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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this quantitative study was to develop a reliable and valid psychometric instrument, the Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale (TPSE Scale), for measuring K-12 teachers’ political self-efficacy in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policymaking.  Using Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory as a theoretical lens and the TPSE Scale for measurement, the problem of weak classroom teacher voice in education public policy process is explored.  
Two separate studies confirmed the reliability of the TPSE Scale.  Construct and other forms of validity were confirmed using additional measures of Political Efficacy as citizens, teacher Instructional Efficacy, and teacher level of actual Engagement in political/civic/professional activities.   Other elements to the investigative framework included Number of Years teaching, Gender, level of Educational Attainment, School Setting, and teacher perception of adequacy of school district Funding.
  Teachers’ reported overall low levels of TPSE which was also positively and significantly correlated to level of Engagement.  While Political Efficacy as citizen and Number of  Years teaching were positively and significantly related to TPSE,  Instructional Efficacy was not.  Male teachers were found to have significantly higher means of TPSE compared to female colleagues but there were relatively few men in the sample.  Teachers with advanced degrees had significantly higher means for TPSE compared to those with bachelor’s degrees.  Teachers who held perceptions that their school district had inadequate Funding had significantly lower means for TPSE compared to their colleagues who felt otherwise.  There were no significant differences in the means for TPSE based on School Setting.
In addition to establishing TPSE Scale reliability and validity, study results contribute to the understanding of marginalized K-12 teacher voice in education public policymaking.  Results may inform the design of interventions for building teacher confidence and skill in this political domain of functioning.  Scale use may also sensitize teachers to existing avenues for exercising voice that have been previously underutilized or that were not fully understood as opportunities for influencing a political process.  It may influence teachers’ future choices about level of engagement.  
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION


All public policymaking is inherently political; this is particularly true for the United States education policy arena in general and the K-12 education policy environment specifically.   The K-12 education policy arena is deeply personal and emotionally charged given much of its ultimate policy target, our most vulnerable population of 50 million children and youth (DOE, 2009).  A host of well documented correlations between educational attainment and quality of life means the education policy arena is a highly consequential one, too  (University of Tennessee – Center for Business and Economic Research, 2007).     Furthermore, the K-12 education system is a very large policy arena supported annually by $489 billion tax dollars (DOE, 2009) collected and distributed at all three levels of government – local, state, and federal.
It is little wonder that K-12 education policy has a long history of engendering an extraordinary amount of public attention that attracts a large and diverse slate of policy actors who wield influence on a range of policy issues.  The sheer volume of education policy actors makes the process dynamic, even chaotic.  The actors compete to have perspectives heard and to influence key decisions and outcomes.  Unfortunately, classroom teachers, the set of actors with the most sustained and direct relationship with students and their parents/guardians, often have the weakest voice in education policy process. 

The Problem


Classroom teachers represent the single largest occupation in America (DOE, 2009). They are uniquely positioned to have intelligence from their professional practice that could inform education policy.  Teachers often represent the implementation arm of education policy. The classroom setting serves as a key center for policy evaluation as well.  As such, teachers make a significant difference in the success or lack of success with reforms and other changes.  Despite potential to contribute meaningfully to policy, their voice remains largely marginalized.  This has been a consistent and enduring condition in education policy debate, development, and deployment over time (Cameron, 2005; Ingersoll, 2003).
This inquiry examines one area of potential impact rooted in these realities and having to do with a teacher’s system of self-beliefs.  More specifically, teacher self-efficacy for participation in activities that may have a direct or indirect political influence within the public policymaking process is explored.

Perspectives from education and educational psychology
Available research from multiple disciplines offers insight to the origins of the problem.   For example, Ingersoll (2003) proposes in his book, Who Controls Teachers’ Work, that there is a disorganization perspective about schools and teachers held by a sizable set of education reformers, policymakers, researchers, and members of the public.   Underlying this perspective are beliefs that schools are too loosely organized with corresponding lack of controls and accountability leading to low standards and poor teacher performance.  Proponents of this perspective see the solution(s) to these ills as policy that “tightens the ship” (p. 6).  Given this viewpoint, the presence of classroom teacher voice in policymaking may be seen as unmerited and counterproductive. 
Other education researchers suggest that the heart of the problem is the traditional hierarchy of school management facilitated by the centralizing of school structure, power, and decision making (Coyle, 1997; Desimone, Smith, & Phillips, 2005; Nelson & Jones, 2007; Willis, 2006).  These systemic attributes serve to deprofessionalize, disempower, and demotivate teachers.   From this teacher disempowerment perspective, the very people who have the direct relationship with students have little control over their own work (Ingersoll, 2003).    
Despite its role in preparing most teachers for the profession, academia is implicated to some degree in the marginalization of more direct classroom teacher voice in education policy.  Higher education has historically viewed research institutions as the property owners of newly generated knowledge about what kinds of teaching and curriculum are effective.  The underlying assumption of this institutionally reinforced belief is that the knowledge that might make K-12 classroom teachers more expert and skillful comes from other sources than the teachers (Hargreaves, 1996).  The resulting message is that academia’s voice is the one that matters, the voice to be heard.    A current and relevant example appears to tell this story.  The National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) and the Council of Chief State School Officers is sponsoring a significant national effort to develop and propose common core state standards for K-12 instruction.   Two work groups (one each in mathematics and language arts) and two corresponding feedback groups have been created to develop these standards.    Of the 66 group members, half are current faculty members residing in higher education and only two are current K-12 practitioners (a public middle school math teacher and an instructional performance coach in a charter school system).  The remaining members represent organizations outside traditional higher education and K-12 schooling (e.g., ACT, the College Board, and America’s Choice) (“Common Core”, 2009).
Contributing further to a marginalized classroom teacher voice are the publishing habits of academia.  The presumed academic voice of merit utilizes scholarly journals as the primary medium for informing and influencing the practice of teaching and those who make policy.  There is no surprise in this reality.  It has been socially constructed through the career structures of higher education.  The problem has to do with policy influence.  The readership of scholarly journals is largely made up of other academicians.

