transitioned into either middle 

school or junior high school. The researchers studied the efficacy beliefs of both the 

students and teachers. The researchers found that students of more efficacious teachers 

were more efficacious themselves and had higher expectations and higher perceptions of 

their math performance (Midgely et al., 1989). Students with high self-efficacy believe in 

their own abilities, which may lead to more success in the classroom (Bandura, 1986). 

Students with a high self-efficacy are likely to me more motivated and to have higher 

academic achievement than students with a lower sense of efficacy (Moriarity, Douglas, 

Punch, & Hattie, 1995). 

Teachers with a high sense of efficacy have a stronger commitment to teaching 

(Coladarci, 1992), and are more enthusiastic (Allinder, 1994). Teachers who are more 

committed to teaching tend to expend more time and effort developing lessons, which 

will usually result in better academic outcomes for their students (Vartuli, 2005). 

Enthusiastic teachers may be better at maintaining student attention, and this positively 
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relates to student attitudes toward school, as well as student achievement (Brigham, 

Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 1992; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; Keith, Tormatzky. & 

Pettigrew, 1974). 

Teacher Efficacy and Parental Involvement 

Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler & Brissie (1992) examined elementary school teachers 

and parents in order to learn about the relationship between teachers, parents, teacher 

efficacy, and parent efficacy. The researchers found that a significant relationship 

between teacher efficacy and parent involvement. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy 

had better parent communication (Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler & Brissie, 1992), and that 

parental contact is important when working with SWD (Defur, Todd-Allen, & Getzel, 

2001; Kohler & Field, 2003; McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989). Parental 

communication is essential in designing and implementing lessons for a SWD (McDaniel 

& Dibella-McCarthy, 1989). Teachers who have a high sense of teacher efficacy may be 

more likely to request parent involvement, and parents are may be more likely to work 

with highly efficacious teachers (Vartuli, 2005). 

Not only is parental involvement important for success in the classroom, it is an 

essential component of successful transitioning for SWD (Kohler & Field, 2003). 

Transitioning occurs at several critical stages for SWD, including when students move 

from one level of schooling to the next, and as students prepare to leave high school and 

transition into the next stage of their lives (Kohler & Field, 2003). As SWD move to the 

workforce or post-secondary schools education, they often lag behind their fellow 
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students (Taylor, 2000). Amendments to IDEA are designed to help with the transition 

gap and to make transitioning for the SWD simpler and more effective. Parental 

communication between the parent and teacher is essential in order for the transitioning 

process to work correctly (Blackorby & Wagner. 1996; Defur et.al. 2001; Kohler & 

Field, 2003). 

Teacher Efficacy and Method of Certification 

Studies have been conducted that compare the teacher efficacy of alternatively 

and traditionally certified teachers. Results have been varied, however, none of these 

studies have focused on special education teachers (Flores et al., 2004; Guyton et al., 

1991; Houston et al., 1993; Suell & Piotrowski, 2007; Tournaki et al.. 2009). Guyton, 

Fox and Sisk (1991) conducted a research study comparing the teaching efficacy of 

alternatively and traditionally certified teachers. They used Gibson and Dembo's TES to 

compare the teacher efficacy of 23 beginning alternatively trained teachers with that of 

26 beginning traditionally trained teachers. The researchers concluded that there was not 

a significant difference in the teacher efficacy of the two groups (Guyton et al.. 1991). 

In similar research, Houston, Marshall, and McDavid (1993) studied the 

confidence levels of traditionally certified and alternatively certified teachers. One 

hundred and sixty-two alternatively certified elementary school teachers and 69 

traditionally certified elementary school teachers were surveyed to measure their teaching 

confidence level two months after beginning teaching and again after eight months of 

teaching. The researchers concluded that traditionally trained teachers had a statistically 
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significant higher confidence level in their ability to teach after two months, but that 

difference had disappeared after eight months of teaching (Houston et. al. 1993). 

Tournaki, Lyubliskaya, and Carolan (2009) examined the teacher efficacy of 83 

graduate students. Twenty-six of the students entered the graduate program after 

completing a traditional undergraduate teaching degree program, while the remaining 57 

graduate students were completing certification through an alternative pathway. All of the 

participants were in the last semester of their degree program and all of them were 

teaching in the same school district. The researchers administered Gibson and Dembo's 

TES, and found no difference in the teaching efficacy between the two groups of teachers 

(Tournaki et al., 2009). 

Suell and Piotrowski (2007) used Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's TSES to examine 

the teacher efficacy of 43 teachers. Twenty-five of the teachers had been certified through 

an alternative program, while 18 had been traditionally certified. The researchers found 

that the alternatively certified teachers had a higher sense of efficacy in the area of 

classroom management than the traditionally certified teachers. The researchers did not 

find a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy for instructional strategies or 

student engagement (Suell & Piotrowski, 2007). 

Flores and colleagues (2004) explored teacher efficacy as it related to three 

different variables: certification route, years of teaching experience, and specialization 

area. The researchers used the Teacher Self-Efficacy Quiz developed by Dibella-

McCarthy, McDaniel and Miller (1995). The instrument was administered to 103 
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alternatively certified and 59 traditionally certified teachers. The researchers analyzed the 

data controlling for multiple independent variables. They found that there was a 

statistically significant relationship between personal teacher efficacy and route of 

certification, and that teachers with three or more years of experience had a statistically 

significant higher personal efficacy than teachers with two or less years of experience. 

Flores et al. also explored teacher efficacy as it relates to area of specialization. The four 

areas of specialization were bilingual education, early childhood, reading, and special 

education. The researchers found that there was a statistically significant difference in 

general teaching efficacy scores of teachers specializing in bilingual education when 

compared to those who specialized in reading or special education. The bilingual teachers 

also demonstrated a statistically significant higher level of personal teaching efficacy 

than the reading teachers (Flores et. al. 2004). 

None of this research focused solely on special education, and only one of the 

studies used the teachers' sense of efficacy scale (Flores et al., 2004; Guyton et al.. 1991; 

Houston et al., 1993; Suell & Piotrowski, 2007; Tournaki et al., 2009). Teaching special 

education is different from teaching general education. SWD are generally lower 

functioning and require teachers to be persistent and to not give up on the students 

(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; McDaniel & Dibella-McCarthy, 1989; Vartuli, 2005). 

Sindelar and Rosenberg (2005) stated "...that if students with disabilities are to succeed 

in school, their teachers must master sophisticated and complex instructional techniques. 
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in the social as well as academic domains" (p. 38). Little research exists on special 

education teacher preparation programs (Brownell, Ross, Colon, &McCallum, 2005). 

Special Education Teachers and Attrition 

There has been a critical teacher shortage in special education since the 1980s 

(Boe & Cook, 2006). Chronic teacher shortages impact student achievement (McLeskey 

& Billingsley, 2008). This shortage is exacerbated by the fact that attrition rates are 

higher in special education than in general education (Robertson & Singleton, 2010). 

