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ABSTRACT 

Teacher efficacy has been linked to positive outcomes in general education students. The current 

study examined three special education teachers and one special education paraeducator at 

Catalina Magnet High School in Tucson, AZ. Efficacy levels of educators in personal and general 

teacher efficacy, student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management were 

measured and compared against subjective student outcomes as measured by open-ended interview 

questions. No correlation was found between personal teacher efficacy and subjective student 

outcomes of students with disabilities, the focus of the study; however, the findings point the 

direction for future research in the subject.   
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INTRODUCTION 

 Teacher efficacy, a form of self-efficacy, has been strongly correlated with many student 

outcomes including achievement, motivation, and a student’s sense of efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, 

Hoy & Hoy, 1998); however little is known as to whether these outcomes expand to include 

students with disabilities. Self-efficacy refers to the perception an individual holds of their ability 

to perform the necessary tasks to produce a specific outcome. As seen in its definition, self-

efficacy beliefs can, and may, vary depending on many factors including the specific tasks 

required, the outcome desired, situational, and temporal circumstances, among other things 

(Bandura, 1986). These self-efficacy beliefs affect an individual’s behaviors, motivations, 

emotions, and cognitions (Bandura, 1997). 

 As applied to teachers, teacher efficacy is a form of self-efficacy that relates to the beliefs 

teachers hold about their ability to perform the actions necessary to accomplish a specific teaching 

task in a particular context. The RAND study (1976) established two dimensions of teacher 

efficacy: general and personal teacher efficacy (Armor et al., 1976). General teacher efficacy 

(GTE) refers to what an individual believes teachers, in general, can accomplish. The second, 

personal teacher efficacy (PTE), refers to what the individual teacher believes they can 

accomplish. Further research has determined that a central identifier of teacher efficacy is where 

the teacher believes the control lies or locus of control; are student outcomes in the control of the 

teacher (internal locus) or outside factors (external locus) (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998)? 

This becomes especially important when considering the influence of teachers and their sense of 

efficacy on the student outcomes of difficult students, including those with disabilities. Teaching 

students with disabilities has its own unique challenges-- they are more likely to have academic 

problems, require more attention, and experience decreased motivation among other things; this 
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can have an effect on the sense of efficacy a teacher holds when teaching students with disabilities 

and may ultimately affect their outcomes (Hoffman, 2010). 

With the amendment to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004), 

special education students are required to be taught in the “least restrictive environment” which 

meets their needs. While this has caused many schools to implement an inclusion model, it has 

also increased the need and use of paraeducators within the special education classroom. A 

paraeducator works under a teacher and helps in delivering quality, individualized, instructional 

time as well as aiding the teacher in creating materials, observing classroom behavior, and grading 

(Tucson Unified School District, 2010). As an individual who interacts with students with 

disabilities, and plays a role in their education, it is important to also look at the sense of efficacy 

of paraeducators with teaching tasks and its relationship to the outcomes of their students, the 

purpose of this study. 

Since a teacher’s sense of efficacy has been shown to greatly impact the outcomes of 

students without disabilities, it is important to study how teacher efficacy can differ when teaching 

students with disabilities and what outcomes this can result in for the student. The aim of this 

paper is to compare teacher efficacy of special education teachers and paraeducators/aides to 

determine what, if any, influence teacher efficacy has on achievement outcomes of students with 

disabilities. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Self-Efficacy 

Bandura’s social-cognitive (1986) theory is the principal theory in describing self-efficacy, 

and as such, will be used from here forward. Self-efficacy works to explain how people judge 

their capabilities and how these judgments affect their motivation and behaviors. Bandura 

(1986) defines self-efficacy as a person’s constructed belief about their capacity to perform a 

task. This is not to be confused with outcome expectancies, or what an individual believes will 

follow from their behavior/performance; they are however, connected. In particular, a person’s 

outcome expectations depend on their sense of efficacy. Self-efficacy judgments vary in level 

(simple/difficult tasks), generality (specific tasks/large domain of tasks), and strength (weak, 

poor/strong) and their effect is dependent on numerous factors including social, personal, 

situational, and temporal conditions as well as how heavily the individual weighs the 

experience/task and which inputs they consider. A person’s sense of efficacy, formed through 

interactions with ones environment, is based on four inputs which Bandura (1986) identifies as 

performance attainments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological state.  

The first influence, performance attainment refers to whether a person accomplishes the 

task they set out to do, and has a significant effect on their sense of efficacy; when a person 

succeeds in accomplishing a task, it increases their sense of efficacy and when they fail, it 

decreases. However, it is important to take into account the time at which the success/failure 

took place, as a failure at the beginning is most detrimental to a person’s sense of efficacy, and 

the salience the task holds for the individual. Another factor, vicarious experience, refers to the 

observation of similar people performing the task the individual is trying to accomplish; if the 
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individual witnesses a similar person succeed it increases their belief that they themselves can 

succeed as well, and when the individual witnesses a failure, their sense of efficacy is lowered. 

