Available online at ijci.wcci-international.org

IJCI

International Journal of

/ International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction 13(2) . .
Curriculum and Instruction

unity en_s diversity (2021) 1709-1723

A scale development study on teachers’ perceptions of
collective efficacy in schools
Muhammed Zincirli 2%, Yesim Demir b

a Firat University, Faculty of Education, Department of Educational Sciences, Elazig, Turkey
b Ministry of Education, Directory of Diyarbakir Province, Diyarbakir, Turkey

Abstract

The aim of the study was to developed a scale assessing teachers’ perceptions of collective efficacy
in schools. The participants were composed of 808 teachers in five different public schools affiliated
with Ministry of National Education, Turkey. Construct validity was determined using an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The EFA results revealed
a two-factor structure that accounted for 53% of the total variance. The CFA results indicated
acceptable goodness of fit indices for the two-factor Collective Efficacy Scale (CES) model. Criterion
validity was determined using the scale of organizational cynicism (SOC) and the individual
performance scale (IPS). The results showed that the CES was positively correlated with IPS and
negatively correlated with SOC. Reliability was measured on three different samples. The CES had
a Cronbach’s Alpha of .85 to .88. Reliability was also analyzed using the test-retest method. The
results showed that the CES had an acceptable reliability coefficient. These results of the analysis
indicated that the CES was a reliable measure. The “upper and lower 27 percent rule” and corrected
item-total correlation coefficients were used for item analysis. The former revealed acceptable
results for all three samples, while the latter revealed significant t-test results for all items. All

these results indicate that the CES is a valid and reliable measure.
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1. Introduction

People face numerous personal or professional problems, and try to solve them by
themselves, but they sometimes need to work with others. They collaborate not only to
solve problems but also to achieve professional goals and secure growth and success.
Collaboration is closely related to collective efficacy. One cannot isolate himself/herself in
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a group task completely because solving most problems requires a collective effort
(Bandura, 2000). The power of individuals, groups, or even communities rests on their
collective efficacy to live and solve problems (Diizgiinoglu, 2019). Kurt (2012) defines
“collective efficacy” as people’s shared belief in their ability to complete tasks, achieve
goals, and solve problems (Bandura, 2000). One’s belief in working with others to solve
problems is about collective efficacy because it is the belief one has for one’s group, team,
or organization (Kilig, 2015). People with high collective efficacy are more likely to believe
in their ability to succeed in life, whereas those with low collective efficacy are less likely
to believe in their ability to succeed.

Collective efficacy is closely related to self-efficacy, which is defined by Bandura (2000) as
one’s belief in one’s ability to take necessary actions to achieve what one wants to, or is
expected to, achieve. It is also defined as a mental force that provides one with the capacity
to cope with problems (Hefferon & Boniwell, 2011; Luszczynska, Scholz, & Schwarzer,
2005; Kreitner & Kinichi, 2009). Bandura is known to be the first to talk about collective
efficacy, which is defined as shared skills used by a group or a team to manage and display
behavior to reach its goals (Kilig, 2013; Glir¢ay, Yilmaz, & Ekici, 2009; Arikan & Caligkan,
2013). Bandura (1997) argues that efficacy is not only individual but also collective. Based
on self-efficacy, collective efficacy is an important concept introduced by Social Cognitive
Theory to define and predict human behavior (Demir, 2019; Duman, Gé¢cen & Duran, 2013;
Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2000; Lee, Zhang & Yin, 2011). In general, collective efficacy refers
to people’s shared belief in their ability to collaborate to achieve the goals they set
(Bandura, 1994; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004; Yilmaz & Turanli, 2017; Yilmaz & Uslu,
2018). According to Stajkovic, Lee, and Nyberg (2009), collective efficacy affects how much
effort a group should put in to fulfill its tasks and for how long (Yorulmaz & Erdem, 2017).
According to Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004), collective efficacy helps employees solve
problems due to the level of excitement and anxiety. According to Kurt (2009), employees
with high collective efficacy and experience are more likely to achieve collective or
individual goals. Collective teacher efficacy is positively correlated with how much teachers
help each other to solve problems. Teachers with high collective efficacy are more likely to
use resources effectively and contribute to educational goals. The quality of teachers
determines the quality of education. Therefore, teachers should work together to cope with
stressors and problems.