We have been concerned about how to define ourselves for ourselves.  Yet in the present moment we must also be able to define ourselves to others.  Continuing to talk to others as we would to ourselves is the wrong answer.  If this present analysis is accurate, we must also learn to talk to others as they talk about us.  (Butin, 2005, p. 296)

Referring again to the common core standards initiative, there appears to be some evidence of this less influential positioning of higher education in comparison to other constituencies represented in group membership.  In clarifying the role differences between the work groups and the feedback groups, the NGA Center published the following in a news release:  

Final decisions regarding the common core standards document will be made by the Standards Development work group.  The feedback group will play an advisory role, not [italics added] a decision-making role in the process.   (“Common Core”, 2009)

Of the 33 current faculty members involved in the overall project, only 3 reside in one of the work groups (“Common Core”, 2009).

Perspectives from political science 

Some researchers and writers believe that gender issues are influencing the marginalization of K-12 classroom teacher voice.   For decades, 70-80 percent of classroom teachers have been female (Cameron, 2005).  In some schools and school districts the percentage is even higher.  As a former executive director of the National Education Association (NEA), Don Cameron (2005) lists the dominance of female gender within the teaching ranks as one of the leading explanations for why public education in general but classroom teachers in particular are marginalized by public forces.
Given the highly political nature of public policymaking, it is also relevant to note that socialization and sex roles influence the engagement of women in matters that have direct or indirect political dimensions.  These dynamic forces shift and evolve.  Conway, Ahern, and Steuernagel (2005) refer to these forces as the social clock, a term that “. . .  defines society’s expectations, including those for gender roles, concerning appropriate behavior at different ages in life” (p. 21).  Historically, women have been socialized in American culture to be less interested in political matters (Sapiro, 1983, 1985).  
 Situational factors as well as resources continue to impact women’s overall engagement in political processes (Conway et al., 2005; Sapiro, 1983, 1985; Tedin, Brady, & Cadlitz, 1977).  For example, lead responsibility for one’s family, particularly the care of children, is extremely demanding in terms of time and physical and psychic energy.   This is especially true in cases where someone is working outside the home as well.  It can also be isolating which is a condition that can marginalize a person’s influence potential in the political arena.
Alternatively, it may be said that classroom teachers’ voices are not marginalized in education policymaking.  Political scientists point to a different set of policy actors called interest groups (Anderson, 2006; Kingdon, 2003; Sabatier, 1999) to explore a differing view.  More specifically, political science researchers point to strong teacher voice exercised vicariously through membership in the NEA or the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and their affiliates (American Teacher, 2006).
Size of membership, degree of cohesiveness, and the presence or absence of competing organizations are three of the leading predictors of the amount of influence wielded by an interest group (Anderson, 2006).  It is the aggregated and representational nature of an interest group’s organizational model that is fundamental to its power base.  
Much of the NEA’s and AFT’s power and influence potential is derived through their strength in numbers.  The NEA has over 3 million members (NEA website); the AFT has 1.4 million members (AFT website).  Also found on these websites is information about the NEAFT Partnership.  This partnership created in 2000 reflects one of the recommendations made by a NEA and AFT Unity Discussion and Advisory Committee.  It acknowledges the independence of the two organizations while uniting them politically.  For all practical purposes, it eliminates much of the competition between them when it comes to peddling influence in policymaking matters.  
On the other hand, classroom teachers’ voices may be barely heard and/or in limited ways through these interest groups.  Consider the definitions listed below.

Vicarious:  performed, exercised, received, or suffered in place of another; felt or enjoyed through imagined participation in the experience of others.

Representation:  action or speech on behalf of a person, group, or the like by an agent, deputy, or representative; the state of being represented.

Aggregate:  formed by the collection of particulars into a mass or sum.  (The Random House Dictionary, 1968)
It is perhaps ironic that the very characteristics that make interest groups powerful may be the same ones that contribute to a less powerful and less direct voice of its members.  This possibility is more likely for organizations that struggle with keeping members well informed and actively engaged particularly in the use of internal mechanisms designed to influence organizational decisions and direction.  Voices that are aggregated and representational in nature are filtered significantly through successive bodies of internal decision makers delegated with power to determine the policy agendas and policy positions meritorious enough to warrant advocacy and expenditure of finite resources.
Unlike many other interest groups actively engaged in educational policymaking, the NEA and AFT are also unions.  Depending on one’s perspective, the union role brings positive and important features to AFT and NEA’s representational and advocacy roles; or, it can play to negative stereotypes in a public process.  In his book, The Inside Story of the Teacher Revolution in America, Cameron (2005) addresses this mixed bag of public beliefs.  On one hand, he outlines the extraordinary role that the NEA and AFT have played in bringing public attention to the poor pay and working conditions of teachers in America.  Cameron also addresses the relative success the unions have had in facilitating improvements.  On the other hand, he acknowledges the lack of foresight and engagement of the NEA in reform policymaking during the 1980s to mid 1990s.  This lack of engagement was a strategic decision made by NEA Executive Committees of that era.  As reform proposals surfaced from other sources, the union was positioned as “quick to be negative” (p. 151) by assuming no responsibility for constructively solving educational problems.  “NEA’s lack of a positive contribution to the debate was glaringly noticeable, and the organization suffered a self-inflicted wound from which it has never fully recovered” (p. 151).   This perspective suggests that the potency of classroom teacher voice may at times be negatively impacted by the very organizations designed to represent them.  

Perspectives from sociology 
Dan C. Lortie (1975, 2002), sociologist and author of the seminal work, Schoolteacher:  A sociological study, provides a portrait of the teaching profession including a description of the patterns and norms that are unique to the profession.    Lortie describes a number of professional characteristics that have implications for the potency of teacher voice in broader, longer term, and more socially exposed activities.  There is the personal and structural isolation facilitated by the physical design of school buildings.  The controlled access to/from schools further isolates teachers from other adults as well as the community at large.  The profession’s career arrangements, system of rewards, high rates of turnover, and cultural norms support a “. . . present-oriented rather than future-oriented point of view . . .” (p. 101) as well as a more individualistic versus collegial or collective orientation.   Further, Lortie points to how these and other characteristics have dominated the profession creating an enduring level of “continuity” over time (p. 22).    To a large extent, Cohn and Kottkamp (1993) replicated Lortie’s research 25 years later and reported similar results.  