Verbal persuasion plays a role in developing one’s sense of self by setting an expectation; if 

the person is persuaded that they can perform the task and they fail, or they are persuaded that 

they can perform an unrealistic task, then a person’s sense of efficacy may be 

damaged/lowered, but if the person is persuaded to believe they can perform a task and they 

succeed in doing so, their sense of efficacy is confirmed/increased. Finally, people use 

information from their physiological state as they are performing the task to judge their 

capabilities; if they are stressed while attempting the task, their sense of efficacy is decreased 

and if they are calm while attempting the task, they experience an increase in efficacy. These 

factors all play a role in influencing one’s sense of efficacy and this has important 

consequences for their actions, motivations, and reactions throughout life (Bandura, 1986).  

  As discussed, a person’s sense of efficacy affects their motivations, choices, effort, thought 

pattern and attributions.  A person is more likely to choose a task/activity they believe they can 

accomplish or tasks with which they have a high sense of efficacy. They are also increasingly 

likely to put more effort into accomplishing a difficult task if their self judgment of efficacy is 

strong. This high sense of efficacy opens the individual up to expanding their competencies by 

pushing them to try new tasks. Judgments of efficacy also influence a person’s thought pattern 

(if they have a high sense of efficacy, they will have more positive thoughts about themselves 

and their abilities) as well as their attributions (a person with a high sense of efficacy will most 

likely attribute success to their abilities and failures to insufficient effort or outside factors) 

(Bandura, 1986). 
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Teacher Efficacy 

Self-efficacy, as aforementioned, is the perception a person holds about their abilities, 

therefore teacher efficacy is a person’s self-efficacy as related to the domain of their teaching 

abilities, or the beliefs a teacher holds that they can successfully perform a teaching task and 

thus affect student outcomes (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998). There are two distinct 

dimensions of teacher efficacy, general teacher efficacy (GTE), the beliefs an individual holds 

about the capabilities of teachers in general, and personal teacher efficacy (PTE), the beliefs an 

individual holds about their own capabilities as a teacher
1
. Because teacher efficacy is a form 

of self-efficacy, its formation is dependent on the same four postulates as self-efficacy: 

performance attainments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion and physiological state. Just 

as with self-efficacy, the success/failure of a salient task affects a person’s sense of efficacy 

and this holds true for teaching tasks and teacher efficacy. Also, the timing of the 

success/failure in the teaching career of the individual, the difficulty of the task, as determined 

by the individual’s perceptions, and the amount of assistance given in completing the task, all 

have an effect on the impact of the success/failure on the teacher’s sense of efficacy. An 

influence on performance attainment unique to teacher efficacy is the attribution of 

responsibility given to the completion of the task; if the teacher believes the outcome of a task 

is dependent on external factors which are not in their control, the success/failure will have less 

of an impact on their sense of teacher efficacy and vice-versa. Vicarious experiences have an 

effect on the formation of both personal and general teacher efficacy. From inputs such as the 

media, textbooks, or general observations, teachers develop a belief about what teaching tasks 

teachers can accomplish, the effects a teacher can have, and the outcomes they can produce. 

                                                           
1
 When the term teacher efficacy is used here forward, it is referring to personal teacher efficacy unless otherwise 

specified. 
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Through more personal, salient observations of teaching tasks, a teacher develops a sense of 

personal teacher efficacy or what they, themselves, can accomplish.  

This is especially true when the teacher being observed is credible, well-liked, and has 

qualities similar to the teacher observing, such as teaching the same subject, having taught for 

the same amount of years, etc. Similar to vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion affects both 

personal and general teacher efficacies; it can clue an individual into the nature of teaching, the 

specific performance of the individual, and enhance the individuals teaching abilities and thus 

their personal sense of teacher efficacy. The impact of the verbal persuasion depends on the 

perceived credibility, trustworthiness and expertise of the persuader (Bandura, 1982). It is 

necessary to point out that while verbal evaluations, support, and input can have an impact on a 

teacher’s sense of efficacy, this only holds true when the verbal persuasion is re-enforced by 

visible accomplishments/successes (Schunk, 1989). Finally, physiological states influence the 

formation of teacher efficacy as they cue teachers into their perceptions of their abilities. For 

example, if a teacher experiences arousal during a teaching task, they may read it as 

nervousness and attribute it to a lack of abilities to successfully accomplish the task, thus 

decreasing their PTE. According to this, the interpretation and attribution of the physiological 

state is dependent on the individual’s PTE, thus it is a bi-directional association; the 

individual’s PTE determines how they interpret their physiological state and the attribution of 

their physiological state affects their sense of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 

1998). 