Teachers with high teacher-efficacy are less susceptible to burnout, and thus are less 

likely to leave the teaching profession early (Fore, Martin, & Bender, 2002; Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2010). 

Prior to the implementation of NCLB, there was already a serious teacher 

shortage problem in special education (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). NCLB's 

requirement that highly qualified teachers be in each classroom made the teacher shortage 

issue worse. As schools struggled to fill slots with highly qualified teachers, state 

agencies began to offer more opportunities for teachers to become certified through 

alternative means (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Research has shown that 6.74% of 

special education teachers leave teaching annually, another 8.27% of special education 

teachers leave the field of special education to teach general education and 7.85% leave 

to go to another school or school district (Boe, Cook, & Sunderland, 2005). The high 

turnover rate leads to inexperienced teachers in classrooms, which negatively impacts the 

learning of SWD (Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007; Billingsley, 2005; Leko & 



Brownell, 2009). Turnover rates are worsened by the fact that new special education 

teachers are more likely to leave the teaching profession than beginning teachers in other 

fields (Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). New special 

education teachers are 2.5 times more likely to leave the teaching profession (Smith & 

Ingersoll, 2004). 

Teacher attrition effects not only the achievement of SWD, but has an impact on 

the entire school (McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Attrition results in an increased cost to 

school districts in areas such as recruitment, professional development and new teacher 

induction (Barnes et al., 2007; Watlington, Shockley, Gugliemino. & Felsher, 2010). 

Darling-Hammond and Sykes (2003) stated that the total cost of teacher attrition 

nationwide is probably in the billions of dollars. Turnover costs vary depending on the 

location. The financial cost to school districts for each teacher that leaves is between 

$10,000 and $26,502 (Barnes et al. 2007). High levels of attrition also affect a school's 

organization and moral, and may effect achievement throughout the building (Liu & 

Meyer, 2005). Heck (2009) found that teacher turnover affected stability in the school 

building, and had a negative impact on student achievement. Teachers with low self-

efficacy contribute to the problem because they are more likely to leave the profession 

early, keeping this cycle of new special education teachers in the classroom (Skaalvik & 

Skaalvik, 2010). 
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Factors Which Effect Teacher Efficacy 

Bandura (1977) when explaining his theories of self-efficacy explained that 

environmental factors may affect an individual's self-efficacy. A number of studies have 

been designed to examine the factors that influence teacher efficacy (Fives & Buehl, 

2010; Lee, Dedrick, & Smith, 1991; Midgely, Anderman, & Hicks, 1995; Wolters & 

Daugherty, 2007). Factors that have been linked to teaching efficacy include grade level 

taught, age, gender, years of experience, environment, and teacher autonomy (Fives & 

Buehl, 2010; Lee et al., 91; Midgely et al.,1995; Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992; 

Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). The institutional level at which 

students are taught may effect teacher efficacy. Researchers have shown that elementary 

school teachers tend to have a higher sense of efficacy than teachers at the middle or high 

school levels (Fives & Buehl, 2010; Midgely et al., 1995; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). 

Results of research regarding the relationship between years of experience 

teaching and teacher efficacy has been varied. Some researchers have found no 

correlation between years of experience and teacher efficacy (Ghaith & Shaaban, 1999; 

Guskey, 1987), while other researchers have shown an inverse relationship between the 

two variables (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Taylor & Tashakkori, 1995). A study conducted 

by Fives and Buehl (2010) found that teachers with ten years or more of teaching 

experience had a higher sense of teacher efficacy than pre-service teachers. Wolters and 

Daugherty (2007) found a correlation between years of experience and teacher efficacy, 

but argued that this did not indicate that teacher efficacy improves over a period of time. 
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but rather that those teachers with low self-efficacy exit the profession leaving only those 

with a higher sense of efficacy (Wolters and Daugherty, 2007). 

Lee et al. (1991) examined the factors which may influence teacher efficacy. The 

researchers studied 8.488 full-time teachers who worked in 354 schools. Three-hundred 

and seven of the schools were public high schools and 47 were Catholic high schools. 

The researchers found school environmental factors that may affect teacher efficacy. 

Teachers with more autonomy had a higher sense of efficacy, as well as teachers with 

strong leadership. The researchers attributed this relationship to strong leaders providing 

the resources needed for teaching. These leaders also reduced outside pressures on the 

teachers. Further research in Norway also found a relationship between teacher autonomy 

and teacher efficacy (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). 

Raudenbush, Rowan, and Cheong (1992) conducted research at the high school 

level. The researchers studied the self-efficacy of 315 high school teachers, and 

confirmed that self-efficacy was correlated with teacher autonomy. Raudenbush et al. 

found that teachers who taught instructional content that matched their interests had a 

higher sense of efficacy. Those teaching freshman and sophomores had a lower efficacy 

than those teaching juniors and seniors, and was attributed to the maturity level of the 

students. Personal background did not affect efficacy, but the researchers found that 

women tended to have a higher sense of efficacy than men (Raudenbush, Rowan, & 

Cheong, 1992). 
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Summary 

A positive relationship between high teacher efficacy and student achievement is 

documented in the literature. Alternatively trained teachers with little or no pedagogical 

training are being hired to teach. Many alternatively trained teachers are responsible for 

SWD, who are among our highest risk students. SWD may need teachers with a 

specialized skill set, not only in order to teach them effectively, but also to manage their 

behaviors in the classroom. Researchers have demonstrated that teachers with a higher 

sense of efficacy are more likely to exhibit the skills necessary to successfully work with 

SWD. 

Teachers with high efficacy are more likely to continue teaching special 

education, and thus become more proficient with their students. Producing and retaining 

highly skilled special education teachers is imperative to help ensure a high quality of life 

for SWD (Spooner, Algozzine, Wood, & Hicks, 2010). High teacher turnover is costly in 

terms of money and teacher morale. Educators and parents should be adamant about 

insuring that the teachers working with SWD are prepared to handle this unique group of 

students. Previous research conducted on alternative and traditional certification routes 

has produced varied results. However the studies only involved general education 

students and did not focus on the needs of special education. The needs of SWD are 

complex and require teachers to use a variety of instructional strategies developed 

specifically for each individual student. Alternative certification programs focus on 

content rather than pedagogy. The needs of special education students are different than 
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those of general education students, and pedagogical knowledge is imperative when 

working with SWD. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter two demonstrated that students with disabilities (SWD) are falling behind 

academically when compared to their general education peers. A 2007 report from the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress showed that students with learning 

disabilities performed at a lower level than their non-disabled peers, even with special 

education accommodations in place (Lee, Griggs, & Dion, 2007). More SWD fail classes 

and drop out of school than general education students (Jones, Zirkel, & Barrack, 2008). 