While teachers continually emphasized the impact of change on their lives, it soon became apparent that these highly visible changes had to be considered in the context of stability – an almost unshakable and invisible stability of the organizational structures of American schools and the ethos of the occupation into which they had been socialized. (p. 16)

In summary, there are a number of rationales posited for the nearly unanimous conclusion that the K-12 practitioner voice of classroom teachers is relatively weak and marginalized in education public policymaking.  This gap in perspective may contribute to sub optimized educational policy development and policy impact.  

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this investigation is to develop a reliable and valid psychometric instrument, the Teacher Political Self Efficacy (TPSE) Scale.  As a researcher, my ultimate interest is learning more about how the status and potency of classroom teacher voice may be elevated and made more meaningful and helpful in education policymaking.  Unfortunately, there is a limited amount of literature available on marginalized teacher voice in education public policymaking beyond its identification as an issue and possible explanations for the origins of the problem.   There are few examples describing how an empirically sound, theoretical framework with deliberate and agentic properties may be used to explore the issue directly, practically, and hopefully with teachers.  Finally, a psychometric instrument for measuring the phenomenon of marginalized teacher voice in context with public policy process could not be found. 
Influencing the design of the TPSE Scale is Albert Bandura’s (1995, 1997) Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and its relationship to the development of self-efficacy.  SCT is proposed as an effective conceptual framework for contextualizing the exercise of teacher voice in a highly political and very public education policy arena.  Through his work with SCT, Bandura (1995, 1997) has been instrumental in putting a human being’s system of self-beliefs in context.   His deterministic and personally constructive theory proposes that the more a person mobilizes his/her influence potential in life events, the more they are helping to design those events.  The effectiveness of this process develops self-efficacy and influences the likelihood of desired outcomes.  High levels of self-efficacy position the individual as potentially active, not passive; as powerful, not helpless; as a causative agent in their own right, not a victim of social or institutional impediment.  
According to SCT there are four primary sources of information used by individuals for developing self-efficacy beliefs.  Enacted mastery experiences serve as personal guideposts for understanding our capabilities and are the most powerful source of information for building self-efficacy.  Vicarious experience provides insight about oneself and for oneself through the experience of others.  This works in both a positive and negative sense.  Verbal/social persuasion also influences the development of self-efficacy.  Encouragement and effective delivery of feedback can bolster self-efficacy.   Finally, there are a myriad of physiological/affective states that influence a person’s self-efficacy.  There are also varying degrees in which someone can choose to dwell on any less helpful personal states at the expense of moving forward with a successful strategy to abate them.  
Research on SCT and Bandura’s self-efficacy framework may inform aspects of classroom teacher voice in education policy.   Conceptually, it begs questions about:
· the level of enacted mastery experience held by classroom teachers in aspects of education policymaking and at different levels of governance;
· vicarious experiences that may be influencing personal choices about levels of engagement in education policy process;
· the forms and frequency of policy related verbal/social persuasion they have been exposed to in school, other organizational settings, and even in their families and communities; and  
· a teacher’s personal attributes that may influence his or her self-beliefs and level of engagement in education public policy process.

Research Questions

Any or all of the four SCT sources of information may contribute to a teacher’s beliefs about his or her political self-efficacy as it relates to the engagement in and the influence of education public policy process.  Specific research questions driving the proposed studies are:

1. How politically efficacious are K-12 classroom teachers in their ability to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policy?

2. What is the relationship between K-12 classroom teachers’ political self-efficacy and their actual level of engagement in political/civic/professional activities that may directly or indirectly influence education policy?




3. How do levels of teacher political self-efficacy and teacher actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities relate to a set of other selected measures and variables as part of an overall nomological network?

Nomological Network for Current Investigative Framework

The focus of Study 1 is the development of a reliable psychometric instrument, the Teacher Political Self-Efficacy (TPSE) Scale.   In Study 2, construct validation is pursued by measuring the new construct of TPSE in relationship to other constructs.  These relationships form a network of variables or a framework of investigation.  As an adjective to network, nomological claims the use of logic and reasoning in the selection and characterization of the constructs and other variables populating the network. A nomological network also serves the useful purpose of delimiting the boundaries of a study.   Figure 1 is a graphical depiction of my theorizing about and testing of relationships between TPSE and other selected constructs and measures.  

Teacher political self-efficacy (TPSE)
The construct of TPSE measures K-12 classroom teachers’ level of political self-efficacy in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policy.   The new TPSE Scale is intended to be a tool for quantifying this dependent variable.  Construction of the TPSE Scale was influenced by SCT as well as measures and items from political science research (Caprara, Vecchione, & Mebane, 2009; Niemi, Craig, & Mattei, 1991).

Teacher instructional efficacy (Instructional Efficacy)
A teacher’s instructional efficacy (self-efficacy beliefs associated with student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management practices) will be measured using the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale as developed by Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001).   A significant portion of education policy passed at local, state, and federal levels address curricula and pedagogy as well as teacher credentialing and performance.  Therefore, it is useful to better understand the nature of the relationship between a teacher’s instructional efficacy and his/her confidence in translating practice into meaningful activities that may directly or indirectly influence education policy.  This construct does not measure actual instructional competence.


Teacher political efficacy as citizen (Political Efficacy)
Two measures of political efficacy are proposed for exploring teachers’ self-beliefs as citizens.  The selected and slightly adapted measures are listed below.

· Perceived Political Self-Efficacy developed by Caprara et al. (2009) and defined as citizen’s self-efficacy beliefs when it comes to “. . . capacities to voice one’s own opinions and preferences, to actively contribute to the success of parties which convey one’s own ideals, and to exert control over one’s own representatives’ activities (p. 1005).”   