School administrators, teachers, students, parents, and school settings play a key role in
the educational quality that depends on school efficacy through self- or collective teacher
efficacy. Only those with high self-efficacy and collective efficacy can achieve the goal of
being effective schools (Ugurlu, Beycioglu & Abdurrezzak, 2018). Teachers are affected by
the work environment, colleagues, administrators, and students’ parents (Duman, Gégen
& Duran, 2013). Teachers under mental pressure turn to colleagues to solve their problems
(Yilmaz & Turanli, 2017). Teachers and administrators are responsible for providing
students with the best educational environment and achieving learning outcomes based on
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the goals of national education (Duman, Go6g¢en & Duran, 2013). Teachers and
administrators cooperating and embracing the goals of national education and sharing
their experiences are more likely to provide the ideal educational environment for both
themselves and students.

Student-teacher interaction, different perspectives, knowledge and experience, self-
improvement, and collaboration can increase student learning (Ocal & Aydin, 2009).
Collective efficacy helps teachers cope with many problems within the school context.
Teachers who believe in themselves and their colleagues’ ability to collaborate can achieve
all the desired educational goals. There exist some scales aiming to measure collective
teacher efficacy in Turkey. For example, Demir (2008), Kurt (2009), and Erdogan and
Doénmez (2015) have adapted some collective efficacy measures to Turkish culture.
However, there is not a collective teacher efficacy measure that fully represents Turkish
culture. Therefore, this study aimed to develop a valid and reliable measure of collective
teacher efficacy in schools in Turkey.

2. Method

The study focused on developing a scale of “teachers’ perceptions of collective efficacy in
schools” using quantitative data based on factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). Details about the study are presented below:

2.1. Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 808 teachers from different public schools in
Elazig and Diyarbakir provinces of Turkey. The study was conducted in five stages in the
Fall Semester of 2019-2020 academic year. First, a pilot test was performed (n=40). Second,
an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on 195 teachers from Diyarbakir.
Third, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed on 206 teachers from Elazig.
Fourth, criterion validity was tested on 310 teachers randomly selected from both cities.
Fifth, a test-retest was used to check for reliability (n=102). Table 1 below shows the
demographic characteristics of the participants.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics.

Pilot Stud Criterion Test - retest
, Y | EFA Sample| CFA Sample|Validity
Variable Sample Sample
Sample
N % N % N % N % N %
Male 17 42,5 95 48,7 107 48,1 138 47,9 41 | 40,1
Gender
‘Woman 23 57,5 | 100 51,3 99 51,9 | 127 52,1 61 59,9
Marital Married 26 65 157 80,5 142 68,9 | 186 70,2 67 | 65,7
status Single 14 35 38 19,5 64 31,1 79 29,8 35 | 34,3
Primary school 12 30 73 37,4 75 36,4 77 29,1 38 | 37,3
School TypeMiddle School 15 37,5 82 42,1 91 44,2 119 44.9 30 | 29,4
High school 13 | 32,5 | 40 20,5 40 19,4 | 69 26 34 | 33,3
. License 32 80 156 | 65,6 160 | 77,5 | 214 | 80,7 | 92 | 90,2
Education
level Post Graduate 8 20 33 24,6 37 18 40 15,1 6 5,9
Doctorate -- -- 6 9,7 9 45 11 4,2 4 3,9
Social Sciences 21 | 52,5 | 128 | 65,6 133 | 64,6 | 159 60 63 | 61,8
Branch Science 14 35 48 24,6 54 26,2 79 29,8 31 30,4
Other 5 12,5 19 9,8 19 9,2 27 10,2 8 7,8
1-10 Years 17 42,5 51 26,2 100 48,5 | 124 46,8 32 | 31,4
seniority [11-20 Years 15 37,5 84 43,1 78 37,9 | 103 38,9 47 | 46,1
21Years and Above 8 20 60 30,7 28 13,6 38 14,3 23 | 22,5
TOTAL 195 206 265 102

Include in these subsections the information essential to comprehend and replicate the
study. Insufficient detail leaves the reader with questions; too much detail burdens the
reader with irrelevant information. Consider using appendices and/or a supplemental
website for more detailed information.

2.2. Data Collection Tools

Data were collected using a demographic characteristics questionnaire, the scale of

individual performance (SIP), the scale of organizational silence (SOC), and the Collective
Efficacy Scale (the CES).

The scale of individual performance (SIP) was developed by Kirkman and Rosen (1999)
and adapted to Turkish by Sulu (2010). It consists of four items scored on a five-point
Likert-type scale (“1 = Strongly disagree” to “56= Strongly agree”) (Kili¢, 2013). Sulu (2010)
and Kilig (2013) reported that the scale had an internal consistency coefficient [Cronbach’s
alpha (a)] of .87 and .84, respectively. In this study it was determined as “.86".