 Along with factors that influence the formation of teacher efficacy, there exist factors that 

influence the level of teacher efficacy. Research by Raudenbush et al. (1992) shows a 

correlation between the subject matter and the specific group of students being taught on a 
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teacher’s sense of efficacy. Ross (1998) found that teacher experience, specifically the number 

of years of teaching, influences the level of efficacy a teacher holds; experience and time 

allows for the creation of a stable sense of efficacy that is only re-evaluated when a new 

challenge/task arises. Finally, perceptions about the task requirements and the availability of 

the required resources to accomplish the task play an important role in determining the level of 

teacher efficacy. The task requirements are determined by the level of the student’s abilities 

and motivation, contextual factors, and  abilities which the teacher possesses; if a teacher 

believes the task requirements are great than their abilities and/or the resources available to 

accomplish the task, then their sense of efficacy will be negatively impacted (Tschannen-

Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998). 

 A teacher’s sense of efficacy influences their own behaviors as well as the achievements of 

their students. Numerous researchers have found that efficacy beliefs of teachers are related to 

the goals they set, the effort they put into achieving these goals, and the perseverance they 

exhibit when faced with a difficult student. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy are more 

willing to implement new techniques to reach a difficult student, spend more time working 

with the student, and be less critical of a struggling student. These attitudes and behaviors of 

teachers are an important factor of student achievement, motivation and efficacy beliefs, 

especially when looking at students with disabilities; therefore a teacher’s sense of efficacy is 

necessary in understanding a student’s educational outcomes (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 

1998).  

The most common measure of teacher efficacy is the use of a scale. Many scales have been 

developed that measure the different constructs of teacher efficacy, however two will be used 

in this study; The Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form and the 
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Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale: Short Form (see 

Appendix A). The Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) scale measures personal teaching efficacy (PTE), 

termed personal efficacy (PE) in the scale, and general teacher efficacy (GTE), termed teacher 

efficacy (TE) in the scale. The Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) scale measures efficacy levels 

of three constructs: classroom management, student engagement, and instructional strategies. 

These scales are reliable and valid (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Paraeducators 

 As previously mentioned, schools are now required, under IDEA, to educate children with 

disabilities in the “least restrictive environment appropriate” that meets their needs (Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). While this has caused an increase in the number of 

inclusion classrooms, general education classrooms where students with disabilities learn 

alongside their same-aged peers (Halvorsen & Neary, 2001), this model is not possible for all 

students. Therefore, under this amendment, schools have been pushed to provide the most 

beneficial special education to their students with disabilities who cannot be part of an inclusion 

program. In relation to this, over the past ten years, the use of paraeducators in the special 

education classroom has nearly doubled (U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 

Sciences, National Center for Educational Statistics, 2009). 

 According to IDEA, the rules and regulations regarding the use of paraeducators to aide 

special education teachers in teaching students with disabilities is delegated to the states 

(Individuals with Disabilities Act, 2004). Since the study will be utilizing a school within the 

Tucson Unified School District (TUSD) it is appropriate to use their standards for special 

education paraeducators to evaluate their role in educating students with disabilities. TUSD defines 

a paraeducators as individuals who, “work alongside of and under the direction of educational 
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professionals and/or related service providers responsible for the conduct and management of the 

classroom or program, including design, implementation, and evaluation of instructional programs 

and student progress” (Tucson Unified School District, 2010). Paraeducator's tasks include 

carrying out teacher-created lessons based on the student’s individualized education plan (IEP), 

work individually with students or in-small groups to further student’s educational achievement, 

assist the teacher in observing the behavior, achievement, and needs of each student, and, at the 

request of the teacher, attend IEP meetings in which student management and goals are discussed. 

The main rational for the use of a paraeducator in the classroom is to help meet the very different 

and individualized needs and goals of students with disabilities as outlined by their IEP (Tucson 

Unified School District, 2010). Because each student is unique, a comprehensive and 

individualized education plan is required to address their learning needs (Mastroppieri & Scruggs, 

2007), and paraeducators play an important role in implementing these learning plans, allowing for 

a better fit between classroom and student, thus optimizing each student’s education.   

 Under the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), Section 1119, a paraeducator is required to 

complete at least two years at a higher education institution, have an associate’s degree (at 

minimum), or pass a test which measures their knowledge of instruction, math, reading, and 

writing, and their ability to assist a teacher in their instruction to students. Because these special 

education paraeducators are working directly with students with disabilities, but are not required to 

have any educational background in teaching, it is important to look at their level of teacher 

efficacy and its effect on the outcomes of students with disabilities; they are playing an important 

role in the education of these students.  

 While there have been numerous studies looking at the effects of paraeducators on aspects 

of the classroom including classroom social interactions and academic engagement (French, 2003), 
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there are few which have looked at the relationship between aides and student achievement. The 

most notable study was conducted in Scotland, in which student achievement scores were 

measured before the use of instructional paraeducators and after two years of using paraeducators, 

and an increase in student achievement was found (Wilson, Schapp, & Davidson, 2002). This 

positive correlation demonstrates the possible benefit of using paraeducators in the classroom, but 

there is a lack of knowledge as to the mechanism by which paraeducators work to improve student 

achievement as well as the factors which allow this correlation to exist, such as paraeducator’s 

teacher efficacy. 