· Internal Political Efficacy developed by Niemi et al. (1991) and defined as “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand and to participate effectively in politics (p. 1407)”.  

Teacher actual level of engagement in political/civic/professional activities (Engagement)

A measure of actual level of engagement in political/civic/professional activities will be used to assess a teacher’s relevant behavior.  This measure is also informed by political science research (Caprara et al., 2009; Niemi et al., 1991).  Examples of political activities include citizen behaviors in the realm of public politics such as voting for and/or contacting elected government officials, contributing to political campaigns, or distributing political information.  It may also include membership and participation in a local/state political party or in a non-partisan political organization such as the League of Women Voters.   In the context of the proposed research, civic activities include membership and participation in secular organizations and groups having more to do with community affairs.  Good examples include the Lions Club, Kiwanis, and Friends of the Library.   Professional activities have to do with membership and participation in specialized teaching related organizations such as the Maryland Council for Teachers of Math or the National Council for Teachers of English.  The political, civic, and professional organization descriptions are generally consistent with the definitions for organization type used in Zimmerman’s (1989) study on political efficacy and citizen participation.

Teacher gender (Gender)
The various demographic and context variables are expected to influence the hypothesized relationships in the nomological network.  For example, there is a considerable body of literature documenting gender differences in some forms of personal engagement in political and civic activities (Bowler & Donovan, 2002; Schlozman, Burns, Verba, & Donahue, 1995; Schlozman, Burns, & Verba, 1994; Tedin, Brady, & Vedlitz, 1977).  The evidence points to differences in the way women are politically socialized as well as structural and situational factors that impede participation at the same level as men (e.g., primary responsibility for family which limits available time and energy).
Education research also provides some insight into relevant gender issues.  For example, Lee, Loeb, and Marks (1995) reported that male teachers perceived higher levels of influence on school wide decisions and policies than their female colleagues.

Teacher level of educational attainment (Educational Attainment)
A direct relationship between political literacy/participation and level of educational attainment has been evidenced in numerous studies since Campbell’s (1960) earliest NES days (Dyck & Lascher, Jr., 2009).  Nevertheless, more recent studies are demonstrating that the strength of this positive and linear relationship weakens beyond the undergraduate college level (Caprara et al., 2009; Cassel & Lo, 1997).  There is also the matter of a bachelor’s degree serving as the minimum educational criteria for holding membership in the teaching profession.  Given these points, it is difficult to predict whether level of educational attainment among teachers will be a significant and differentiating influence on their levels of TPSE.

Teacher number of years teaching (Number of Years) 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) found that career teachers (with four or more years in the teaching profession) perceived themselves as having significantly higher levels of instructional efficacy.   Guskey (1988), however, found that number of years experience nor grade level assignment were correlated to any of the perceptual variables measured including teacher instructional efficacy.
Number of years teaching may also serve as a proxy variable for age.  As summarized elsewhere in this chapter, political science literature points to situational factors that may reduce a person’s level of political efficacy and/or impede his or her level of actual engagement in political activities.  This is particularly true for women.   Nevertheless, it is reasonable to conjecture that some of these factors change over time and with age.  For example, completing the multi-year process of rearing children may free up personal time, energy, and resources for other domains of functioning.   



Teacher perception about adequacy of school district funding level (Funding)
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) found that career teachers’ sense of instructional efficacy was positively correlated with their beliefs about level of parental and community support provided for teachers’ classrooms.  One indicator of parent and community support for K-12 education in general and for teachers in particular is the percent of additional school funding, public or private, provided at the local level.   This is true both symbolically and in real economic terms.  
Additionally, political science research has long documented a significant correlation between personal income and an individual’s level of political efficacy.   This correlation is largely a function of level of educational attainment (Census Bureau, 2001, 2002; University of Tennessee – Center for Business and Economic Research, 2007).   Income level impacts the availability of funds that may facilitate citizen engagement in certain forms of political activity (e.g., contributing to a political campaign).   Applying the income to citizen engagement correlation to an education system suggests a possibility that a district’s funding level may impact the availability of financial resources in support of teacher engagement in certain forms of policy related activity (e.g., travel to and participation in state policy input meetings).   
 
Teacher’s school setting (School Setting)
While the contextual setting of teachers’ school did not correlate significantly to teachers’ instructional efficacy in Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) studies, it is not known how it may impact TPSE.  Building on the discussion of how teacher perceptions of school funding level may influence their political efficacy, school setting may be relevant given ongoing debates surrounding equity issues between urban, rural, and suburban settings.   
Research Hypotheses 

The nomological network (Figure 1) represents a theorized set of relationships designed to test for construct validation of the new TPSE Scale.  Influenced by available literature, hypotheses are advanced concerning the specific nature of these relationships.

Hypothesis 1:  K-12 classroom teachers will report a mean level of teacher political self-efficacy below “4-Agree” on the 5-point Likert scale. 
Given the historical and enduring quality of marginalized classroom teacher voice in education policymaking, it is assumed that the majority of teachers have had limited opportunities to enact mastery experiences in this domain.  Further, it is expected that teachers have had few peer or other school based models for developing political self-efficacy through vicarious experience.  Finally, it is assumed that teachers have had infrequent and/or negative forms of social/verbal persuasion exercised through a range of familiar sources (e.g., school authorities, community members, and family members) in response to potential or actual engagement in education policy processes. 

Hypothesis 2:  Level of teacher political self-efficacy will be positively related to level of teacher actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities.
There is some evidence that political efficacy, particularly internal political efficacy, has a positive relationship with political and civic engagement and participation (Finkel, 1985; Kenski, 2004; Morrell, 2003; Pateman, 1970; Zimmerman, 1989).   Additionally, Caprara et al. (2009) confirmed this relationship with their new scale, P-PSE, which was constructed as a theoretical bridge between SCT and traditional political science theories.  Given that the proposed new construct, TPSE, is also based on SCT and also contains political dimensions, it is reasonable to theorize that teachers with higher levels of TPSE will actually be more engaged in political/civic/professional activities that may directly or indirectly influence education policy.