No Child Left Behind's (NCLB) requirement that all teachers must be highly 

qualified along with the shortage of special education teachers has led to a proliferation 

of alternative certification programs for special education teachers (Darling-Hammond, 

2010; Quigney, 2010). These alternative certification programs and their rigor has been 

questioned as these programs often rush to place teachers in classrooms (Darling-

Hammond, 2010; Quigney, 2010; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). Many alternative 

certification programs emphasize content knowledge over methods and pedagogy 

(Quigney, 2010), which is an ineffective strategy for training special education teachers 

(Sindelar, Daunic, & Rennells, 2004). Special education teachers require a specialized 

58 
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pedagogical knowledge and background to work with a variety of students requiring 

different strategies to meet their educational needs (McCormick, 2005). 

Teacher effectiveness has a significant impact on student achievement, and 

teacher preparation is an important factor contributing to effective teaching (Darling-

Hammond, 2000). Teacher efficacy is a teacher characteristic that is consistently linked 

to student achievement (Poulou, 2007; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Collier (2005) asserted 

that. .teacher efficacy has been identified as perhaps the most important belief system 

in terms of its effect on the behavior of teachers and subsequently student performance" 

(pp.351-352). A teachers' sense of efficacy has an impact on the educational process 

(Knoblauch & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2008), and those teachers with a high sense of teacher 

efficacy are committed to the profession and believe that they can affect the outcome of 

student learning (Coladarci & Breton, 1997). Teachers with low self-efficacy may blame 

outside factors such as the environment when students do not perform up to expectations 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Researchers have demonstrated a positive correlation 

between the degree of teacher efficacy and student achievement gains (Armour et al., 

1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006). Teachers 

with higher teacher efficacy are more persistent, and have higher student expectations 

(Allinder, 1995; Poulou, 2007). Efficacious teachers create challenging lessons and 

persist until the students have grasped the academic material (Poulou, 2007). Teachers 

with a higher sense of teacher efficacy believe that they may control student motivation 

and performance (Poulou, 2007). 
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For these reasons, I studied the relationship between the method of certification of 

special education teachers and teacher efficacy. Previous research has shown that gender, 

experience, teacher autonomy, and the level of school (elementary, middle or high 

school) are related to teacher efficacy (Fives & Buehl, 2010; Lee. Dedrick & Smith, 91; 

Midgely, Anderman, & Hicks, 1995; Raudenbush et al., 1992; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2007; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). Therefore, when conducting this research, I 

controlled for the variables years of experience, teacher autonomy, school level taught, 

and gender. 

Research Questions 

Due the number of special education teachers becoming certified through 

alternative means, the I would like to answer the following research questions: 

RQ1: Is there a statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of special 

education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared to 

special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when controlling 

for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification? 

RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

classroom management of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 
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RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area 

instructional strategies of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 

RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

student engagement of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method 

of certification? 

In order to address these questions, the following null hypotheses were formulated: 

HOI :  There  wi l l  be  no  s t a t i s t i ca l ly  s ign i f i can t  d i f f e rence  in  the  t eache r  e f f i cacy  o f  

special education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared 

to special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when 

controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of 

certification. 

H02: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area of classroom management of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 
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H03: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area instructional strategies of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 

H04: There will be no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the 

area of student engagement of special education teachers who have been 

alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that have been 

traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification. 

Participants 

The participants in the study were selected from a random sample of K-12 special 

education teachers in a Southeastern state. All special education teachers who received 

permission from their local boards of education were asked to participate in the research 

regardless of experience or other factors. 

Sampling Procedures 

Participants were randomly selected based upon the school district in which they 

work as special education teachers. The names of 179 school districts in a Southeastern 

state were entered in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software, and 

the software generated a random list of 50 school districts in the state, which provided a 

random cross section of school districts throughout the state. Each school district was 
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contacted by me in order to request permission to email the teacher efficacy survey to the 

special education teachers in each district. Once approval was granted, the link to an 

online survey was emailed to all potential participants. 

Sample Size, Power, and Precision 

G*Power3, software designed to determine statistical power, was used to conduct 

a sensitivity test. First, data was entered for the MANOVA. It was determined that at 

least 100 participants were needed to find a small effect at a power level of .8 and a 

significance level ofp< .05. The line graph in Figure 1 displays this data. 

F tests - MANOVA: Global effects 
Number of groups = 2, Response variables = 3, 

<x err prob = 0.05, Power (1 -|5 err prob) = 0.8 

2 

1.5 

1 

0.5 

-o- o —O— o 
20 40 80 60 100 120 140 

Total sample size 

Figure 1. A line graph representing the sensitivity test for MANOVA. The graph 
represents the number of participants needed to find a small effect at the significance 
level of p < .05. 
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Measures and Covariates 

The link to the online survey was emailed to all participants. The survey included 

three sections. The first section was designed to collect the following demographic data: 

gender, years of experience, method of certification, years teaching special education, 

and school level taught. The second portion of the survey included the Teachers' Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). The researchers 

developed a short and long form of this instrument. The short form, which contains 12 

questions, was used for this research. The TSES measures teacher efficacy for three 

different factors: classroom management, student engagement, and instructional 

strategies. See Table 1 for reliability data (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Table 1 

Reliability of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale 

M SD a 

TSES 7.1 .98 .90 

Engagement 7.2 1.2 .81 

Instructional strategies 7.3 1.2 .86 

Classroom management 6/7 \_2 .86 

The third section of the survey included three questions used to measure teacher 

autonomy. These questions came from an instrument developed by Skaalvik and Skaalvik 

(2010). The questions on teacher autonomy had a Cronbach's alpha reliability rating of 
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.73. Einar Skaalvik, developer of the Perceived School context Scale granted permission 

to use the teacher autonomy portion of the instrument. 

Research Design 

This study was conducted using a non-experimental research design. A non-

experimental design was used because it allowed the researcher to observe trends without 

manipulating variables (Johnson & Christensen, 2007). A quantitative, descriptive 

research design was used to compile and analyze the data in this study. A quantitative 

approach was used to examine the relationship between method of certification, the 

predictor variable and teacher efficacy, the criterion variable. 

A descriptive format was used to describe the teacher efficacy of special 

education teachers as it relates to how the special education teachers initially became 

certified. Data were collected from K-12 special education teachers using the TSES, an 

instrument that measures teacher efficacy in the areas of classroom management, 

instructional strategies, and student engagement. 

A quantitative methodology was implemented to examine the relationship 

between teacher efficacy and method of certification for special education teachers. The 

instrument was administered in an electronic format. The link to the survey was emailed 

to all potential participants. Data were analyzed and disaggregated using SPSS. The 

selected instrument was chosen because it is more reliable and it specifically measures 

personal teaching efficacy (PTE), and PTE has been linked to student achievement and 

positive teaching characteristics. 
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MANOVA was used to analyze the data because it is the best method for 

analyzing the relationship between a predictor variable and multiple dependent variables. 

Using MANOVA rather than separate ANOVAs for each dependent variable reduces the 

likelihood of making a Type I error (Field, 2009). The MANOVA was used to answer the 

research questions. Statistically significance was measured at p< .05. 