 Although termed teacher efficacy, the concept can extend to include paraeducators as they 

are performing teaching tasks, albeit under the supervision of a professional teacher. Since teacher 

efficacy influences teaching behaviors such as motivation, persistence, and implementation of new 

techniques, which are all useful when encountering the unique requirements of teaching students 

with disabilities, it can be argued that teacher efficacy, whether directly or indirectly, is related to 

the efficiency of a teacher/paraeducator in education their students and therefore can be linked to 

the academic outcomes of students with disabilities. The question therefore, is whether this 

relationship exists and if it does, its extent; these questions will be the focus of the current study. 
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PRESENT STUDY 

 Children with disabilities come into contact with many different individuals and roles 

during their time at school, including therapists, teachers, paraeducators, and other personnel 

(Tucson Unified School District, 2010). In order to get a comprehensive picture as to the factors 

which influence the academic outcomes of students with disabilities, it is necessary to look at all of 

these individuals and the roles they play in educating these students. Studies looking at teachers 

have found a correlation between teacher efficacy beliefs and the outcomes of general education 

student, but there is no information as to whether this extends to include special education students 

(Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998). An even greater lack exists in the research on the role and 

impact of paraeducators on the outcomes of these students. The purpose of the current study is to 

expand upon the existing knowledge of the impact of teacher efficacy on student outcomes by 

determining whether teacher efficacy of both special education teachers and paraeducators is 

linked to subjective student outcomes of students with disabilities.   
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RESEARCH QUESTION 

 What is the relationship, if any, that exists between teacher efficacy of special education 

classroom teachers and paraeducators and subjective student outcomes of students with 

disabilities? In studying this research question, the following hypotheses will be explored. 

Hypothesis 1) Special education teachers will have higher PE scores than special education 

paraeducators 

Hypothesis 2) There will not be a significant difference in TE scores for special education 

classroom teachers and paraprofessionals; both groups will have high TE scores. 

Hypothesis 3) Educators with high PE scores will have higher perceived student 

achievement than educators with low PE scores 

Hypothesis 4) There will be a positive correlation between PE scores and scores of efficacy 

in classroom management 

Hypothesis 5) There will be a positive correlation between scores of efficacy in instruction 

and engagement and perceived student outcomes 
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METHOD 

Sample 

 This study used a convenience sample of three special education teachers and one special 

education paraeducator (N=4) at Catalina Magnet High School in Tucson, AZ. Upon receiving 

approval from the Tucson Unified School District and the principal, teachers and paraeducators 

who met the study requirements were contacted by e-mail about voluntary participation. The small 

sample size was due to the study’s use of voluntary participation. 

  The special education teachers were qualified, according to state standards, to teach special 

education and taught classrooms exclusively for students with disabilities, and the paraeducators 

were required to have completed the necessary tests/schooling as required by the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 to be certified. The specific subject of the special education teacher was not 

relevant as it did not pertain to the study.  

 By comparing these two groups, special education classroom teachers and paraeducators, 

the results will give insight into the difference in efficacy of those who are trained in teaching and 

specifically meeting the educational needs of students with disabilities, teachers, and those who are 

not, paraeducators, and the impact this has on perceived student academic outcomes. 

Data Collection 

 To answer the research question, a mixed-method, cross-sectional study was employed. 

The sample was kept anonymous, identified only by an assigned number, and asked to voluntarily 

participate in the two-part study. During the first part, they were given a consent form and asked to 

complete two surveys of teacher efficacy. In the second part, the surveys were collected and an 
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interview with open-ended questions on perceived student outcomes was conducted. A mixed 

methodology was employed as it was determined to be the most accurate way of measuring both 

constructs; the most common measure of teacher efficacy is the use of quantitative scales and a 

qualitative approach is a suggested method in measuring subjective constructs (Tschannen-Moran, 

Hoy & Hoy, 1998). An interview with open-ended questions, a qualitative measure, allows the 

teacher/paraeducator to express, without constraint, their beliefs about their students’ achievements 

as compared to their IEP goals. In this interview, it was not necessary to ask about specific 

students’ outcomes or have any knowledge of the students’ IEP goals as only perceptions were 

being measured. 

Measures 

Efficacy Levels  

 The Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form and the Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy (2001) The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale: Short Form were used to measure 

teacher/paraeducator’s sense of efficacy due to their reliability and validity as well as the 

constructs which they measure (citation-see literature review portion). The Hoy & Woolfolk 

(1990) Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form was used to measure PTE, termed personal efficacy 

(PE; α= 0.87; 5 items) in the scale, and GTE, termed teacher efficacy (TE; α= 0.64; 2 items) in the 

scale (Table 1). This scale helped to determine the efficacy levels of the two constructs of teacher 

efficacy, allowing for comparison of GTE with PTE and perceived student outcomes. The 

Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale: Short Form was used to 

compare the two constructs of efficacy, as determined through the Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) 

Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form, to efficacy levels in classroom management (α= 0.48; 4 
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items), engagement (α= 0.93; 4 items), and instruction (α= 0.61; 4 items) (Table 1). The focus was 

on the comparison of PTE scores with classroom management efficacy scores, as a teacher’s 

perceived effectiveness can be dependent on how well they believe they can manage their 

classroom. The engagement and instruction scores were compared against perceived student 

outcomes as measured by open-ended questions given during the interview. The belief here is that 

how effectively a teacher/paraeducator believes they are able to engage and instruct their students, 

determined by their efficacy scores, plays a role in how well they believe their students are 

performing in their classroom.  