The scale of organizational cynicism (SOC) was developed by Vance, Brooks, and Tesluk
(1995) and adapted to Turkish (a=.83) by Kalagan and Giizeller (2008). It consists of eight
items scored on a five-point Likert-type scale (1= Strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=
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Neither agree nor disagree, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly agree). In this study, the internal
consistency coefficient [Cronbach's alpha (a)] of the scale was determined as “.84”.

The Collective Efficacy Scale (the CES) was the measure developed and tested by this
study. The “Results” section addressed its psychometric properties.

2.3. Procedure

2.8.1. Pilot Study

The first stage of the scale development process is to review the related literature
identify the main points of interest (Seker & Gencdogan, 2014). After we selected the topic,
we did a literature review to determine the main points of interest. Afterward, we
developed a pool of 45 relevant, easy-to-understand, and culturally sensitive items. Three
experts in collective efficacy and assessment and evaluation checked the items for
relevance and comprehensibility. We removed 23 items based on their feedback. We then
consulted a linguist to check for the grammar and semantics of the remaining items (n=22).
Afterward, we conducted a pilot test on 40 participants representing the target population.
We told them that it was of utmost importance that they tell us about the items they had
difficulty understanding or problems they encountered. We evaluated the results together
with the three academics and removed three items because some participants could not
understand them. We then moved onto the main study.

2.8.2. Data Collection

We informed all teachers about the research purpose, procedure, and confidentiality and
obtained informed consent from volunteers. We handed them the data collection forms and
asked them to complete them. We picked up some of the forms the same day and others a
couple of days later and thanked them for their participation.

2.3.3. Statistical Collection

2.3.4. First, construct validity was tested. The CES factor structure was determined using
an EFA (n=195), and then the resulting factor structure was verified using a CFA (n=206).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) was used for sampling adequacy, and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was used to determine item-item correlations for factor analysis. The KMO was
.91, for which the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (x2=1565.935 (p<0.000)),
indicating sampling adequacy for principal components analysis and item-item correlation
adequacy for factor analysis. The model fit was assessed using the most common goodness
of fit indices; [chi-square/standard deviation (x2/sd), Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI),
Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Tucker—Lewis index (TLI)]. Criterion validity was tested
using SIP and SOC. Internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) was calculated for
three samples, and a test-retest was performed to determine reliability. The “upper and
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lower 27 percent rule” (t scores) and corrected item-total correlation coefficients were used
for item analysis. Table 2 shows the goodness of fit indices and their cut-off points.

Table 2. The goodness of Fit Indices and Cut-off Points

x%/df RMSEA GFI CFI IF1 TLI
good fit/ perfect fit <5 <0,05 >0,95 >095 >0,95 >0,95
acceptable fit/ weak fit, <3 <0,08/<0,10 >0,90 >0,90 >0,90 >0,90

(Hu & Bentler, 1999; Stimer, 2000; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Kline, 2005; Savci ve Aysan, 2016)

3. Results
3.1. Construct Validity

3.1.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis
Construct validity was determined using an EFA (n=195). This study pursued the three

stages of EFA proposed by Pohlmann (2004); (1) selecting and measuring variables, (2)
determining the number of factors, and (3) interpreting them. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) was used for sampling adequacy, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was used to
calculate item-item correlations for factor analysis. The KMO was .914, for which the
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (x? = 1016.518 (p<0.000)), indicating sampling
adequacy for principal components analysis and adequate item-item correlations for factor
analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996; Kalayci, 2006; Field, 2009; Cokluk, Sekercioglu, &
Buytkoztirk, 2010). The EFA was performed on the 19-item CES using principal
component analysis. An exploratory factor analysis aims to reveal the fewest factors that
best represent item-item correlations. Therefore, items should be loaded on factors with an
eigenvalue of 1 or greater (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Moreover, an item should have
a loading of greater than .40, and the difference between its load on a factor and that on
another should be greater than 0.10 (Buylkoztiirk, 2007). Four items (11, 12, 13, and 18)
had acceptable factor loadings but were removed from the scale because they were either
unsuitable to the scale structure (<0.10) or were loaded on more than one factor. Factors
should explain 40%-60% of the total variance (Cokluk et al., 2010; Tavsancil, 2010; Save,
Ercengiz, & Aysan, 2018). The analysis showed that the CES items were loaded on two
factors, which explained 52.93% of the total variance of the two-factor structure. According
to the scree plot (Figure 1), there was a significant rupture after the second factor,
suggesting a two-factor structure with 15 items (model). Although individual and
organizational efficacy are approached from different angles, they have the same sources,
functions, and processes. Collective efficacy is based on self-efficacy. What is more,
collective efficacy is affected by self-efficacy resources and indicators (Bandura, 1997; Tasa,
Taggar & Seijts, 2007; Tschannen & Barr, 2004). Based on a literature review and expert
feedback, the CES factors were named “individual collectiveness” (nine items with factor
loadings of 0.60 to 0.82 and an eigenvalue of 5.353) and “organizational collectiveness” (five
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items with factor loadings of 0.63 to 0.76 and an eigenvalue of 1.528). Figure 1 and Table
3 show the scree plot and the EFA results, respectively.