Summary 

Special education teachers in a southeastern state were surveyed to determine 

teaching efficacy using the TSES. Participating districts were randomly selected and 

electronic versions of the survey were emailed to each special education teacher in the 

participating districts. The data were analyzed using SPSS in order to find out if there is a 

correlation between teacher efficacy and method of certification. Gender, years of 

experience, level taught, teacher autonomy, and method of certification are all predictor 

variables, which were controlled for when analyzing the data. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between the 

method by which special education teachers became certified, and their teacher efficacy. 

Previous researchers have studied the relationship between method of certification and 

teacher efficacy, but no study has focused specifically on special education teachers. 

This study focused on special education teachers due to the importance of 

pedagogically sound instruction when working with students with disabilities (SWD). 

Increasingly, teachers are becoming certified through alternative certification programs. 

Alternative certification programs were designed to help alleviate the teacher shortage. 

These programs emphasize content knowledge over pedagogy, however adapting and 

modifying instruction are often a more critical aspect of teaching SWD than content 

mastery. This study is important because the achievement gap between SWD and general 

education students continues to increase. It is important that qualified teachers are placed 

in classrooms to work with SWD. The link between method of certification and teacher-

efficacy was studied because teacher efficacy is one of the few teacher characteristics that 

has been consistently linked to student achievement and the use of better instructional 

strategies. 

67 
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The Teacher's Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) is a survey instrument designed to 

measure teacher-efficacy in the context of classroom management, student engagement, 

and instructional strategies was completed by 200 special education teachers. In addition 

to the TSES the participants answered demographic questions and three questions from 

the Perceived School Context Scale (PSC), designed to measure teacher autonomy. The 

predictor variable was the method of certification. Other predictor variables that were 

controlled for in the research were gender, level at which the teacher taught, years of 

teaching experience, and teacher autonomy. The three dependent variables were teacher-

efficacy in the context of classroom management, teacher-efficacy in the context of 

student engagement, and teacher-efficacy in the context of the use of instructional 

strategies. 

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 

Fifty school districts were contacted in a Southeastern state to ask permission to 

send an electronic version of the survey instrument to special education teachers in their 

district. Of the 50 school districts, seven approved my request, three rejected my request 

and 40 did not respond. The seven districts that approved my request were a cross-section 

of districts from across the state. One district was a suburban school district near a major 

southeastern city. Another was located in the suburbs of a large city of over 500,000 

people. The other five districts were rural and located in various locations throughout the 

state. The survey was electronically submitted to 591 special education teachers in the 

seven districts. Two-hundred teachers responded to the survey, but one teacher only 
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completed the demographic information and did not complete the survey instrument. Of 

the other 199 respondents, two did not include their gender, and three did not include the 

school level, at which they taught. The data for these five participants were discarded, 

leaving a total of 194 participants. A sensitivity test was conducted using G*Power3 

software. It was determined that at least 100 participants were needed to find a small 

effect at a power level of .8 and a significance level of p < .05, thus the sample size is 

sufficient to attain a statistically significant results. 

Eighty percent (n = 155) of the respondents were traditionally certified and 20% 

(n = 39) were certified through alternative certification programs. Method of certification 

is reported in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Method of Certification 

Method of Certification Frequency Percentage 

Traditional 155 80% 

Alternative 39 20% 

Total 194 100% 

Gender of the participants is reported in Table 3. Thirteen percent (n = 26) of the 

respondents were male and 87% {n - 168) were female. 
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Table 3 

Gender of Participants 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Female 168 87% 

Male 26 13% 

Total 194 100% 

Forty-four percent (n = 86) of the participants were elementary school teachers, 20% (n = 

39) were middle school teachers and 23% (n = 44) were high school teachers. Thirteen 

percent (n = 25) of the respondents indicated that they taught at more than one school 

level. Table 4 provides the data for the school level taught by the participants. Years of 

teaching experience ranged from one year to 39 years. A distribution of participants 

based on years of experience is displayed in Table 5. 
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Table 4 

School Level Taught 

Level Taught Frequency Percentage 

Elementary 86 44% 

Middle 39 20% 

High 44 23% 

Mixed 25 13% 

Total 194 100% 

Table 5 

Years of Experience 

Years of Experience Frequency Percentage 

0
 

1 40 21% 

6 - 1 0  48 25% 

1 1 - 1 5  26 13% 

1 6 - 2 0  26 13% 

2 1  - 2 5  23 12% 

2 6 - 3 0  12 6% 

Over 30 19 10% 

Total 194 100% 
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Data Analysis 

Appropriate statistical procedures were used to address the research questions. 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyze the data. First, the 

data was entered into SPSS. A MANOVA was used to analyze the data because it is the 

best method for analyzing the relationship between a predictor variable and multiple 

dependent variables. Using a MANOVA rather than separate ANOVAs for each 

dependent variable reduces the likelihood of making a Type I error (Field, 2009). The 

MANOVA was used to determine if there was a relationship between the predictor 

variable, method of certification, and the three dependent variables: teacher-efficacy in 

the context of classroom management, teacher-efficacy in the context of student 

engagement, and teacher-efficacy in the context of the use of instructional strategies. 

Assumptions 

Field (2009) stated that the assumptions for MANOVA are basically the same as 

the assumptions for ANOVA except MANOVAs are used for multivariate cases (p. 609): 

• "Observations should be statistically independent." 

• "Data should be randomly sampled from the population of interest and 

measured at the interval level." 

• "The dependent variables (collectively) have multivariate normality within 

groups." 
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• Homogeneity of variance exists for each of the dependent variables, and 

"that the correlation between any two dependent variables is the same in 

all groups." (p.609) 

The method used for collection of the data will insure statistical independence. 

One participant's scores will not influence the scores of another participant. Dependent 

variables are continuous, so the data will be measured at least at the interval level. Field 

(2009) recommended univariate testing of normality, since multivariate normality cannot 

be tested. Therefore, normality can be assumed if each outcome shows univariate 

normality. Normality may be assumed if any of the following three criteria are met. 

Normality can be demonstrated visually using a histogram. Normality can also be 

demonstrated if the Kolgorov-Smirnov test is not statistically significant, or if the sample 

size is greater than 30 (Field, 2009). A variance-covariance matrix was used to test 

homogeneity of variance. Levene's test was used to measure homogeneity of variance 

and Box's test was used to evaluate covariance. If Levene's test for each outcome is not 

statistically significant at the .05 level then homogeneity of variances can be assumed 

(Field, 2009). Homogeneity of covariances may be assumed if Box's M test is not 

statistically significant at the .005 level (Huberty & Petoskey, 2000). 

The assumption of random sampling and independence were met. An analysis of 

the histograms showed normality for the alternative certification group for all three 

dependent variables; however the histograms indicated non-normality for the traditionally 

certified group for all dependent variables. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. 



with Lilliefors significance indicated normality for the alternative certification group for 

all three dependent variables; teacher-efficacy for classroom management, D(39) = .14, p 

= .061; teacher-efficacy for student engagement, D(39) = .11, p = .200; teacher-efficacy 

for instructional strategies, D{39) = .14, p = .053. However, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test indicated non-normality for the traditional certification group; teacher efficacy for 

classroom management, D(155) = .12,/? < .001; teacher-efficacy for student engagement, 

D( 155) = . 11, p < .001; teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies, D( 155) = . 11, p < 

.001. Although there appears to be non-normality for the traditional certification group, 

Field (2009) states that as long as the sample size is over 30 normality can be assumed. 