Subjective Student Outcomes 

  To determine the perceived student outcome of the teachers, qualitative data was gathered 

using the following open-ended questions in an interview.  

1. How well are your students with disabilities doing as compared to their IEP goals? (i.e. 

how successful have they been in reaching these goals) 

a. The aim of this question is to get a subjective report as to how students with 

disabilities are achieving in the classroom (student outcomes) as compared to 

concretely defined achievement goals. Individualized Education Program’s (IEP’s), 

unique plans, constructed by a team of individuals who work with the child, 

including teachers, parents, school administrators, service personnel and sometimes 

the student if applicable, map out clearly defined educational, behavioral, and social 

goals for the student and therefore are a good indicator of the progress of each 

students in the classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2000).  
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2. What else do you, as their teacher/aide, believe you can do to help your students with 

disabilities reach their IEP goals? 

a. This question will measure whether teachers and paraeducators believe control of 

their student’s outcomes are within themselves (they can do something to affect it) 

or are based on external factors outside of their control (can’t do anything more). 

3. How much progress would you say your students with disabilities have made since the 

beginning of the year in your classroom (based on your perceptions, their grades, their 

progress in reaching their IEP goals, etc.)? 

a. This plans to measure the overall progress the teachers/paraeducators believe their 

students have made since the beginning of the year as a result of their teaching (this 

will exclude previous teacher’s effects on the student’s achievement level, therefore 

measuring solely what that teacher believes they have done to affect their student’s 

outcome). 
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RESULTS 

 In order to analyze qualitative data, it is necessary to break down responses into 

classifications/categories (Dey, 1993). Since an IEP is required for each student with a disability 

and contains individualized, agreed-upon, concrete goals, it is an appropriate indicator of student 

outcomes in the classroom. As such, the answers to interview questions one (how well are your 

students with disabilities doing as compared to their IEP goals?) and three (how much progress 

would you say your students with disabilities have made since the beginning of the year in your 

classroom?) were translated to a one-to-five scale in order to have a quantitative measure of 

student outcomes which could then be compared to efficacy levels. The following representations 

were assigned to the scale. 

1- Poor progress, little growth, could be doing a lot better 

2- Fair progress, some growth, could be achieving more 

3- Medium progress, fair amount of growth, room for improvement 

4- Good progress and growth, high confidence in abilities, but could be doing better 

5- A lot/complete progress, always room for improvement but overall doing well 

 

 After reviewing the efficacy scales, it was determined that in the Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) 

Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form, in addition to measuring two independent factors (GE and 

PE), a third factor could be extrapolated from the questions. As mentioned previously, it has been 

found that an influencing factor of teacher efficacy is the attribution of responsibility given to the 

(un)successful completion of the task. This locus of control variable was created as a separate 

factor of efficacy, as it neither falls under personal or general teacher efficacy. From this, a third 

subscale, named external factors, was created. The aim of this subscale was to determine where the 

teacher believed control of student’s academic success lied; within external factors such as family, 

or personal factors such as teaching abilities? Questions one, two, and five of this scale represented 
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this third factor and as such, were grouped into a subscale and included in the correlation 

measurements. This was confirmed as a reliable subscale (α= .90; 3-items) (Table 1).  

Results are presented for each hypothesis separately.  

Hypothesis 1)  

 Special education teachers will have higher PE scores than special education 

paraeducators. 

 

 An independent samples t-test comparing the personal efficacy of teachers (M=5.47, SD= 

.42) and paraeducators (M=4.0) (Table 2) was done and the results found a positive trend, although 

not significant, with teachers having a higher sense of PE than paraeducators (t(2)= 3.051, p<.09, 

r= .91.) (Table 3). While the results were not significant and therefore cannot affirm the 

hypothesis, with a larger sample size, it is likely that this difference will be significant and 

therefore confirming the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2) 

 There will not be a significant difference in TE scores for special education classroom 

teachers and paraprofessionals; both groups will have high TE scores.  

 

 An independent samples t-test comparing teaching efficacy of teachers (M=4.67, SD= 

1.53) and paraeducators (M= 4.5) (Table 2) found that there was not a significant difference 

between the two groups (t(2)= .094, p= .93, r= .55) (Table 3). This confirms the hypothesis as 

there was no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy between the two groups.  