Scree Plot
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Figure 1: Scree Plot

Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis for the CES

Factor load Explained .
Item . Eigenvalue
Value variance
2 0,84
1 0,83
%
Tg g 3 0,74
g £ 4 0,71
-é g 5 0.64 31,17 5,353
=g 8 0,63
9 0,57
19 0,56
14 0,49
~ 17 0,79
gz 16 0,73
L g
= 15 0,72
N5 21,75 1,528
£3 10 0,64
s 8
B 3 6 0,54
3 o

7 0,46
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3.1.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The two-factor, 15-items of CES (model) was examined using a CFA (n=206). The results
showed that model had acceptable goodness of fit indices [(x2=98.135, df=47, x2/df=2.087,
RMSEA= 0.073, GFI= 0.93, AGFI= 0.90, CFI= 0.94, IFI= 0.93 and TLI= 0.94]. The items
had factor loadings of 0.60 to 0.82. Figure 2 shows the path diagram for the CES.

Figure 2. Path Diagram for the CES
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The model was also tested using criterion validity (n=310). The results showed that the
model had acceptable goodness of fit indices [(x2= 86.625, df= 36, x%/df= 2.406, RMSEA=
0.086, GFI= 0.91, AGFI= 0.90, CFI= 0.92, IFI= 0.91 and TLI= 0.90]. The items had factor
loadings of .57 to .79.

3.2. Criterion Validity

Criterion validity was tested using SIP and SOC (n=265). The Pearson correlation
coefficient was used to determine the correlation between the CES and the SOS and POFS
scores. The results indicated that the CES scores were positively correlated with the SIP
scores (r= 0.54, p< 0.01) and negatively correlated with the SOC scores (r=-0.28, p< 0.01).
the CES “individual collectiveness” subscale scores were positively correlated with the SIP
scores (r= 0.53, p< 0.01) and negatively correlated with the SOC scores (r=-0.21, p< 0.01).
the CES “organizational collectiveness” subscale scores were positively correlated with the
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SIP scores (r= 0.46, p< 0.01) and negatively correlated with the SOC scores (r= -0.25, p<
0.01). Table 4 shows the results.

Table 4. Correlations for Criterion Validity

Individual performance Organizational cynicism

Collective efficacy 0,54** -0,28%*

Individual collectiveness 0,53 -0,21%*

Organizational collectiveness  0,46™ -0,25%%
**p< ,01

3.3. Reliability

Reliability was determined using a test-retest and Cronbach’s alpha (a). The CES had a
Cronbach’s alpha of .86, .88, and .85 for the EFA, CFA, and criterion validity samples,
respectively. The results indicated that the scale had high reliability. The test-retest
method was used to assess whether the scale yielded consistent results when repeated over
time. A sample of 102 teachers was drawn from the CFA sample and tested again three
weeks after the initial test. The results showed a test-retest reliability of .83.Baseline data

3.4. Item Analysis

Item analysis is used to determine item validity. According to Tezbagaran (1997), corrected
item-total correlation coefficients and the difference between the upper and lower 27
percent should be calculated for item analysis (t scores). Sencan (2005) and Buytikoéztiirk
(2007) argue that each item should have an item-total correlation of greater than .30. Item
analysis was also performed on three different samples (EFA, CFA, and criterion validity).
The “upper and lower 27 percent rule” and corrected item-total correlation coefficients were
used to determine the discriminatory power of the CES items. For the EFA sample, the
corrected item-total correlation coefficients ranged from 0.47 to 0.64, while the difference
between the upper and lower 27 percent ranged from 10.34 to 6.23 (t scores; p < 0.001). For
the CFA sample, the corrected item-total correlation coefficients ranged from 0.49 to 0.62,
while the difference between the upper and lower 27 percent ranged from 10.28 to 6.83 (t
scores; p < 0.001). For the criterion validity sample, the corrected item-total correlation
coefficients ranged from 0.42 to 0.62, while the difference between the upper and lower 27
percent ranged from 11.85 to 8.74 (t scores; p < 0.001). Table 5 below shows the obtained
results.
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Table 5. [tem Analysis

