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Although instructional self-efficacy has proved to be one of the most powerful teaching beliefs that influence
teacher classroom behavior and student outcomes, little i1s known about teacher self-efficacy for moral educa-
tion. Self-efficacy for moral education refers to teachers’ beliefs that their efforts can bring about improve-
ments in student moral character and behavior. Like instructional self-ethicacy, self-efficacy for moral
education should also be related to teacher classroom behavior and favorable student outcomes, at least those
related to moral development. We constructed a new measure, the Teacher Efficacy for Moral Education mea-
sure (TEME) following standard scale developmental procedures. Seventeen items were generated and sub-
jected to factor analysis resulting in a 13-item scale. The items were administered to 76 middle school
teachers. TEME demonstrated good wvalidity, correlating with higher scores on attitudes typically held by
more successtul teachers—etticacy for helping students learn, and efficacy for promoting positive relation-
ships—as well as a related character education efficacy measure. TEME was also correlated with teacher per-
ceptions of school climate. TEME may be a useful measure for use in evaluating the effects of preservice and
inservice programs that emphasize fostering moral character in students.

The notion of self-efficacy has been applied to today: helping students develop moral
many domains, including teaching. Here we character. Self-efficacy descnbes “people’s
report on a scale measuring a subdomain of judgments of their capabilities to organize and
teaching that 1s of increasing importance execute courses of action required to attain
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designated types of performances™ (Bandura,
1986, p. 391). According to social cognitive
theory, from which Bandura’s self-efficacy
construct stems, human agency occurs 1n
response to three factors: internal processes
(1.e., biological, affective, cognitive), environ-
mental influences, and current and past behav-
ior. Perceived self-efficacy is postulated to be
a central internal factor in human affairs and a
powerful predictor of behavior and behavioral
change (Bandura, 1997). A person’s beliefs
about his or her actions can be more powerful
motivators than the consequences of those
actions (Bandura, 1986). According to social
cognitive theory, human behavior “is mediated
by our efficaciousness” and “self-efficacy
beliefs influence our choices, our effort, our
persistence when facing adversity, and our
emotions” (Henson, 2001, p. 4). Indeed, in the
moral domain, exemplars typically demon-
strate high self-efficacy or agency (McAdams,

2009; Walker & Frimer, 2009).

Individuals vary in their self perceptions by
domain (e.g., social, sport, academic; Harter,
1983). Selt-efficacy varies by domain as well
(Bandura, 1986). One might have high
self-efficacy for math or math teaching and
low self-efficacy for sport or teaching sports.
As a result, education researchers have devel-
oped teacher efficacy measures for different
domains (e.g., teaching math). This study
focuses on the development of a measure to
assess perceived self-efficacy in fostering
moral character.

Teacher Self-Efficacy

Of the many teacher beliefs and behaviors
that have been examined in relation to impor-
tant student outcomes and effective teaching
practice, teaching efficacy has proved to be
one of the most powerful. In classrooms with
teachers of high instructional self-efficacy,
students are more academically motivated
(Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989), more
likely to have high self-efficacy themselves
(Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988), and
more likely to achieve academic success
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(Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992). In
other words, students benefit from having
teachers with high self-efficacy.

The powertul effects of self-efficacy can be
seen In teacher action. Teacher behavior varies
with self-efficacy beliefs. Teachers with high
instructional self-efficacy spend more time
planning and organizing classroom activities
(Allinder, 1994); they are more open to new
methods and ideas to meet student needs (Ber-
man, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, & Zellman,
1977, Guskey, 1988; Stein & Wang, 1988).
Teachers with high instructional self-efficacy
spend a larger portion of classroom time on
academics, providing students with the guid-
ance they need to succeed, and praising stu-
dents’ accomplishments (Gibson & Dembo,
1984). Teachers with high instructional
self-efficacy are more likely to develop class-
rooms with mastery goal structures, focused
on learning and improvement (Wolters &
Daugherty, 2007). They view difficult students
as reachable, and regard classroom problems
as surmountable by inventiveness and extra
effort (Ashton & Webb, 1986). In contrast,
teachers with low instructional self-efficacy
devote more time to nonacademic matters,
criticizing students for their failures and giving
up on students who do not succeed quickly.
Low self-efficacy is related to teachers becom-
ing mired in classroom problems. Teachers
with low self-efficacy are more authoritarian,
more likely to report higher levels of anger and
stress, express pessimistic views of student
motivation, and more frequently use extrinsic
inducements and negative reinforcement
(Melby, 1995; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Wool-
folk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990).