Hypothesis 3) 

 Educators with high PE scores will have higher perceived student achievement than 

educators with low PE scores 

 

 This hypothesis was tested using a simple correlation. Because there was not a statistically 

significant correlation between personal efficacy and student outcomes (r=-.065, p< .935), this 

hypothesis was rejected (Table 2). 
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Hypothesis 4) 

 There will be a positive correlation between PE scores and scores of efficacy in 

classroom management 

 

 After a simple correlation was performed, it was found that there was a significant 

correlation between personal efficacy and efficacy in classroom management (r= .998, p< .002), 

therefore confirming this hypothesis (Table 2). 

 

Hypothesis 5) 

 There will be a positive correlation between scores of efficacy in instructional 

strategies and student engagement and perceived student outcomes 

 

 A multiple regression correlation was performed comparing instruction and engagement 

efficacy to student outcomes and no significant results were found. A simple correlation was also 

performed and there was not a statistically significant correlation between efficacy in instructional 

strategies and student outcomes (r=.457, p< .543) or efficacy in student engagement and student 

outcomes (r=.257, p< .725) (Table 2). The data, therefore, fails to reject the null for this 

hypothesis; there was no correlation between the constructs. 
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DISCUSSION 

Summary of the Study 

 This study was conducted to explore the influence of educator characteristics and teacher 

efficacy on perceived academic outcomes of students with disabilities. While the variable of 

interest was student outcomes, the study was expanded to look at the overall effect of teacher 

efficacy on these outcomes, as well as, the differences which may exist in efficacy levels among 

different types of educators, specifically special education teachers and paraeducators. 

Findings 

Hypothesis 1 

 It was hypothesized that teachers would have greater personal efficacy levels than 

paraeducators. While no statistical difference was found, there was a trend level effect which 

supported this hypothesis. This finding may be explained by the difference in training between the 

two groups. A paraeducator is not required to have any training in teaching or any experience in 

working with children with disabilities under federal law (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001) and 

this may influence the paraeducator’s perceptions of their abilities to complete a teaching task in 

the special education classroom. As Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy (1998) point out, if an 

educator believes their abilities are not enough to complete the task requirements then this can 

negatively impact their sense of efficacy. As applied to teachers and paraeducators, it can be 

stipulated that special education teachers, with more training in performing teaching tasks with 

students with disabilities, may have greater perceptions of their abilities, accounting for their 

higher levels of personal efficacy. Under the same train of thought, paraeducators, who lack the 

training that teachers have, may perceive the task as being greater than their abilities, accounting 
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for their lower levels of personal teacher efficacy. Additional researcher is needed to determine if 

this hypothesis holds true and for the reasons postulated.  

Hypothesis 2 

 As predicted, teacher efficacy levels, the belief that educators hold as to the abilities of 

teachers/educators in general, did not differ between special education teachers and paraeducators. 

This is supported by the lack of a statistically significant difference between the two groups on 

their ratings of teacher efficacy as measured by the Hoy & Woolfolk (1990) Teacher Efficacy 

Scale: Short Form. From this, it can be argued that special education teachers and paraeducators 

hold similar perceptions as to the tasks educators can accomplish, the effect they can have, and the 

outcomes they can produce. Further, due to the high efficacy levels of both groups (teachers, M= 

4.67 and paraeducators, M=4.5 on a 6-point scale), it may be said that these educators generally 

have a high belief as to the abilities of teachers in general (Table 3).  

Hypothesis 3 

 With this sample it was found that personal efficacy was not correlated with student 

outcomes, rejecting the hypothesis. As past research has shown, personal teacher efficacy, the 

beliefs a teacher holds about their ability to successfully perform a teaching task, has been shown 

to translate into their actions in the classroom (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy, 1998). From this it 

was supposed personal efficacy would translate to better, more effective teaching in the classroom 

and thus have a positive relationship with the student outcomes of students with disabilities. This 

however, was not supported by the data from this study. As discussed later, further research is 

needed before the lack of this relationship can be truly confirmed. 

Hypothesis 4 
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 A strong correlation between personal efficacy and efficacy in classroom management was 

found to exist. While this was hypothesized, the amount of correlation (r=.998) suggests that, 

within this sample, participants may have associated the two factors as being almost identical 

(Table 2). The results however, provide support for the existing research on the relationship of 

personal teacher efficacy and classroom management styles. As found by Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh, 

& Khalaileh  (2011), who explored the relationship between teacher efficacy and classroom 

management styles in Jordanian schools, it was determine that personal teacher efficacy had the 

most significant correlation with overall classroom management styles. Inherent in the definition 

of teacher efficacy is the idea that it influences the ability of an educator to employ a teaching task, 

therefore the correlation between personal efficacy and efficacy in classroom management found 

in this study is consistent with the translation of this efficacy into actual classroom management 

practices. (Abu-Tineh et al.,2011). 

Hypothesis 5 

 No relationship was found between efficacy in instructional strategies and student 

engagement and perceived student outcomes. In predicting the relationship between these factors, 

it was thought that a higher level of efficacy in instructional strategies would lead to educators 

being more likely to implement new techniques to meet the unique needs of student with 

disabilities and this would in turn, have positive effects for the outcomes of these students in the 

classroom. The lack of a correlation can be interpreted to mean many things including that these 

two constructs have no relationship to each other, the level of efficacy in instructional strategies 

does not work through the aforementioned mechanism and therefore is not related to the 

willingness of educators to implement new techniques, the strategies being employed may not be 

effective in improving academic outcomes of these students, or simply that there is a relationship 
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and the sample size was too small. Further research is needed to determine the nature of this 

relationship, or lack thereof.  