Hypothesis 3:  Teachers’ (a) level of instructional efficacy and (b) level of political efficacy as citizens will be positively related to level of teachers’ political self-efficacy.
A significant and positive relationship between teachers’ sense of instructional efficacy and their perceptions of greater influence in the decision making processes of their school have been reported (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).  Guskey (1988) also reported a significant relationship between teachers’ instructional efficacy and their openness to new instructional practices.  It may be that these same highly efficacious teachers will report greater openness to new experiences in the public policy domain as well.
All public policymaking is political in nature and requires a willingness to engage in the process in direct and indirect ways.  Therefore, it is expected that a teacher’s level of political efficacy as a citizen will be positively related to his or her level of TPSE in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policy. 

Significance of the Study

Measuring TPSE through a reliable and valid instrument has confirmatory and explanatory value in understanding the potency of teacher voice in education policymaking.  Results may point to facilitators of or barriers to the state of their voice.   It should help clarify teachers’ “know how” and their “want to” while illuminating how these qualities are influenced. 
Consistent with the positive and agentic properties of SCT, the results of the studies may encourage development of interventions for an improved condition for classroom teacher voice in education policymaking.  Strategies for building confidence and skill in support of more active teacher engagement in the process may be an outcome.  There may be value to higher education and others in the design of curricula and processes used to prepare pre-service teachers and/or the provision of continuing education at the graduate level. 
Formal representatives of teachers (e.g., union and/or professional representatives; elected and appointed government officials) may benefit from study results as they explore more effective or more targeted means for securing the active engagement of constituents.  Indeed, the mere administration of the instrument may have an educative value.  It may sensitize teachers to existing avenues for exercising voice that have been previously underutilized or were utilized but not fully understood or appreciated as opportunities for influencing a political process.  It may upon further reflection, influence a teacher’s future choices about level of engagement.   After all, where there is little engagement, there is little voice.

Delimitations of the Study

Target population and samples
The target population for the TPSE Scale is K-12 classroom teachers.  This population does not include teacher aids, school counselors, administrators, or other members of the K-12 workforce.   The target population is further defined as those teachers who are fully certified and licensed by the state.  It does not include people who may be assigned to classroom instructional duties while working on an alternative licensing arrangement or who are teaching under some type of provisional status with the state.

Exclusion of physiological/affective states in the nomological network and validation study
Bandura’s fourth source of influence on level of self-efficacy, physiological and affective states, is not addressed in the current investigative framework.  Physiological and affective states as characterized in SCT may include intelligence (defined as “g”), personality, temperament, mental/physical conditions, and other personal dimensions.  My decision to exclude personal attributes in this research design is motivated by a number of considerations.  One concern is research project scope particularly as it relates to size and complexity.  The arena of physiological and affective states is very complex in its own right and would require a substantial and additional investment in the literature review.  It would likely require a different orientation to the literature review as well.  Secondly, given the sensitive nature of this arena, I believe physiological and affective states can be more effectively addressed using a TPSE Scale that has already achieved some success with scale reliability and validity.  Finally, there are practical issues to consider.  The current proposed construct validation survey packet is already sizable with five measurement scales.  The time it would take to complete more instruments and how this might impact teachers’ willingness to participate in the research is a significant concern. 

Limitations of the Study

Use of self-report data 
Self-report data by its very nature may have some limitation.  An individual can lie, misrepresent, delude himself/herself, or may even misuse the response format on purpose or by accident.  Without suggesting that these possibilities can be completely eliminated, they can be mitigated.  Attention to scale design is particularly relevant.  Being clear and unambiguous in the item stems is important as well as taking steps to minimize confusion over the response format.  For example, the Niemi et al. (1991) agreement format was slightly adapted to be consistent with the agreement format used in the TPSE Scale to minimize confusion. 
The measured construct itself contributes to the relative creditability of self report data in this case.    Self-efficacy scales measure one or more self-beliefs; they do not measure actual competence or performance level.   Given the highly personal nature of inner beliefs, who is better qualified to declare a rating on a self-efficacy scale than the individual himself/herself?  What others may conclude about a person’s self-beliefs based on independent observation is beyond the scope and purpose of the TPSE Scale.  

Possible bias in participants’ responses
Scale purpose, use, and administration are all relevant (Bandura, 2006; Lounsbury et al., 2006) in considering possible response bias.    The current research plan addresses the initial reliability and validity testing of the TPSE Scale.  Given this introductory venture into the scale’s longer term viability, a deliberate decision was made to refrain from any design or administration feature that may even hint to a means for linking a participant to responses or to a school.  No personal identification information is requested.   Participation in the research is voluntary.   The surveys are not coded by school or district and use of a typical educational research variable like “grade level” is avoided for now.   Additionally, there are no consequences to individuals or groups based on their participation in these studies.  Bandura (2006) writes in his efficacy scale guidebook about the importance of privacy to mitigate social pressure or concerns.  The use of the mrInterview web link provides more privacy to teachers than if their school district’s internal IT infrastructure was being used.    All of these strategies are deployed to encourage participation in the research while reducing risk for survey responses containing social desirability or other forms of bias.  
Chapter I describes the problem of marginalized classroom teacher voice in education public policymaking and the study purpose of developing a reliable and valid scale for measuring TPSE.  Chapter II summarizes relevant literature and research that informs the study topic and supports TPSE Scale development.  Chapter III overviews the methodology used for collecting data and testing the scale’s reliability and validity while Chapter IV reports on actual study results.  Finally, Chapter V interprets and discusses study results with particular emphasis on possible implications for classroom teachers and other groups associated with the profession.    Ideas for future and additional research on the TPSE Scale are also outlined.




CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW

Given my interest in learning more about how the status and potency of classroom teacher voice may be elevated and made more meaningful and helpful in education public policymaking, a multidisciplinary approach is taken to the literature review.  The field of political science informs my overview of the public policy process in the United States as well as a discussion of some unique aspects to the process when applied to the domain of education public policymaking.   
As outlined in Chapter I, Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) is advanced as the primary theoretical framework for exploring teacher political self-efficacy (TPSE) in relationship to education public policy process.  Therefore, relevant literature from the fields of psychology and educational psychology address the key features of SCT.  Potential implications for teachers’ system of self-beliefs, particularly those having to do with self-efficacy, are explored. 
Finally, the literature review sections on citizen political efficacy and teacher instructional efficacy provide a historical perspective on the development of these specific self-belief constructs and how they have come to be measured over time.  More importantly, the relevance of these constructs to the proposed new construct of TPSE is outlined and provides rationale for the theorized system of relationships among the various measures of the larger investigative framework.



United States Public Policy Process

Overview of public policy process

One definition of public policy is “a relatively stable, purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of actors in dealing with a problem or matter of concern” (Anderson, 2006, p. 6).  A given course of action typically unfolds within a policymaking process characterized by stages as outlined in Figure 2. 
The Policy Agenda stage outlines statements of problems that survive a plethora of issues to claim the most significant attention of public officials.  During the Policy Formulation stage, relevant and favored solutions to the selected problems are developed.  The necessary support for a particular course of action must be generated in order for that solution to be formally authorized or legitimized.  This occurs in the Policy Adoption stage.  It is the Policy Implementation stage that prompts development of infrastructure for acting upon the problem.  Government delegatees promulgate regulations, procedures, and rules for individuals and groups ultimately responsible for carrying out policy.  During the Policy Evaluation stage, the government pursues feedback on policy effectiveness (Anderson, 2006).
There are numerous participants or actors that operate within the public policy process.  Common lists of policy actors include:
· The Administration (e.g., the President, a Governor, a Mayor, government agencies; School Boards, school district administration; key staffers),
· The Courts (e.g., judges at all levels),
· Legislatures (e.g., Federal and state,  City Councils/County Commissions),
· Interest Groups (e.g., political and professional organizations, single-issue groups, public interest groups, labor unions),
· Academicians/consultants (e.g., universities, “think tanks”, and other research organizations),
· The media (e.g., newspapers, TV programming, technology based tools),
· Citizens (e.g., voters, consumers, parents).
(Anderson, 2006; Kingdon, 2003; Sabatier, 1999)

Figure 2 depicts a simplistic, sequential, and orderly public policy process.  It appears rational.  In reality, public policymaking is very messy business.  The sheer volume of actors as outlined above with their diverse interests and resources makes the process far more dynamic, even chaotic.  Figure 3 is more representative of the complex nature of public policymaking.
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                                           Figure 2.  Typical Stages within a Public Policy Process

Source:  Reproduced with the permission of Dr. Michael Fitzgerald, Howard
H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, The University of Tennessee as adapted
from Anderson, J.  E. in Public Policymaking (6th Ed), p.4.  Boston:  Houghton
Mifflin Company.
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           Figure 3.  The Public Policy Process in Action
              Source:  Reproduced with the permission of Dr. Michael Fitzgerald,
              Howard  H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, The University of Tennessee

Various policy actors can continue to wield influence throughout the entire process in efforts to (re)define goals and objectives, promote pet positions, advance the careers of individuals/groups/institutions, and limit how money and other resources are allocated.  They can influence the likelihood of a policy or a policy related program being evaluated as successful (or not) through the design of the mechanisms, measurements, standards, and reporting requirements and formats used.  They can prevent an undesired policy from ever becoming a reality through various blocking strategies (e.g., by working a budget process so that needed funds are reduced significantly or never appropriated) (Fitzgerald, 2006).  Strategic delays of implementation can render a policy impotent.  Eventually, interested parties give up, move on, or get distracted by a new emerging issue that throws them back into a different policy cycle.
American public policymaking occurs at multiple levels of governance:  local, state, and federal.  It is not unusual for two or all three of these levels to be actively engaged in any systemic policy cycle adding further complexity to the process.  This is particularly true for education policy.
In short, the public policy process is very messy, very crowded, and very noisy.  There is a Darwinian quality to it.  A key government official responded to a policy researcher’s question about how influence really works by saying, “Generally speaking, the louder they [actors] squawk, the higher it [influence] gets [italics and parentheticals added].”  In response to a question about “why other groups weren’t paid much attention,” the same respondent said, “They don’t come in very much; they just don’t come in [italics added]” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 49).  In other words, the voice of an actor or set of actors trying to influence policymaking must ring loud and clear.  It must be heard above others.  It has to be present and in the company of those who carry responsibility and the commensurate power associated with gate keeping the process.  The policy process stages and the squawking and coming in as keys to influence potential have serious implications for the policy arena of K-12 education and the potency of classroom teacher voice as part of the process.
Because policy process outcomes assign access, resources, prestige, and other symbols of power, there is clear advantage to individuals and/or groups who are actively engaged in the process.  Possessing and using knowledge and skills relevant to both the process and the policy agenda at hand are critical.  Having and marshalling the necessary resources whether be financial, temporal, social/psychic, or otherwise can be essential to staying the course.    This is true whether the policy process is unfolding at the federal, state, or local level. 