The results of Levene's test indicated homogeneity of variances for all three dependent 

variables; teacher-efficacy for classroom management, F(l. 192) = 0.52, p = .472; 

teacher-efficacy for student engagement, F( 1,192) = 1.19,/? = .277; teacher-efficacy for 

instructional strategies, F(l, 192) = 2.74, p = .100. The results of Box's test also indicated 

homogeneity of covariances; Box's M= 93.90, F(54, 2371.96) = 1.44,/? = .021. 

Results of Data Analysis 

A MANOVA was conducted to determine if a relationship existed between the 

predictor variable, method of certification, and teacher efficacy for classroom 

management, student engagement, or instructional strategies. The raw means and 

standard deviations for teacher efficacy in the area of classroom management are 

displayed in Table 6. Table 7 shows the raw means and standard deviations for teacher 



efficacy in the area of student engagement. The raw means and standard deviations for 

teacher efficacy in the area of use of instructional strategies are displayed in Table 8. 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Efficacy of Classroom Management 

Certification n M* SD 

Traditional 155 7.58 1.12 

Alternative 39 7.64 0.92 

Total 194 7.59 1.08 

Note. *range = 1 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal) 

Table 7 

Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Efficacy of Student Engagement 

Certification n M* SD 

Traditional 155 6.77 1.28 

Alternative 39 6.80 1.13 

Total 194 6.78 1.26 

Note. * range = 1 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal) 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Efficacy for Instructional Strategies 

Certification n M* SD 

Traditional 155 7.66 0.95 

Alternative 39 7.62 1.17 

Total 194 7.65 0.99 

Note. *range - 1 (nothing) to 9 (a great deal) 

RQI: Is there a statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of special 

education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared to special 

education teachers that have been traditionally certified when controlling for teacher 

autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification ? 

To address this question, I tested the following null hypothesis: There will be no 

statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of special education teachers 

who have been alternatively certified when compared to special education teachers that 

have been traditionally certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school 

level, and method of certification? 

A MANOVA was used to analyze the null hypothesis, that there was no 

statistically significant difference in the teacher efficacy of special education teachers and 

method of certification at alpha = .05 when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, 

school level, and method of certification. An analysis of the data yielded a Pillai's Trace 
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value of F(3,l 84) = 0.63, p - .598. Since the p > .05, the null hypothesis must be 

accepted that there was no relationship between method of certification of special 

education teachers and teacher-efficacy. Table 9 provides the results of Pillai's Trace for 

all of the fixed factors and covariates. The rj2 value represents effect size. Predictor 

variables with a higher r\2 are more important in relation to their potential effect on the 

dependent variable. 

Table 9 

Pillai '.v Trace Results for Predictor Variables 

Predictor Variable F n2 P 

Certification 0.63 .01 .598 

Gender 2.40 .04 .069 

Level taught 2.61 .04 .006 

Teacher autonomy 4.71 .07 .003 

Years of experience 2.31 .04 .078 

RQ2: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

classroom management of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of 

certification? 



To address this question I tested the following null hypothesis: There will be no 

statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of classroom 

management of special education teachers who have been alternatively certified when 

compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when 

controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification. Table 

10 shows that there was not a statistically significant difference between teachers based 

on method of certification in terms of teacher-efficacy for classroom management, F{ 1, 

193) = 1.68,/? = .197. Table 11 displays the results of the regression analysis between the 

predictor variables and teacher-efficacy for classroom management. Figure 2 shows a 

comparison of the means and the 95% confidence level. 
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Table 10 

Univariate ANOVA Results for Classroom Management 

Source # F 
I 

P 

Certification 1 1.68 .01 .197 

Gender 1 1.14 .01 .286 

Level taught 3 0.29 .01 .831 

Teacher autonomy 1 6.90 .04 .009 

Years of experience 1 6.14 .03 .014 

Error 186 (1.126) 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
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Table 11 

Predictors o f Classroom Management 

Variable b b* 95% CI 

Constant g 49*** [5.72, 7.26] 

Gender (male) -0.24 -0.08 [-0.68, 0.208] 

Certification (alternative) 0.27 0.10 [-0.13,0.67] 

Level taught (high school) -0.05 -0.05 [-0.19, 0.09] 

Years of experience 0.02* 0.18 [0.00,0.04] 

Teacher autonomy 0.20** 0.19 [0.05,0.35] 

R2 0.07 

F( 5, 188) 2.63* 

Note. CI = confidence interval for h. Values enclosed in parentheses represent the degrees 
of freedom. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Figure 2. Comparison of means based on certification level for the dependent variable 
teacher-efficacy for classroom management. Error bars represent the standard error of the 
means and the 95% confidence level. 

Although the data did not indicate a statistically significant relationship between 

method of certification and teacher-efficacy for classroom management, there was a 

statistically significant relationship between teacher-efficacy for classroom management 

and teacher autonomy F(l,193) = 6.90,/? = .009. Figure 3 is a scatterplot demonstrating 

the relationship between teacher-efficacy for classroom management and teacher 
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autonomy. As teacher autonomy increases, so does teacher-efficacy for classroom 

management. 
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Figure 3. A scatterplot comparing the mean of teacher autonomy responses with the 
mean of the responses for the dependent variable teacher-efficacy for classroom 
management. Teacher autonomy was measured on a six point Likert scale, and teacher-
efficacy was measured on a nine point Likert scale. 
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The data also indicated that there was a positive relationship between teacher-efficacy for 

classroom management and years of experience F(l,193) = 6.14, p = .014. This 

relationship is shown in the scatterplot in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. A scatterplot comparing years of experience of respondents with the mean of 
the responses for the dependent variable teacher-efficacy for classroom management. 
Teacher autonomy was measured on a six point Likert scale, and teacher-efficacy was 
measured on a nine point Likert scale. 
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RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area 

instructional strategies of special education teachers who have been alternatively 

certified when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally 

certified when controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level and method of 

certification? 

To address this question I tested the following null hypothesis: There will be no 

statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area instructional strategies of 

special education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared to 

special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when controlling for 

teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification. Table 12 shows that 

there was not a statistically significant difference between teachers based on method of 

certification in terms of teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used. F( 1, 193) = .98, 

p = .323. Table 13 displays the results of the regression analysis between the predictor 

variables and teacher-efficacy for the use of instructional strategies. Figure 5 shows a 

comparison of the means and the 95% confidence level. 