Teacher self-efficacy 1s linked to persis-
tence and effort during mstruction (Gibson &
Dembo, 1984). Because of the complexities in
developing student moral character, this same
persistence and effort in teachers 1s required for
effective moral character education (Watson,
2003). In fact, teacher self-efficacy 1s related to
a more democratic classroom style and teacher
practices that promote cooperation among stu-
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dents (Solomon, Watson, & Battistich, 2002).
In democratic classrooms, students develop
skills for discussion, decision making, social
problem solving, and conflict resolution. These
kinds of classrooms can lead not only to mas-
tery learning orientations in students, but also

to ethical skill development (for reviews, see:
Lapsley & Narvaez, 2006; Narvaez, 2006).

Measuring Teacher Self-Efficacy

Measuring teacher self-efficacy has been a
difficult challenge. Researchers who study
teacher self-efticacy debate how much to dis-
tinguish between personal self-efficacy and
general self-efficacy. Personal self-efficacy,
the respondent’s beliefs about him or herself,
is based on Bandura’s (1977) theory that pos-
tulates that the more self-efficacious an indi-
vidual feels, the more effort 1s made to succeed
(e.g., personal self-efficacy subscale of the
Teacher Efficacy Scale; Gibson & Dembo,
1984). General self-efficacy in the teaching
domain, also based on Bandura’s theory, refers
to belief in the power of teachers generally to
bring about change in students. It represents
outcome expectancy—the degree to which
external factors, such as home background, are
perceived to be malleable by teacher efforts.
Researchers also disagree about the nature of
domain specificity and the subcomponents of a
domain. For example, Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk (2001) report on the Teachers’ Sense
of Teacher Efficacy Scale, which has three
subdomain components: efficacy in student
engagement, efficacy in instructional prac-
tices, and efficacy in classroom management.
The choice of subcomponents seems to reflect
areas that researchers are most interested in,
suggesting that any particular combination of
subcomponents may not necessarily measure
the construct of self-efficacy in its entirety.

We do not review the controversies further
here, except to acknowledge that our approach
addresses personal self-efficacy, the respon-
dent’s beliefs about the self, in relation to the
ability to foster moral character in students. As
teacher education programs and inservice

classes move toward a greater emphasis on
moral character education (Schwartz, 2008),
measures are needed to gauge program effects
on teachers. The measure we propose may be
useful for such evaluations.

Teacher Self-Efficacy in Moral
Development

In order to remedy the lack of teacher
self-efficacy measures in the domain of char-
acter development, Milson and Mehlig (2002)
designed the Character Education Efficacy
Belief Instrument (CEEBI), a measure based
on the design of the Teacher Efficacy Scale
(TES; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Like the TES,
the CEEBI has two subscales, one to measure
personal teacher self-efficacy and one to mea-
sure general teacher self-efficacy, which 1s
also related to student academic performance
(Bandura, 1993). Milson and Mehlig (2002)
found that character education self-efficacy—
personal or general—was not related to age,
degree, grade level or teaching experience.
Subsequent work with the CEEBI has not
demonstrated great power in predicting teacher
behavior and so has not been published. The
CEEBI can also be subjected to a critique sim-
ilar to that raised in the controversy about com-
bining personal and general teacher efficacy
constructs and focusing too broadly. Due to
these critiques and the general need to differ-
entiate among domains of teaching self-effi-
cacy, we sought to create a narrower, more
focused measure of personal self-efficacy for
fostering moral character in students.