EFA Sample CFA Sample Criterion Validity Sample

Item | Rjx | T Item | rjx | ¢ Item rjx t

1 ,69 | 8,75%** | 1 ,61 | 9,58%** | 1 ,b8 10,51%**

2 ,60 | 6,98%** | 2 ,62 | 7,64%*%* | 2 ,62 8,74%**
~ q%) 3 ,64 | 8,63%** | 3 ,62 | 7,76%** | 3 ,65 9,29%**
,g qS) 4 ,68 | 6,74%** | 4 ,09 | 6,96%** | 4 ,66 11,85%**
% £ 15 ,69 | 9,52%** | 5 67 | 8,34%** | 5 b7 | 9,81%%*
g = |8 ,b9 | 7,65%** |8 ,63 | 7,39*** |8 ,68 11,98***

S l9 ,b7 16,69*** |9 ,60 | 7,46%%* |9 ,b4  [9,80%**

19 ,64 16,23*** 19 61 | 7,41%*%* |19 ,62 | 9,28%**

14 ,b5 19,08*** |14 ,09 | 8,12%** |14 ,b4 [ 9,29%%*
= @ 17 ,656 | 10,34*%** | 17 57 9,64*** |17 ,67 9,92%**
'g & [ 16 ,47 | 8,65%** |16 ,63 10,28*** | 16 ,45 10,37***
§ _02) 12 ,67 | 8,02%**% |12 ,07 [6,83%** 12 ,69 10,15%**
‘g § 10 ,47 110,23*** | 10 ,61 19,34%** 110 ,46 11,21%**
= |6 55 | 9,74%* |6 58 [10,19%** | 6 54 [ 11,32%%*
© ° |7 ,43 | 8,41%** |7 ,49 | 7,61%%* |7 ,42 9,74%**

4. Discussion

We developed a scale (Collective Efficacy Scale) to assess collective teacher efficacy in
schools in Turkey. First, we conducted a literature review and developed a pool of 45 items.
We consulted three experts for the relevance and comprehensibility of the items. We
removed 23 items based on their feedback. We then conducted a pilot study and removed
three more items based on its results. Lastly, we checked the construct validity of the 19-
item Collective Efficacy Scale (the CES) on three different samples. We performed an EFA
to determine the construct validity of the CES. The EFA factor structure was verified using
a CFA. We also looked into the correlation between the CES and SIP and SOC scores to
check for the CES criterion validity. We calculated Cronbach’s alpha (a) values on each
sample and then employed test-retest to determine the reliability of the CES. We
calculated the corrected item-total correlation coefficients for each item and the difference

between the upper and lower 27 percent (t scores).

First, we used an EFA to determine the construct validity of the CES. The EFA results
revealed a two-factor structure consisting of items with eigenvalues of greater than 1
(model). Factors should explain 30%-60% of the total variance (Cokluk et al., 2010;
Tavsancil, 2010). The EFA results showed that the two-factor structure explained more
than half the total variance. Each item should have a factor loading of greater than .30
(Sencan, 2005; Buytkoztiurk, 2007; Sipahi, Yurtkoru & Cinko, 2008). The results showed
that the CES items had adequate factor loadings. We employed the CFA on two different
samples to test the model. The CFA results showed that the model had acceptable goodness
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of fit indices on both samples and that the items had acceptable factor loadings (Cokluk et
al., 2010; Buyukéztirk, 2007).