Table 12 

Univariate ANOVA Results for Instructional Strategies 

Source df F 
•> 

P 

Certification 1 0.98 .01 .323 

Gender 1 5.64 .03 .019 

Level taught 3 1.74 .03 .161 

Teacher autonomy 1 9.47 .05 .002 

Years of experience 1 3.11 .02 .079 

Error 186 (.898) 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
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Table 13 

Predictors of Instructional Strategies Used 

Variable b b* 95% CI 

Constant 6.58*** [5.89, 7.28] 

Gender (male) -0.54* -0.19 [-0.94, -0.14] 

Certification (alternative) 0.13 0.05 [-0.23, 0.49] 

Level taught (high school) -0.04 -0.05 [-0.17,-0.09] 

Years of experience 0.01 0.12 [0.00, 0.03] 

Teacher autonomy 0.23** 0.23 [0.09, 0.37] 

R2 0.10 

F( 5, 188) 4.01** 

Note. CI = confidence interval for b. Values enclosed in parentheses represent the degrees 
of freedom. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Figure 5. Comparison of means based on certification level for the dependent variable 
teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used. Error bars represent the standard error 
of the means and the 95% confidence level. 

Although the data did not indicate a statistically significant relationship between 

method of certification and teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used, there was a 

statistically significant relationship between teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies 

used and teacher autonomy F(l,193) = 9.47, p = .002. Figure 6 is a scatterplot 
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demonstrating the relationship between teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used 

and teacher autonomy. As teacher autonomy increases, so does teacher-efficacy for the 

use of instructional strategies. 
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Figure 6. A scatterplot comparing the mean of teacher autonomy responses with the 
mean of the responses for the dependent variable teacher-efficacy for the use of 
instructional strategies. Teacher autonomy was measured on a six point Likert scale, and 
teacher-efficacy was measured on a nine point Likert scale. 



The data indicated that there a correlation between teacher-efficacy for instructional 

strategies used and gender F(l,193) = 5.64,/? = .019. Females demonstrated a higher 

teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used. Figure 7 shows a comparison of the 

means and the 95% confidence level. 
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Figure 7. A comparison of the means of male and female responses and the dependent 
variable teacher-efficacy for instructional use. Error bars represent the standard error of 
the means and the 95% confidence level. 
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RQ4: Is there a statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of 

student engagement of special education teachers who have been alternatively certified 

when compared to special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when 

controlling for teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification? 

To address this question I tested the following null hypothesis: There will be no 

statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy in the area of student engagement of 

special education teachers who have been alternatively certified when compared to 

special education teachers that have been traditionally certified when controlling for 

teacher autonomy, gender, school level, and method of certification. Table 14 shows that 

there was no statistically significant difference between teachers based on method of 

certification in terms of teacher-efficacy for instructional strategies used, F(l, 193) = 

1.32, p = .253. Table 15 displays the results of the regression analysis between the 

predictor variables and teacher-efficacy for student engagement. Figure 8 shows a 

comparison of the means and the 95% confidence level. 
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Table 14 

Univariate ANOVA Results for Student Engagement 

Source df F 
*> 

n" p 

Certification 1 1.32 .01 .253 

Gender 1 0.12 .00 .729 

Level taught 3 4.53 .07 .004 

Teacher autonomy 1 12.79 .06 .000 

Years of experience 1 0.80 .00 .370 

Error 186 (1.423) 

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
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Table 15 

Predictors of Student Engagement 

Variable b b* 95% CI 
Constant 5.59*** [4.72, 6.47] 

Gender (male) -0.18 -0.05 [-0.68, 0.33] 

Certification (alternative) 0.20 0.06 [-0.26, 0.65] 

Level taught (high school) -0.24** -0.21 [-0.40. -0.08] 

Years of experience 0.09 0.07 [-0.01,0.03] 

Teacher autonomy 0.34*** 0.27 [0.17,0.52] 

R2 0.11 

F( 5,88) 4.56** 

Note. CI = confidence interval for b. Values enclosed in parentheses represent the degrees 
of freedom. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 



93 

7.2000 

7.0000' 

c 
ra 
• 
5 
UJ 
</> 6.8000' 
O 
s« 
IO o> 

6.6000' 

6.4000' 

Traditional Alternative 

Certification 

Figure 8. Comparison of means based on certification level for the dependent variable 
teacher-efficacy for student engagement. Error bars represent the standard error of the 
means and the 95% confidence level. 

Although the data did not indicate a statistically significant relationship between 

method of certification and teacher-efficacy for student engagement, there was a 

statistically significant relationship between teacher-efficacy for student engagement and 

teacher autonomy F(l,193) = 12.79,/? < .001. Figure 9 is a scatterplot demonstrating the 
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relationship between teacher-efficacy for student engagement and teacher autonomy. As 

teacher autonomy increases, so does teacher-efficacy for student engagement. 
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Figure 9. A scatterplot comparing the mean of teacher autonomy responses with the 
mean of the responses for the dependent variable teacher-efficacy for student 
engagement. Teacher autonomy was measured on a six point Likert scale, and teacher-
efficacy was measured on a nine point Likert scale. 

The data indicated that there was a positive relationship between teacher-efficacy for 

student engagement and level taught F(3,191) = 4.53, p = .004. Those teaching at the 
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elementary level had a higher teacher-efficacy for student engagement than teachers at 

the middle or high school levels. Figure 10 shows a comparison of the means and the 

95% confidence level. 
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Figure 10. A comparison of the means for level taught and the dependent variable 
teacher-efficacy for student engagement. Error bars represent the standard error of the 
means and the 95% confidence level. 
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Summary 

In this study, data were analyzed to determine if a relationship existed between 

teacher-efficacy and the method by which special education teachers are certified. One-

hundred and ninety-four special education teachers completed the electronic survey. The 

survey was comprised of several demographic questions, the short version of the TSES. 

and three questions measuring teacher autonomy from the PCS. The TSES measured 

teacher-efficacy in three different contexts: classroom management, student engagement, 

and the use of instructional strategies. A MANOVA was used to analyze the data. The 

results showed that there was not a statistically significant relationship between teacher-

efficacy and the method of certification of special education teachers. 

The data demonstrated that there was a statistically significant correlation 

between teacher-efficacy and several predictor variables. Teacher autonomy was 

statistically significantly related to all three dependent variables. There was also a 

statistically significant positive correlation between the number of years of experience of 

a special education teacher and the dependent variable teacher-efficacy for classroom 

management. The data indicated that there that female special education teachers had 

statistically significant higher teacher-efficacy for the use of instructional strategies. The 

data also indicated that elementary school special education teachers had a statistically 

significantly higher teacher-efficacy for student engagement than middle or high school 

teachers. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists between the 

method by which special education teachers become certified and their teacher-efficacy. 

The implementation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001 has led to a dramatic 

increase in the number of alternatively certified special education teachers. NCLB 

required that all teachers in classrooms be highly qualified. NCLB did not specify a 

definition of highly qualified, but it did require that all highly qualified teachers hold a 

bachelor's degree, and pass a minimum competency test in the area in which they teach. 

The restrictions have led to teacher shortages in math, science, and special education. 