CURRENT STUDY

As part of a larger study examining middle
school teachers, students and classrooms (Nar-
vaez, Turner, Khmelkov, Vaydich, & Mullen,
2007), the Teacher Efficacy for Moral Educa-
tion scale (TEME) was created to measure
teacher beliefs about their capacity to bring
about positive change in student moral devel-
opment. In Phase I, the development of the
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TEME followed standard scale development
procedures. In Phase 11, the items were admin-
1stered to 76 middle school teachers and a fac-
tor analysis was conducted. In Phase III, we
compared the resulting scale to an existing
self-efficacy instrument to assess its construct
validity. We also compared scores on the
TEME to other measures of teachers’ percep-
tions of various constructs to examine diver-
gent and convergent validity.

Hypotheses

We expected that TEME would be related
to measures of more general instructional
selt-efficacy as well as to measures of efficacy
for character education. We also expected that
TEME would be related to school climate
measures such as collective self-efficacy and
perceptions of school culture.

METHOD

Participants

The instrument was tested on a sample of
76 middle school teachers drawn from public
and private schools in the United States (42
females and 29 males, 5 unknown: all
Euro-American except for 2 Latinos).

Procedure

Participants were asked to complete a sur-
vey packet on their own time and return it to the
school office in a sealed envelope. The mea-
sures were presented in the same order for each
participant. Teachers received a gift certificate
for completing and returning the packet.

Measures of Independent Variables

For construct validation purposes, (1) we
used two scales tapping instructional efficacy:
efficacy for promoting positive relationships,
and efficacy for helping students learn; (2) we

used a measure of self-efficacy for promoting
character education; and, (3) we used two mea-
sures of chimate: the school culture scale and a
collective efficacy measure.

Instructional  Efficacy Measures. The
Teacher Efficacy for Promoting Positive Rela-
tionships 1s a six-item scale (Turner et al.,
2002) that addresses relationships in the class-
room in regards to learning. A sample item is
“If students in my class seem discouraged
about learning, | know how to get them feeling
positively again.” Participants respond using a
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all true, 5 = very
true). Cronbach’s alpha for this sample was
77. Efficacy for Helping Students Learn 1s a
7-item scale from Turner (Turner et al., 2002).
A sample item is “I know how to adjust a les-
son to the needs of my students.” Participants
respond using a Likert-type scale (1 = not at all
true, 5 = very true). Cronbach’s alpha for this
sample was .74.

The Character Education Efficacy Belief
Instrument (CEEBI, Milson, 2003; Milson &
Mehlig, 2002) has 24 items and 2 subscales.
The Personal Teacher Efficacy subscale has 12
items (e.g., “I am usually comfortable discuss-
ing 1ssues of right and wrong with my stu-
dents”). The General Teacher Efficacy
subscale has 12 items (e.g., “Teachers who
encourage responsibility at school can influ-
ence students’ level of responsibility outside of
school”). Participants respond using a Lik-
ert-type scale (1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly
disagree). In this sample, Cronbach’s alphas
were .79 for Personal Efficacy and .80 for
General Teacher Efficacy.

Climate Measures. In order to explore the
relation between school climate and
self-efficacy for moral education, we measured
teachers’ perceptions of the school climate
with the School Culture Scale (SCS; Higgins &
Sad, 1997). The SCS has 25 items representing
four factors: normative expectations (e.g.,
“There 1s cutting classes or skipping school™);
student-teacher/school  relationships (e.g.,
“Students and teachers trust each other™);
student relationships (“Students help each
other even 1f they are not friends™); and
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educational opportunities (“Students learn to
become more responsible and care for other
people™).! Participants respond using a
Likert-type scale (1 = false, 5 = true). The scale
is typically treated as a whole. Cronbach alphas
for the SCS typically range from .77 t0.85. In
this sample, the alpha was .84,

To gauge perception of the schools™ teacher
group efhicacy, we used a 12-item measure of
collective efficacy extracted from Goddard
(1998). A sample item is “Home life provides
so many advantages, the students here are
bound to leamn.” Participants respond using a
Likert-type scale (1 = not at all true, 5 = very
true). Cronbach’s alpha for this sample was
74.