 
 Education public policy
There are common features and dynamics to all domains of public policymaking.  There are also unique aspects to the domain of education policy that may have implications for the exercise and potency of classroom teacher voice.
K-12 schooling has been a universal American experience for nearly a century.  In addition to experiencing schooling directly as an individual, most citizens experience it vicariously a second time through their children.  Therefore, the qualitative nature of these experiences is universally accessible by citizens and government officials and influences their perspectives.  A growing public consensus that the educational system needs major change has intensified policy debates.   Policy reforms as recent as the 1970s focused largely on school funding, curricula, and school management.  The 1980s saw a wave of reform policy activity addressing teacher quality issues.  Over 700 pieces of state legislation dealing with topics such as teacher preparation, testing, and licensure were designed between 1983 and 1985 alone (Darling-Hammond & Berry, 1988).   In the early 2000s, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was enacted at the federal level and created a ripple effect at state and local levels.  High stakes testing, other issues of accountability, and standards have been and remain a major focus.
There are also unique features to the K-12 teaching profession itself.  For example, securing recognition of teaching as a differentiated profession in its own right has been a struggle.   Unlike other major professions (e.g., law, medicine, engineering), the teaching profession is supported by a younger and less developed research apparatus in higher education (Johnson, Farenga, & Ness, 2005; Labaree, 2005; Murray, 1999).  This condition contributes to a lack of consensus on professional standards and values which leads to inconsistent selection and preparation of members and less control of their practice.  The teaching profession does not yet benefit from a recognized capacity for self-regulation.  Historically and currently, forces and entities external to the profession have considerable influence and are often the drivers of change.  This is atypical of other major professions that enjoy far more influence on all things regulatory (Crowe, 2008).  
 Finally, there is no doubt that major ideological differences that have deep historical and political roots are active in education policymaking.  Since the 1980s, there has been an aggressive and ongoing agenda to deregulate the monopoly of education in America.  
In summary, Darling-Hammond & Berry (1988) address the ultimate impact of these conditions on a uniquely positioned teaching profession in America.     

What emerges most prominently in a review of teacher policy over the last several years is that governance of the teaching enterprise is up for grabs—and there are lots of people grabbing.  As reforms have been enacted, the respective roles of state boards, executive agencies, local boards, institutions of higher education, and teacher organizations have shifted in kaleidoscopic fashion.  With each turn of the reform agenda, another configuration comes briefly into focus, but the patterns shift so rapidly that the players are left scrambling to find their places in the newly evolving picture.  (p. 73) 

  
Social Cognitive Theory
It is interesting to note that Darling-Hammond & Berry’s (1988) characterization of the teaching profession’s positioning in educational public policymaking and the ever changing roles within a presumed system of “players” is devoid of any reference to the profession’s very membership – the millions of classroom teachers.  All of their “scrambling” as a result of policy formation is unacknowledged.  While likely unintended, the omission may be evidence of a systemic set of beliefs about the role of classroom teachers in policy efforts even within the larger professional education community including those who might otherwise be advocates of the profession.   It is possible that others’ beliefs about a limited teacher role in public policy process impacts teacher self-beliefs about this role.  Human belief systems are varied and complex.  Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) provides a useful framework from which to explore human self-beliefs in general and teacher beliefs and self-efficacy more specifically.  

Self-Beliefs
Within educational psychology, research, and debate about self-beliefs has to do with how they are initiated or formed; how they develop or change over time and with experience; and how they impact motivation, learning, and achievement (Schunk & Zimmerman, 2006).  These impacts can be positive or negative.  They can produce patterns of human thought, behavior, and consequence that are enacted over the course of a lifetime.  These patterns act on and elicit reactions from social and environmental systems in a larger societal sense.  As such, these patterns lead to individual and collective causal contributions that effect well being (Bandura, 1997; Miller, 2002; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2006).
One set of self-beliefs of particular relevance are those having to do with efficacy, “. . . beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1995, 1997)”.   Highly related to the understanding and development of self-efficacy are competence and control beliefs.  Competence and control beliefs are defined by Schunk and Zimmerman (2006, p. 349).

Competence beliefs  . . .  perceptions about means, processes, and capabilities to accomplish certain tasks.  These beliefs are self-evaluative because learners must weigh their knowledge, skills, and strategies against the demands of the task to determine perceptions of competence. 
Control beliefs . . . perceptions about the likelihood of accomplishing desired ends or outcomes under certain conditions.  Control beliefs refer to the outcomes of actions, not to the actions themselves.

In more contemporary educational psychology literature, it has become important to distinguish between competence beliefs and control beliefs because they lead to different interventions.  Because competence beliefs are so highly related to a person’s knowledge and skills, the intervention of choice focuses on knowledge and skill building.  Control beliefs, however, require the kind of confidence building that comes with using one’s knowledge and skills to successful end.  Developmental intervention takes on the form of strategically designed opportunities to successfully perform.   Together, competence and control beliefs shape a person’s self-efficacy beliefs particularly as it relates to specific tasks and activities.

Albert Bandura and his theory
 One theorist who is recognized as having contributed much to our understanding of self-efficacy and the role of competence and control beliefs is Albert Bandura, a clinical psychologist by training and professional background.    Bandura is a leading proponent of a deterministic and personally constructive theory about beliefs and their influence on outcomes.  His work with SCT has been instrumental in putting our human system of self-beliefs in context.    Self-efficacy is positioned prominently in his views on SCT (Miller, 2002).
Bandura proposes that it is human need and capacity for exercising control over one’s life that characterizes the power of self-efficacy (Evans, 1989).   Exercising control aids a person’s ability to cope with uncertainty, a state of being that is typically unnerving or anxiety producing for people.  It motivates action (agency) designed to increase predictability and stability.    “Predictability fosters adaptive preparedness (Bandura, 1997, p. 2)”.    The more a person mobilizes his/her influence potential in life events, the more they are helping to design those events.    
In Bandura’s view of SCT, self-efficacy is seen as central to human agency or acting with intention.  Intention suggests ongoing opportunities for choice making.   Intention and choice characterize Bandura’s notion of the human self-system.  It is the self-system of beliefs that leads (or not) individual capacity to exercise some control over one’s thoughts, feelings, and actions.  Cognitive, genetic, and affective dimensions to the self-system guide our capacities to learn from others, plan alternative strategies, regulate our behavior, and to be thoughtful and reflective beings.  The outcomes of these capacities in action further guide or regulate the interplay between the self-system and external environmental influence(s) (Bandura, 1995, 1997; Pajares, 1996).
Fundamental to Bandura’s perspective on SCT is the concept of reciprocal determinism (or causation) . . . personal factors, behavior, and environmental influencers generate ongoing interactions that result in what Bandura called Triadic Reciprocality (Figure 4).  Interpretation of the outcomes of one’s choices and performance attainment influences and changes one’s environment and self-beliefs which, in turn, influences and changes subsequent performance (Pajares, 1996).  Because of this highly sensitive and dynamic model of reciprocal influence, Bandura believes that self-efficacy is best understood (and measured) in a specific context with related activities that contribute to specific goals or objectives as opposed to some generalized frame of personal affect (Bandura, 1997;  Pajares, 1996).