NCLB allowed for alternative certification programs to alleviate the teacher 

shortage. Alternative certification programs allow teachers with a bachelor's degree to 

teach with little or no formal pedagogical training. Some advocates for alternative 

certification believe that content knowledge is more important than pedagogical 

knowledge, which could be learned later. The argument may be valid for content rich 

academic courses, but not in special education, where pedagogically sound instructional 

strategies may be more 
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important than content knowledge to help students with disabilities (SWD) achieve in 

school. 

This study is important because the achievement gap between SWD and their 

general education peers continues to increase. NCLB has increased pressure on schools to 

ensure that SWD are on grade level, yet SWD continue to remain behind their general 

education peers. School administrators are required to report the progress of their SWD, 

and if a minimum number of SWD are not on grade level, the school will fail to make 

adequate yearly progress, and the school will be at risk of government interventions. 

Schools with a SWD population large enough to count as a subgroup are not as likely to 

make adequate yearly progress (AYP) as schools without a SWD subgroup. Many states 

are obtaining waivers so that they do not have to count students with disabilities as a 

separate subgroup to try and make it easier for schools to make AYP. This change may 

help schools make AYP, however it does not alter the fact that there is a significant 

achievement gap between SWD and their general education peers. 

Teacher-efficacy is one of the few characteristics that has been consistently linked 

to student achievement. Higher efficacy teachers have better classroom management, use 

better instructional strategies, and produce higher achieving students. High efficacy 

teachers are more persistent and are more likely to continue to experiment with 

instructional strategies until they are successful. Students of high efficacy teachers are 

more likely to be more efficacious themselves. 
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Summary of the Study 

Special education teachers from a Southeastern state were chosen as participants 

for the study. Fifty school districts were contacted, asking permission to send an 

electronic version of the survey instrument to all of the special education teachers in the 

district. Of the 50 school districts, seven approved the research request, three rejected my 

request, and 40 did not respond. The survey was electronically submitted to 591 special 

education teachers in the seven districts. Two-hundred teachers responded to the survey, 

but one teacher only completed the demographic information and did not complete the 

survey instrument. Of the other 199 respondents, two did not include their gender, and 

three did not include the school level, at which they taught. The data for these five 

participants were discarded, leaving a total of 194 participants. One-hundred and fifty-

five of the respondents had participated in a traditional certification program, while 39 

had been certified through an alternative certification program. 

The instrument I used was the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES). TSES is 

a survey instrument designed to measure teacher-efficacy in the contexts of classroom 

management, student engagement, and instructional strategies. In addition to the TSES, 

the teachers answered demographic questions as well as three questions from the 

Perceived School Context Scale (PSC), an instrument that measures teacher autonomy. 

The predictor variable was the method of certification. Other predictor variables that 

were controlled for in the research included gender, school level at which teachers' 

taught, years of teaching experience, and teacher autonomy. There were three dependent 
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variables: teacher-efficacy in the context of classroom management, teacher-efficacy in 

the context of student engagement, and teacher-efficacy for the use of instructional 

strategies. 

Discussion 

The literature reviewed in this study indicated that an increasing number of 

special education teachers were attaining initial certification through an alternative 

certification program. The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists 

between the method in which a special education teacher becomes certified and their 

sense of teacher-efficacy. A MANOVA was used to analyze the data. A MANOVA is the 

best method for analyzing the relationship between a predictor variable and multiple 

dependent variables. Using MANOVA is preferable to analyzing the data with separate 

ANOVAs for each dependent variable because analyzing the data using MANOVA 

reduces the likelihood of making a Type I error (Field, 2009). The MANOVA was used 

to determine if there was a relationship between the predictor variable, method of 

certification, and the three dependent variables: teacher-efficacy in the context of 

classroom management, teacher-efficacy in the context of student engagement, and 

teacher-efficacy for the use of instructional strategies. Four other predictor variables were 

also considered. The four predictor variables were gender, years of experience , teacher 

autonomy, and school level taught. 

I used the calculations from the MANOVA to compare the five predictor 

variables with the three dependent variables in order to find all possible correlations. The 
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data did not show a statistically significant relationship between method of certification 

for special education teachers and any of the three dependent variables. Though there was 

not a statistically significant relationship between these two variables, the results did 

provide some data about the relationship between teacher-efficacy and method of 

certification. Though the results were not statistically significant, alternatively certified 

teachers scored higher on the TSES than traditionally certified teachers in the areas of 

classroom management and student engagement. This is similar to the results of Suell and 

Piotrowski (2007), whose research indicated a higher sense of efficacy for classroom 

management among alternatively certified general education teachers. Previous research 

conducted by Guyton, Fox and Sisk (1993) found no correlation between method of 

certification and teacher efficacy for general education teachers. 

I found several statistically significant relationships between other predictor 

variables and teacher-efficacy. There was a statistically significant correlation between 

teacher autonomy and teacher-efficacy for the three predictor variables: use of 

instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom management. Teachers with a 

higher sense of autonomy also felt efficacious in the classroom. This result is similar to 

results of previous research on teacher efficacy and teacher autonomy (Lee, Dedrick. & 

Smith, 1991; Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992; Skaalvik & Skaalvik. 2007) 

In the area of teacher-efficacy for classroom management, there was a statistically 

significant relationship with the predictor variable years of experience. The longer a 

special education teacher has taught school the higher their teacher-efficacy for 
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classroom management. Findings of this study are similar to those in the literature 

review. Research conducted by Flores, Desjean-Perrotta, and Steinmetz (2004) also 

indicated that teachers with more experience have a higher sense of efficacy. 

There was a statistically significant relationship between school level taught by 

special education teachers and teacher-efficacy for student engagement. Special 

education elementary school teachers had a higher efficacy for student engagement than 

middle school or high school special education teachers. This finding agrees with 

previous research found that elementary school teachers had a higher sense of efficacy 

than middle or high school teachers (Fives and Buehl, 2010; Midgely, Anderman, & 

Hicks, 1995; Wolters and Daugherty, 2007). The data demonstrated that there is a 

relationship between gender and teacher efficacy. Female special education teachers had 

a higher sense of efficacy for the use of instructional strategies than their male 

counterparts. 

Conclusions 

Several conclusions may be drawn from this research regarding the teacher-

efficacy of special education teachers. The data indicate that that there is no difference in 

the teacher-efficacy of special education teachers based on method of certification. These 

findings are important because there are an increasing number of alternatively certified 

special education teachers being hired in public schools. 

A statistically significant relationship exists between teacher autonomy and 

teacher-efficacy. This finding is of concern due to the recent trends in education, which 
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are serving to decrease teacher autonomy (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006; Ogawa, 

Sandholtz, Martinez-Flores, & Scribner, 2003). In an effort to increase scores on 

standardized tests there has been an increased use of prescriptive and scripted lessons in 

special education (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006). Prescriptive lessons decreases the amount 

of teacher input into lessons, which may harm teacher autonomy (Achinstein & Ogawa, 

2006; Ogawa et al., 2003). The current focus on a standards based curriculum may also 

have a negative impact on teacher autonomy (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006; Ogawa et al.. 