Development of the Teacher
Self-Efficacy for Moral Education
Measure

Phase I: Item development. In Phase I, a
pool of 17 items was generated based on the
Turner et al. (2002) scales, Teacher Efficacy
for Helping Students Learn and Teacher Effi-
cacy for Promoting Positive Relationships
(described above). These scales were chosen
because they involve both content learning and
relationship facilitation, much like moral char-
acter instruction. The items were modified for
the domain of moral character development
(see Table 1) and addressed personal self-efti-
cacy for promoting moral character.

Phase II: Factor analysis. The 17 items
were submitted to principle-axis factoring
using promax rotation with Kaiser Normaliza-
tion (see Table 1). Four factors emerged with
eigenvalues greater than 1. Together these fac-
tors accounted for 68.51% of the variance in
participants’ scores. The first factor (#» = 5) had
an eigenvalue of 5.80 and accounted for
34.12% of the wvariance 1n participant
responses. The second factor (# = 8) had an
eigenvalue of 3.27 and accounted for 19.25%
of the variance in participant responses. The
third factor (» = 3) and fourth (» = 1) factors
produced eigenvalues of 1.44 and 1.13,
accounting for 8.46% and 6.67% of the vari-

ance 1n participant responses; the items from
these two factors loaded on the other factors
and were dropped from further analyses (see
Table 1).

Factor analyses conducted after items were
excluded produced similar results. Two-factor
confirmatory factor analysis was performed
next. A scree plot and factor loadings sug-
gested two independent factors could indeed
be extracted, which confirmed the existence of
two separate factors as indicated by the explor-
atory factor analysis (see Table 1). Factor one
produced an eigenvalue of 5.33, accounting for
40.98% of the variance in participants’
responses. The first factor consisted of 5 items
(e = .92) and related to how teachers foster a
positive environment by doing such things as
helping students maintain their motivation and
boosting their morale. We named this factor
the Teacher Positivity subscale. Factor two
produced an eigenvalue of 3.01, accounting for
23.15% of the wvariance in participants’
responses. The second factor consisted of 8
items (a = .88) related to the skills and prac-
tices that teachers use to help students develop
ethical skills. We named this factor, /nstruc-
tional Practices. Together these two factors
accounted for 64.14% of the variance in partic-
ipants’ scores.

The resulting Teacher Self-Efficacy for
Moral Education measure (TEME) requires
participants to rate 13 items along a 5-point
Likert-type continuum (1 = not at all true to 5
= very true). A sample item is “I know how to
design lessons that enable all my students to
master ethical skills.” Cronbach’s alpha for the
sample was .88.

RESULTS

To examine the validity of the Teacher
Selt-Efficacy for Moral Education measure,
we examined the relationships among the
TEME and a number of other scales purported
to measure similar and different constructs.
We examined correlations and conducted
regression analyses. All significance tests were
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TABLE 1
Factor Loadings for Teacher Self-Efficacy for
Moral Education Measure Items Using Promax Rotation With
Kaiser Normalization for Exploratory Factor Analysis, and for Confirmatory Factor Analysis
ftems Loadings

Factor | Explorarory  Confirmatory
| know what to do to keep students feeling good about themselves as moral people. 95 90
[ know how to promote positive feelings about morality among the students in my class., 92 92
I students in my class seem discouraged about being moral people, | know how to get them B3 B8
tfeeling positively again.

[ am good at making all the students in my class feel good about learning to be moral people. 88 88
[ know how to make students feel good about being moral people. T8 82
Factor 2

When students are having difficulty understanding a moral concept or miniskill, I know 83 86
what steps to take to help them master it.

[ know how to design lessons that enable all my students to master ethical skills. 81 83
[ know how to create moral lessons that hold my students' interest. 16 7
[ possess the knowledge and skills necessary to teach moral character development, o 76
If students in my class become distracted from working on moral skills, | know how to get 5 A
them back on track.

[ know how to teach strategies to my students that will help them develop ethical character d2 Wi
skills.