 Following from the substantial amount of literature that suggest that student engagement is 

positively correlated to academic outcomes, noting the Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stitcher, and 

Morgan study (2008) which looked at the influence of classroom and teacher characteristics on the 

academic and behavioral outcomes of students with emotional and behavioral disorders, and found 

a strong relationship between engagement and the outcomes of this population, it was believed that 

a high sense of efficacy in student engagement would translate to a high level of student 

engagement in the classroom and this would have positive effects on the academic outcomes of 

students with disabilities. The lack of correlation requires further research as to whether efficacy 

levels in classroom engagement in fact correspond to student engagement in the classroom. 

 In relating the findings to the research question, this study found no relationship between 

personal teacher efficacy of special education classroom teachers and paraeducators and subjective 

outcomes of students with disabilities. Discussion of possible explanations for this lack of 

correlation is discussed later. 

Interview Analysis 

 During the interview, it was unanimously stated, that there exist outside factors which also 

play a role in the development of students. Some of the factors mentioned by respondents were 

state requirements, societal expectations, and out-of-classroom opportunities. Although all 

participants listed outside influences on student development, 75% did not believe that these 

external factors were responsible for the performance of the students in the classroom. This idea 

was quantitatively measured by the created subscale, external factors, on the Hoy & Woolfolk 
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(1990) Teacher Efficacy Scale: Short Form, which measured the degree to which educators do not 

believe that student achievement in the classroom is contingent on external factors. This construct 

was significantly correlated to efficacy in student engagement. From this it can be said that the 

more educators believe that educational outcomes are dependent, mostly, if not solely, on their 

own effort in the classroom, the more they believe that they can teach in a way that increases 

student engagement, and reduce negative external factors that may impact student engagement. 

More research is needed to determine the implications this can have for classroom conditions and 

student outcomes. 
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

 There are several concerns which should be addressed when considering the findings of 

this study. The current study used a small sample of three special education teachers and one 

paraeducator due to delayed district approval and the voluntary nature of the study. Although no 

relationship was found between personal teacher efficacy and the subjective student outcomes of 

students with disabilities, the presence of this relationship should not be ruled out. Some strong 

correlations were found, which, although not significant within this sample, may become so with 

more participants. Furthermore, the study employed a convenience sample of high school teachers 

and paraeducator from one school in Tucson, Arizona and therefore this proves problematic for 

generalizing the results. Future research with a larger, more diverse sample is needed to understand 

the connectedness of teacher efficacy and student outcomes, or the lack thereof.  

 Further, by using subjective student outcomes, the study was not able to draw definitive 

conclusions as to the relationship between teacher efficacy and actual student outcomes. It is 

suggested that in the future, quantitative measures of student outcomes be included. This would 

not only allow for a more accurate representation of the performance of students in the classroom, 

but would also make it so that the constructs being compared were of the same type; they would 

both be numeric. Along the same line, by including measures of actual student engagement, 

classroom management, and instructional strategies employed in the classroom, it can be 

determined whether efficacy levels translate into the performance of these educators in the 

classroom as this is the most likely mechanism by which efficacy works to influence student 

outcomes.  
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 Since the passage of Public Law 99-457 which requires schools to offer inclusion programs 

(Stoddard, Pike & Thomas, 1994), there has been an increase in the number of inclusion classroom 

teachers, therefore it is necessary to conduct a study which looks at teacher efficacy across 

multiple domains by including all individuals responsible for the education of students with 

disabilities (inclusion classroom teachers, special education teachers, and paraeducators). This will 

give a more representative understanding of the role teacher efficacy plays in determining the 

outcomes of all students with disabilities and this information can then be applied to improve 

outcomes in the classroom. Further, due to the different backgrounds of these three groups of 

educators, all of whom work with students with disabilities, a study of this nature would allow for 

comparison of the groups, yielding insight into the factors which play a large role in teacher 

efficacy and perhaps even achievement of students with disabilities.   
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CONCLUSION 

 The outcomes of students in the classroom are influenced by many factors. While these 

aspects have been greatly studied for general education classroom students, research on these 

influences for students with disabilities is not as prevalent. This study aimed to look at the 

interplay between one of these characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the outcomes of students with 

disabilities. While a relationship was not found, the results still have important implications for 

future research.  

 First, by failing to reject the null, this study does not necessarily disprove the existence of a 

correlation between teacher efficacy and the outcomes of students with disabilities. In fact, it lends 

itself to the idea that the relationship between efficacy and outcomes may be more complex for 

students with disabilities than general education students. Further research studying what role 

teacher efficacy plays in the special education classroom can allow researchers to hone in on the 

mechanism by which efficacy works to influence, or not influence, achievement of students with 

disabilities.   