2003). 

It may be concluded that there is a statistically significant relationship between 

years of experience and teacher-efficacy for classroom-management. There is not a 

relationship between method of certification and teacher-efficacy. However previous 

research suggests that alternatively certified teachers leave the profession sooner than 

traditionally certified teachers, creating a continuous revolving door of new teachers 

(Robertson & Singleton, 2010). An effort should be made to examine why alternatively 

certified teachers choose leave the profession, and efforts should be made to put practices 

in place that will encourage special education teachers to remain in education. 

Implications 

There are several implications that should be considered based on the findings of 

this research. Teachers, administrators and school-districts may gain insight into the 

relationship between teacher characteristics and a teacher's sense of efficacy based on the 

results of this study. Teachers' sense of efficacy is important because previous 
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researchers have concluded that teacher-efficacy is related to student achievement. 

Increasing student achievement and closing the achievement gap between students with 

disabilities (SWD) and their general education peers is important for all students. In light 

of current federal legislation, which mandates that schools increase the achievement of 

SWD, schools have government regulations determining their future. Findings from this 

research indicate that there is a statistically significant relationship between teacher-

efficacy and the predictor variables of years of experience, gender, school level taught 

and teacher autonomy. 

The current educational climate emphasizes standards based classrooms and 

standardized assessments. These reforms have resulted in a reduction in teacher 

autonomy. Considering the results of this study, the decrease in teacher autonomy is 

concerning, and could result in a decrease in teacher-efficacy, which could have a 

negative impact on student achievement. 

The longer a special education teacher teaches the higher their teacher-efficacy is 

for classroom management. It is important that special education teachers remain in the 

field of special education. School districts must be aware of this information as they 

recruit, hire, and attempt to retain teachers in the field of special education. In order to 

close the achievement gap between SWD and their general education peers, educators 

must implement policies that will keep efficacious and effective teachers in the 

classroom. 
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Recommendations for Research 

Researchers established the positive relationship between teacher-efficacy and 

student achievement. This research study indicates that there is not a statistically 

significant relationship between method of certification for special education teachers and 

teacher-efficacy. The research is limited by the fact that all of the data is self-reported. I 

would recommend that future researchers add a qualitative component to the research. 

Observations, as well interviews may yield more information regarding the efficacy of 

special education teachers. 

In addition to comparing alternatively certified with traditionally certified 

teachers, future research should explore a third group of out of field teachers. These are 

teachers who gained initial certification in one area, but later became certified in special 

education by passing a state examination. These teachers are now considered to be highly 

qualified in the area of special education. A qualitative research study indicated that 

special education teachers who teach out of field expressed doubts regarding classroom 

management, as well as the use of instructional strategies (Green, 2012). 

This study was limited by the fact that nothing is known about the alternative 

certification programs of the participants. The rigor of alternative certification programs 

is varied (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; Quigney, 2010). Many 

alternative certification programs are highly selective, while others are less-restrictive 

and will allow most anyone with a four year degree to participate (Boyd, Goldhaber, 

Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2007). Some programs require extensive classwork, while others 
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require only a few weeks of preparation before teachers are allowed to enter the 

classroom. Twenty-one states have programs that require little or no preparation before 

entering the classroom. Ninety-two percent of the teachers who have been certified 

through alternative programs have done so in one of the 21 states that does not require 

vast amounts of coursework before entering the classroom as the teacher of record 

(Peterson & Nadler, 2009). Future research may examine the certification program of 

each participant in order to gain an authentic understanding of the impact that method of 

certification has on teacher-efficacy. 

Recommendations for Practice 

Educational policy and decision makers should explore methods to increase 

teacher autonomy. This research demonstrates that there is a positive relationship 

between teacher-efficacy and teacher autonomy. Increasing teacher-autonomy may result 

in an increase in teacher-efficacy. Teacher autonomy may be increased by giving teachers 

more control over the curriculum and the method by which lessons are taught. The use of 

prescriptive lessons should be eliminated since they may diminish teacher autonomy. 

Leadership must allow teachers to be involved in the instructional decision making 

process. Teacher autonomy has also been linked to teacher burnout. Teachers with a 

higher sense of autonomy are less susceptible to teacher burnout, and thus more likely to 

remain in the teaching profession (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). This is important 

considering that there is a positive relationship between years of experience and teacher-

efficacy for classroom management. 
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Leaders should implement strategies that will increase teacher longevity and 

decrease teacher burnout. Increasing teacher autonomy may decrease teacher attrition in 

the field of special education. However, other programs to help decrease teacher burnout 

need to be instituted as well. Professional development opportunities in the areas of time 

and classroom management may be helpful in decreasing teacher burnout. In the area of 

special education, where teacher burnout is particularly high, minimizing paperwork may 

be helpful in decreasing burnout as well. Since research demonstrates that alternatively 

certified teachers are more likely to quit teaching before traditionally certified teachers 

this should be a consideration when hiring new teachers. 

Summary 

An achievement gap exists between Students with Disabilities (SWD) and their 

general education peers. It is important that educators remain adamant about working to 

decrease this gap. Teacher-efficacy is one of the few teacher characteristics that has been 

consistently linked to student achievement. The number of alternatively certified teachers 

continues to increase. Special education continues to be an area in high need of qualified 

teachers. For these reasons, there may continue to be a high number of alternatively 

certified teachers entering the profession as special education teachers. Teaching SWD 

requires a specialized set of skills. It is vital that educators continue to monitor both 

alternatively and traditionally certified programs to insure that all teachers enter the 

classroom ready to be successful. 
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There is a significant relationship between teacher autonomy and the teacher-

efficacy of special education teachers. The standards based curriculum as well as the use 

of scripted lessons in the special education classroom are taking curricular decisions 

away from the special education teacher. This threatens the teacher-autonomy of 

teachers, and thus the teacher-efficacy of special education teachers. It is important that 

educators re-evaluate prescriptive learning because a decrease in teacher control over the 

instructional strategies in the classroom could have a negative impact on teacher-efficacy 

resulting in decreased student achievement. 

This research does not indicate a significant difference in teacher-efficacy 

between alternatively and traditionally certified teachers. However, there is a significant 

relationship between years of experience and teacher-efficacy. It is important that 

considerable time and effort be allotted to developing strategies, which may help 

decrease special education attrition. SWD will benefit from shutting the revolving door of 

special education teachers entering and exiting the profession. 

The state of education is at a critical juncture as educators continue to try and 

close the achievement gap between students with disabilities and their general education 

peers. Successful teachers and exemplary teaching practices are the keys to closing this 

gap. It is vital that an effort be made to continuously evaluate how educators are being 

trained and prepared special to work with SWD. Factors that may impact teacher-

efficacy, teacher retention, and teacher performance must be continuously evaluated. 
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Quality teachers are essential to insuring that students with disabilities receive a superior 

education 
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