[ know how to adjust a moral lesson to the needs of my students. 66 64
[ am good at promoting positive moral relationships among the students in my classes. 61 .64
Factor 3

When a student 1s morally bad, there 1s not much I can do to change them. 87

Sometimes [ stop the academic lessons in order to teach a moral lesson. a7

Students are born good or bad and there's not much a teacher can do to change them. 54

Factor 4

When students have a confhet, [ know how to help them work 1t out, .69

conducted at a .05 level of significance. All
tests were two-tailed. See Table 2 for means
and standard deviations and Table 3 for
correlations.

Relation to Measures of Instructional
Efficacy

Convergent validity was supported by posi-
tive correlations with two measures typically

related to effective teaching: Efficacy for Pro-
moting Positive Relationships (EPPR; = .42,
p < .001), and Efficacy for Helping Students
Learn (EHSL; r = 36, p = .002). A closer
examination of the TEME’s subscales showed
that Instructional Practices correlated signifi-
cantly with the EPPR (r = .51, p < .001) and
with EHSL (r=.36, p=.001). Teacher Positiv-
ity, however, was not significantly correlated
with these measures.
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TABLE 2
Means and Standard Deviations for Major Variables (n = 76)
Variable Mean SD
Teacher Efficacy for Moral Education 3.90 58
Instructional Practices 3.88 69
Teacher Positivity 3.94 T8
Personal Teacher Efficacy 3.92 45
General Teacher Efficacy 3.43 43
Collective Efficacy 4.14 42
Efficacy for Promoting Positive Relationships 4.20 50
Efficacy for Helping Students Learn 4.34 A5
School Culture Scale 3.54 42
TABLE 3
Correlations Among Major Variables (N = 76)
TEME /P P PTE GTE COLL RELAT  LEARNEFF
[nstructional (0.87**
Practices (1P)
Teacher {8 e 0.26*
Positivity
(TP)
Personal (0. 54%* 0.30%* {,52+*
Teacher
Efficacy
(PTE)
General 0.36** 0.20 0.4]%* D.6]**
Teacher
Efficacy
(GTE)
Collective 0.31%* 0.29% 0.18 0.20 0.01
Efficacy
(COLL})
Relational (0,42%* 0.5]** 0.07 0.24* 0,12 (), 49
Etfficacy
(RELAT)
Learn 0.36%* 0.36%* 0.17 0.23* 0.06 0.50%* (). 58%+
Efticacy
(LEARNEFF)
School 0.44** 0.4]1%* 0.27* [).33%* 0.22 0.4]** (). 44%+* 0.24%
Culture
Normative 0.27* 0.21 0.25% 0.18 0.20 0.02 0.11 —0.07
Expectations
Student 0.29# 0.26%* 0.18 0.29* 0.12 0.43%+ 0.39%# 0.23%
Teacher/
School
Relationships
Student 0.23# 0.26% 0.08 11 0.08 0.38** 0.29* 0.22
Relationships
Educational 0.38%* 0.42%% 0.14 0.32%* 0.16 0, 50%# 0,53%+ 0.42%+*
Opportunities

Relational Efficacy ~ Efficacy for Promaoting Positive Relationships, Learn Efficacy~ Efficacy for Helping Studenty Learn®®
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed).
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Relation to Measure of Self Efficacy for
Character Education

The TEME was positively correlated with
the two subscales from the Character Educa-
tion Efficacy Belief Instrument (CEEBI): Per-
sonal Teacher Efficacy (r = .54, p < .001) and
General Teacher Efficacy (r = .36, p = .002).
TEME subscales were also significantly corre-
lated with CEEBI’s subscales. The Teacher
Positivity subscale correlated significantly and
positively with Personal Teacher Efficacy (r =
32, p <.001) and General Teacher Efficacy (r
= 41, p < .001). The Instructional Practices
subscale correlated significantly and positively
only with Personal Teacher Efficacy (»=.36,p
= .001). Although the correlations are only
moderate, these findings suggest that the
TEME is measuring a construct similar to that
measured by the CEEBI, especially its per-
sonal efficacy component with which it corre-
lates most highly.