 By recognizing the direct role of paraeducators in the education of students with disabilities 

and including them in the sample, a more complete picture of the special education classroom was 

achieved. A trend suggesting a difference in efficacy levels of special education teachers and 

paraeducators was found. From this, it can be asked, what other differences exist between teachers 

and paraeducators, and what implications does this have for the classroom environment and 

student outcomes?  

 During the interviews, issues were identified which require further attention. One 

participant pointed to the lack of training teachers receive on how to work alongside 
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paraprofessionals as a challenge to their success as an educator in the classroom. Further research 

may find the addition of this kind of training in teacher preparation programs to have a positive 

effect in the classroom. Another concern was the low self-esteem and efficacy levels of students 

with disabilities by the time they reach high school. This is consistent with research which has 

found that students with disabilities are likely to exhibit emotional and social problems such as 

low-self esteem and low academic expectations (Deschler, 2005, McDermott & McDermott, 

2002). The concern here is that if these issues have not been addressed earlier in the schooling 

career, they may be so strong as to counteract the influence a teacher can have on student 

outcomes. This lends itself to the questions, to what extent does low student self-esteem and 

efficacy contribute to student outcomes, and then, what techniques are effective at increasing the 

self-esteem and efficacy of students with disabilities? 

 This study is only a beginning look at the interrelatedness of teacher efficacy and the 

outcomes of students with disabilities. With the variation in classroom models, the unique needs of 

each student, and the changing definition of teachers, more research is needed to understand the 

complex relationship between educator, classroom, and student within the special education 

context. 
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Table 1. Reliability Table for Factor Subscales 

Subscale Cronbach’s Alpha (α) Items 

Student Engagement 0.93 4 

Instructional Strategies 0.61 4 

Classroom Management 0.48 4 

Teacher Efficacy 0.64 2 

External Factors 0.90 3 

Personal Efficacy 0.87 5 

 

 

 Table 2. Descriptives and Correlation Table for Factor Subscales 

 

Table 3. Independent Samples T-Test Comparing Personal Efficacy and Teacher Efficacy of 

Teachers and Paraeducators 

Variables Participants N Mean SD T p 

Personal Efficacy Teachers 3 5.47 0.42 3.051 0.093 

Paraeducators 1 4.00 ----- ----- 

       

Teacher Efficacy Teachers 3 4.67 1.53 0.094 0.93 

Paraeducators 1 4.50 ----- ----- 

  

Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Student Engagement -- 

      2. Instructional Strategies 0.932 -- 

     3. Classroom Management 0.908 0.873 -- 

    4. Teacher Efficacy 0.825 0.808 0.529 -- 

   5. External Factors 0.985 0.857 0.873 0.808 -- 

  6. Personal Efficacy 0.879 0.857 0.998** 0.478 0.837 -- 

 7. Student Outcomes 0.275 0.457 -0.033 0.808 0.196 -0.065 -- 

M 7.063 7.125  7.375  4.625  3.833  5.100  3.750  

SD  1.161  0.722  0.661  1.250  1.347  0.808  1.893 

*p<.05   **p<.01  ***p<.001 
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Appendix A 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale1  (short form) 
 

Teacher Beliefs 
How much can you do? 

 

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of 
the kinds of things that create difficulties for teachers in their school activities. Please 
indicate your opinion about each of the statements below. Your answers are 
confidential. 

 

1.  How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)   (9) 
 

2.  How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school 

work? 

(1)    (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)   (8)    (9) 

 

3.  How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school 

work? 

(1)    (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)   (8)    (9) 

 

4.  How much can you do to help your students value learning?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)    (9) 

 
5.  To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)    (9) 

 
6.  How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  (1)    (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)    (7)    (8)    (9) 

 
7.  How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)    (9) 

 

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

group of students? 

(1)    (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)   (8)    (9) 

 

9.  How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)    (9) 
 

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

students are confused? 
 

11.    How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in  school? (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)    (7)   (8)   (9) 

 
12.    How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?  (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)    (8)   (9) 

(1)    (2)   (3)   (4)   (5)   (6)   (7)   (8)    (9) 

 

(1)     (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)    (7)   (8)    (9) 

 

(1)     (2)    (3)    (4)    (5)    (6)    (7)    (8)   (9)
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Teacher Efficacy Scale (Short Form)* 
 

A number of statements about organizations, people, and teaching are presented below.  The 
purpose is to gather information regarding the actual attitudes of educators concerning these 
statements.  There are no correct or incorrect answers.  We are interested only in your frank 
opinions.  Your responses will remain confidential. 

 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by 
circling the appropriate response at the right of each statement. 

 
KEY:   1=Strongly Agree 2=Moderately Agree 3=Agree slightly more than disagree 

4=Disagree slightly more than agree 5=Moderately Disagree 6=Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

 

1. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. When I really try, I can get through to most difficult students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. If parents would do more for their children, I could do more. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated 
students. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1O. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a 
student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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