According to the criterion validity analysis, participants’ CES subscales (individual and
organizational collectiveness) were positively correlated with their SIP scores, suggesting
that the higher the individual and organizational collectiveness, the higher the individual
performance. The participants’ CES subscales were negatively correlated with their SOC
scores, suggesting that the higher the individual and organizational collectiveness, the
lower the organizational cynicism. We calculated Cronbach’s alpha values and conducted
a test-retest to determine the reliability of the CES. Psychometric studies suggest that
Cronbach’s alpha should be greater than 0.70 (Buytkoéztirk, 2007, Cokluk et al., 2010;
Tavsancil, 2010). The results showed that the CES had adequate Cronbach’s alpha values
on three different samples (EFA, CFA, and criterion validity), which was also confirmed
by the test-retest reliability results. Item analysis was also performed on the three
samples. The results suggested that the CES had acceptable corrected item-total
correlation coefficients. There was a statistically significant difference between the upper
and lower 27 percent groups on all samples. These results indicated that all the CES items
were reliable. The validity analysis also showed that all items measured what they were
intended to measure (Cokluk et al., 2010). The results indicate that the CES is a valid and
reliable measure of collective teacher efficacy in schools in Turkey.

5. Conclusions

Improving and assuring educational quality has always been a top concern for
governments and educators. Teachers have a great responsibility in achieving that goal.
Teachers’ performance and productivity are affected by their perceptions, one of which is
collective efficacy. Teachers with high collective efficacy are more likely to devote
themselves to educational pursuits, whereas low collective efficacy triggers disengagement
from educational goals. The more the teachers believe in the benefits of collaboration, the
more contribution they make to educational quality. Therefore, it is crucial to determine
collective teacher self-efficacy. We followed all scale development steps and established the
validity and reliability, and goodness of fit values of the Collective Efficacy Scale (the CES).
We believe that our results are robust as we recruited five different samples for all the
steps of scale development. The CES consists of items on self-efficacy and organizational
efficacy. The results indicate that the CES is a valid and reliable measure of collective
teacher efficacy in schools in Turkey. Future studies should adapt the scale to different
cultures. For further research, we can recruit people from different backgrounds to see how
different groups perceive collective efficacy.
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Appendix A. The Collective Efficacy Scale
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Kolektif Yeterlik Olgegi
« | Lutfen asagidaki ifadeleri dikkatlice okuyunuz. Daha sonra ifadenin sag tarafinda verilen
3: seceneklerden size uygun olani isaretleyiniz.
=
S
A (D Hi¢ Katilmiyorum (2) Katilmiyorum (3) Kararsizim 4) Katiliyorum (5) Tamamen Katiliyorum
1 Ogretmenler ile ig birligi yaparak calismak motivasyon diizeyimi
arttirir. @ @ @ @ @
2 Ogretmenlerle is birligi yapmak egitsel amaclara ulasmay: @ @ @ @ @
kolaylasgtirir.
3 Okulda ig birligi halinde ¢alisilmasi is ylikiimui azaltir. Oleolele| e
2 e
= |4 Ogretmen arkadaslarimla birlikte yaptigim g¢aligmalar okulun
&= g S yaptg calls
X basarisimi arttirir. @ @ @ @ @
[«5]
= |5 Mesleki idealleri olan 6gret lerl 1 k ¢al kimi
S esleki idealleri olan 6gretmenlerle ¢alismak calisma gevkimi Dleoloele|e
= arttirir.
1) 2 e 1rwe N . . . N
> | 6 Is birligi halinde ¢alismak, problemleri ¢6zmemi olumlu etkiler.
ole|e|e|e
[as} .
7 Is birligi halinde hazirlanan egitsel etkinlikler mesleki doyuma
ulagsmama katk: saglar. ORRCRRORRONNC)
8 Farkli branslardan olan 6gretmenlerle ¢alismak motivasyonumu
arttirir. @ @ @ @ @
9 Meslektaglarimla beraber ¢alistik¢ca mesleki yeterliligim artar. Dleloe|l e
10 | Okulda 6gretmen arkadaglarim ile birlikte alinan kararlarin Dleolole|le
uygulanabilirligi yiiksektir.
g 11 | Ogretmen arkadaglarim birlikte caligmaya isteklidirler. Dleoloel|le|e
=} T < e .
ﬁ 12 | Birlikte g¢aligtigim 6gretmen arkadaslarimi alanlarinda yetkin Dleloel|le| e
Mc bulurum.
— | 13 | Gorev yaptigim okul birlikte calismak icin uygun kosullara
()]
?E sahiptir. ORRERRORRORNE)
:éb 14 | Okulumdaki 6gretmenler kisgisel geligime agiktir. Dleloe|l e e
15 | Toplantilarda oy birligi ile alinan kararlar egitimin etkinligini
arttirir. @ @ @ @ @

* There is no item to be scored in reverse in the scale.
**This scale can be used by indicating the reference source.
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