Relation to Climate Variables

Typically, teachers with high personal
self-efficacy are more likely to have high col-
lective self-efficacy (e.g., Skaalvik & Skaal-
vik, 2007). Supporting this notion, the TEME
measure was correlated with Collective Effi-
cacy (r=.31, p=.006). The Instructional Prac-
tices subscale was also correlated with
Collective Efficacy (r = .29, p = .01), but
Teacher Positivity was not.

Additionally, teachers  with  high
self-efficacy for moral education are more
likely to create a positive school culture that
emphasizes citizenship and good relationships
among students and teachers. The TEME was
correlated with the School Culture Scale,
which measures such things as citizenship and
positive relationships among students and
teachers (r = .44, p < .001). School culture was
correlated with both the Instructional Practices
subscale (r = .41, p < .000) and the Teacher
Positivity subscale (r = .27, p = .02). The sub-
scales for the School Culture scale also corre-
lated positively and significantly with the
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TEME: Normative Expectations (r = .27, p =
.02), Student-Teacher/School Relationships (»
= .29, p = .01), Student Relationships (» = .23,
p = .05), and Educational Opportunities (r =
38, p = .001). The TEME subscale Instruc-
tional Practices was also positively and signit-
icantly correlated with Student Teacher/
School Relationships (» = .26, p = .02), Student
Relationships (r = .26, p = .03), and Educa-
tional Opportunities (r = 42, p < .001). The
only subscale correlated with the Teacher Pos-
itivity subscale was Normative Expectations (»
= .25, p = .03). Because of these results, we
treated the School Culture Scale as a whole in
the regression analyses below.

Multiple Regressions

The wvarious measures of climate and
self-efficacy were examined simultaneously to
predict scores on the TEME in order to find out
which variables had a stronger relation. We
conducted regressions on the whole scale and
on each subscale. For each scale, three differ-
ent regression models were compared: model
one examined climate predictors (School Cul-
ture and Collective Efficacy); model two
added instructional efficacy predictors (Effi-
cacy for Promoting Positive Relationships, and
Efficacy for Helping Students Learn); and
model three added character education predic-
tors (Personal Teacher Efficacy, General
Teacher Efficacy). We entered the climate
variables first in order to control for possible
group-level perception effects. Results are
highlighted below. See Table 4 for model fit
indices. For regression coefficients by model,
see Table 5.

TEME. School Culture and Collective Effi-
cacy were entered as predictors in model 1.
Only School Culture significantly predicted
scores on the TEME scale (f = .39, p = .002).
In the second model, the instructional efficacy
variables were entered as predictors 1n addition
to the climate measures but only School Cul-
ture remained a significant predictor (f = .33,
p =.01). Finally, in model 3, the efficacy for
character education variables were added. In
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TABLE 4
Model Fit Indices for Three Regression Models
lariables Adjusted R’ F Change Sig. I Change F P
TEME
Model 1 18 9.03 f <.001 9.03 £ < .001
Model 2 .22 2.89 f =06 6.20 p < .001
Model 3 38 9.21 # < .001 3.20 < .001
Instructional Practices
Mode] 1 16 7.65 fr=.001 7.65 fr=.001
Model 2 .27 6.21 =003 7.49 P < .001
Model 3
‘Teacher Positvity
Model 1 05 2.80 fr = .07 2.80 p = .07
Model 2 05 95 p = .39 1.87 p=.13
Model 3 28 12.06 p < .001 5.67 f < .001
TABLE 5
Standardized Beta Coetficients for Three Regressions
TEME Instructional Practices Teacher Positivity
Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model I Model 2 Model 3 Model I Model 2 Model 3
Culrure (.39% ().33% 0.19 (0.36% (0.25* (.18 (.24 (0.28% 0.11
Coll T 0.12 -0.02 -0.01 0. 12 -0.06 -0.07 0.07 (.05 0.07
Relate EIT 0.17 (.15 (0.36%* (.35% .18 -0.21
LearnkEIl 0.17 .15 0.11 (.10 0.17 0.15
PIE 0.39* .24 0.43*
1E 0.05 -0.03 0.14

TEME = Teacher Selt-Etticacy for Moral Education, CULTURE = School Cultre Scale, COLLEFF = Collec-
uve Efficacy, RELATEEFF = Etficacy for Promoung Positive Relationships, LEARNEFF = Ethcacy for Helping
Students Learn, PI'E = Character Educauon Efficacy Instrument, Personal Teaching Efficacy, GI'E = Character

Education Efficacy Instrument, General Teaching Efficacy.

“h < .05

this model, School Culture was no longer a
significant predictor (f = .19, p =.09), but Per-
sonal Teacher Efficacy from the CEEBI signif-
icantly predicted scores on the TEME (/i = .39,
p =.002). Model 3 provided the best fit to the
data, accounting for approximately 43% of the
variance, R> = 43, F(6, 66) = 8.20, p < .001.
The fact that Personal Teacher Efficacy is the
strongest predictor of TEME, after accounting
for the other predictors, provides strong evi-
dence of construct validity of TEME which is
a measure of personal efficacy construct most
similar in nature to the one measured by PTE.

Instructional Practices Subscale. In model
1, School Culture was a significant predictor (ff
= .36, p = .004). In model 2, the instructional
efficacy vanables were added. School Culture
remained a significant predictor (f = .25, p =
04) along with Efficacy for Promoting
Positive Relationships (f = .36, p = .01). In
model 3, efficacy for character education
variables were entered. After accounting for
Personal Teacher Efficacy and General
Teacher Efficacy in the model, Efficacy for
Promoting Positive Relationships remained the
only variable that significantly predicted scores
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on Instructional Practices (f = .35, p = .01).
Model 2 provided the best fit to the data, R* =
31, F(4, 68)=7.49, p<.001. Finally, although
model 3 did not improve model fit significantly
(F change = 2.12, p =.13), it accounted for
about 35% of the variance, R? = 35. These
results indicate that the Instructional Practices
subscale differs significantly from CEEBI in
the nature of the construct that it measures: 1t 1s
less a measure of generic self-efficacy than it is
a measure of efficacy in specific instructional
approaches promoting moral character.

Teacher Positivity Subscale. For the
Teacher Positivity subscale, neither School
Culture nor Collective Efficacy were signifi-
cant predictors in model 1 (although the coeffi-
cient for School Culture had borderline
significance, p =.07). After adding the instruc-
tional efficacy variables in model 2, School
Culture significantly predicted scores on
Teacher Positivity (f = .28, p = .04). However,
overall, neither model 1 nor model 2 was sig-
nificant. Efficacy for character education vari-
ables were added in model 3. Personal Teacher
Efficacy was the only significant predictor in
model 3 (f = .43, p=.002). Model 3 provided
the best fit to the data explaining about 34% of
the variance, R? = 34, F(2, 66) =5.67, p <
001. The Teacher Positivity subscale mea-
sures a construct most similar in nature to the
one gauged by PTE, therefore, the fact that the
relationship between them is the largest (ff =
43), after accounting for all other variables,
across the three sets of regression analyses
provides further evidence of construct validity
of TEME.

DISCUSSION

The present study reports encouraging evi-
dence for the psychometric integrity and con-
struct valhidity of the Teacher Efficacy for
Moral Education measure (TEME) which was
developed to measure teachers’ personal
self-efficacy for fostering moral character in
the classroom. Its validity was supported by
correlations with several related teacher
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self-efficacy instruments, as well as school cli-
mate measures. When the TEME subscales
were examined separately, each subscale dem-
onstrated a different correlational pattern. The
items for the Teacher Positivity subscale
related, for instance, to the ability of the
teacher to keep morale up among students and
for appreciating moral behavior. This subscale
seems to reflect more general social skills
rather than instructional skills. It was also only
correlated with the Educational Opportunities
subscale of the School Culture Scale, a sub-
scale that has several relational items (i.e.,
learning to care about and listen to others and
take their perspectives). On the other hand, the
Instructional Practice subscale aligns better
with the notion of efficacy for fostering moral
character through instruction. Given that we
made comparisons with other instructional
measures, it 1s not surprising that this subscale
had higher correlations with them than the
Teacher Positivity subscale. In fact, from a sta-
tistical viewpoint, the Instructional Practices
subscale frequently performed just as well as,
If not better, than the full scale. The regression
analyses also support treating the subscales
separately. For the full TEME, school culture
played a large role in the first two regression
models, yet in the third model the variance was
explained only by Personal Teacher Efficacy.
The Instructional Practice subscale was best
explained by model two which addressed rela-
tional efficacy. This supports the notion of IP
scale being the most distinct new measure
which focuses specifically on instructional
efficacy for promoting moral character. In con-
trast, only model three was significant for the
Teacher Positivity subscale which was
explained primarily by Personal Teacher Effi-
cacy. Thus, TP scale may be closest to the
existing PTE scale and, therefore, less useful
as a new measure although it may be a more
efficient scale, as it only consists of 5 items
instead of 12. Theoretically and taking into
account this preliminary empirical evidence, it
may make sense to treat the two subscales sep-
arately rather than sum them together. How-
ever, further studies need to be done.
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Although 1t may be clear from prior
research that teacher self-efficacy is related to
teacher behaviors that improve student out-
comes, the link between teacher self-efficacy
for moral education and instructional practice
needs to be specified. We know quite a bit
about what effective instruction looks like for
subject areas, such as math, science, and read-
ing, and can relate instructional practice to
domain-specific efficacy measures. But in the
area of moral character development, there is
no consensus on what effective instruction
looks like. Generally, democratic classrooms
that support student autonomy build a sense of
community, and foster academic and social
competencies are related to greater gains in
moral character variables (e.g., Solomon, Wat-
son, & Battistich, 2002), but little 15 known
about what particular instruction is efficacious.
It 1s still unclear how teacher selt-efficacy for
moral education 1s related to specific teacher
behaviors, which teacher behaviors actually
foster students’ moral character and how these
factors are related.

Bandura (1997) postulates at least four
methods for building self-efficacy. Mastery
experiences are the most powerful, but require
valued  appraisal and  simultaneous
self-referential feedback. Schools that are pro-
fessional learning communities may best sup-
port such experiences (Fullan, 1993). The
other three builders of self-efficacy—social
persuasion, vicarious experience, or arousal
(emotional or physical)}—can either heighten
or hamper self-efhicacy development, depend-
ing on the context (Henson, 2001). Little work
has been done on these alternative influences
In teacher self-efficacy research. Self-efficacy
for moral education may be particularly
influenced by social persuasion and vicarious
experience, such as colleagues’ attitudes
towards students and the cultural narratives
woven about students. Fostering change in
personal self-efficacy is a challenge generally
(Gregoire, 2003; Henson, 2001) but it may be
even more difficult for moral development in
part because preservice teachers typically do
not take a class in sociomoral development.

1:3

Teacher self-efficacy for moral education
may be an especially promising tool for mea-
suring the effects of teacher character educa-
tion preparation, such as change in efficacy
over the duration of a character education
intervention. If teacher self-efficacy for moral
education is considered a predictor of teaching
practices which in turn are expected to affect
the moral development of youth, then positive
score change might provide initial evidence of
program effectiveness. Future work could
examine between-teacher (i.e., within school)
variation and between-school varation. Such
variation might be related to the school cli-
mate, although the causal relation might need
to be clarified.

Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations that may
be answered by future research. Most impor-
tantly, the TEME needs further vahdation, in
terms of using samples of teachers from dif-
ferent educational levels beyond middle
school, and especially in terms of longitudinal
and intervention studies. We recommend that
future designs include links to student out-
comes and to specific teacher behavior. Two
methodological issues also should be noted.
First, our samples were small and homoge-
neous. Larger and more diverse samples
would verify TEME’s generalizability. Sec-
ond, testing teachers extensively with similar
measures may have been problematic,
although we had no signs that this was the
case. Overall, the measure shows some prom-
Ise for examining the relations among vari-
ables related to teacher belief and behavior in
the moral domain.

NOTES

1 One item was inadvertently omitted from the
Educational Opportunities subscale, specifi-
cally, “Students learn how to take other peo-
ple’s points of view.”
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