High levels of self-efficacy, then, position the individual as potentially active, not passive; as powerful, not helpless; as a causative agent in his/her own right, not a victim of social or institutional impediment.  Cognitive self regulation becomes paramount and is a significant element of a formula for success or failure (Schunk & Zimmerman, 2006; Woolfolk, 2005).   

Sources of influence on self-efficacy beliefs  
Bandura proposes four primary sources of information used by individuals for developing self-efficacy beliefs.  They are enacted mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal/social persuasion, and physiological/affective states (Bandura, 1995, 1997).    
In Bandura’s framework, enacted mastery experiences serve as personal guideposts for understanding our capabilities.  They are performance indicators of sorts; they serve as a form of authentic assessment.  They can help us develop an accurate and constructive sense of our strengths and weaknesses.  They inform decisions about level of effort needed to succeed in a given task or situation.  
Not surprising, success breeds success and builds self-efficacy.  Failure lowers self-efficacy but perhaps not drastically if the failure occurs after one has had the opportunity to establish a baseline of efficacy (Woolfolk, 2005). 
The notion of enacted mastery experience as influencer of self-efficacy development has particular relevance to the current investigative framework.  Research to date is nearly unanimous in characterizing classroom teacher voice in education policymaking as weak (Cameron, 2005; Ingersoll, 2003).  Consistent with SCT, it is important to explore the amount and type of relevant experiences teachers bring to this domain of functioning.
While enacted mastery experience has been found to be the most powerful source of information for building self-efficacy, the other sources of information have their own role to play.  For example, vicarious experience provides insight about oneself and for oneself through the experience of others.  This is particularly true when the model serves as a point of comparison and as an opportunity to contrast one’s own performance with another’s performance. 
Of particular importance in understanding vicarious experience is the model himself/herself.  The greater the similarity between the model and the observer, the more potent the affect.  This works in both a positive and negative sense.    The potency of vicarious experience is also influenced by the level of uncertainty relative to one’s own capabilities.  People rely more heavily on these modeled experiences when they lack much experience of their own (Bandura, 1997).  
There are multiple implications for K-12 classroom teachers when relating SCT’s role of vicarious experience to the potency of voice in education policy.  The literature suggests teachers have had limited opportunities to assert themselves in even local policy related matters (Coyle, 1997; Desimone, Smith, & Phillips, 2005; Nelson & Jones, 2007; Willis, 2006).  It is often the case that structural and cultural norms in the K-12 professional practice do not facilitate the emergence of teacher leadership.  This implies a corresponding limitation on opportunities to observe and learn from peers and others engaging in activities designed to influence education policy.    
Verbal/social persuasion is another source of information that influences the development of self-efficacy.    Encouraging words, skillful guidance or coaching from credible others, effective delivery of feedback, and the active presence of needed supports can bolster self-efficacy.  This is particularly true in the short run and for someone who may be struggling with a task.    Research indicates that it is important to the development of self-efficacy for feedback to focus on accurate representations of one’s abilities.  Higher levels of self-efficacy based on effective assessment of one’s competence or ability motivates people to greater levels of effort.  In contrast, suggesting to someone of low ability-to-task self-efficacy that it is their effort leading them to success, risks reinforcing that they must indeed have very low ability; otherwise, it wouldn’t take so much effort to succeed (Stetsenko, Little, Gordeeva, Grasshof, & Oettingen, 2000). 
There are a number of possibilities for relating the information source of verbal/social persuasion to the potency of classroom teacher voice.   Teachers’ role has been historically characterized by teachers themselves and by others as instructional leader in relationship with students and as operated in the daily isolation of classroom settings.   There is little evidence that teachers experience much verbal/social persuasion to define this role in broader terms.  Indeed, it may not even occur to many teachers that they have something meaningful to contribute to education policy.  They may conclude that policy related activities are someone else’s job.   Some of the profession’s enduring peer norms as well as the strict hierarchy and authority structures within schools and school systems may actively discourage teachers from seeing themselves differently.  In this type of occupational context, it may be risky to venture into a new realm of policy process and political influence.   It may also be difficult for teachers to envision models of work and personal environments where the necessary supports for greater involvement in education policy processes are available and reliable. 
Per SCT, the final source of information influencing self-efficacy has to do with a person’s physiological and affective states.  Individuals bring different cognitive abilities, different personality traits, and a myriad of possible physical and psychological conditions that impact these states.  On top of this reality, there are varying degrees in which someone can chose to dwell on any less than helpful state at the expense of moving forward with a successful strategy to abate them.    It is quite a complicated soup of ingredients.  These states impact the cognitive processing of any source of information used to facilitate or impede development of self-efficacy. 

 Self-efficacy and related factors
Self-efficacy has been linked to important factors of effort, persistence, and resilience (Schunk & Zimmerman 2006; Woolfolk, 2005).   While many researchers continue to show the strong predictive character of “g” (intellectual ability) to academic performance, more recent research also documents the strong influence of self-efficacy.  Who among us has not experienced someone with average or slightly above average “g” outperform their peer(s) of higher intelligence?  Self-efficacy is surfacing as a significant source of explanation for this difference.  It effects amount of effort an individual chooses to make and supports persistence despite challenges or difficulty.  Effort and persistence promote greater learning about what it takes to succeed, even if one has initially failed.  In highly efficacious people, failure is internalized as a learning opportunity as opposed to personal defeat.  It improves the odds of success on future specific tasks, activities, or goals (Pajares, 1996; Woolfolk, 2005).   
Bandura (1995, 1997) focuses on the powerful effect self-efficacy has on choice behavior.  People engage in activities and situations they believe they can perform well and avoid those that they believe exceed their capabilities.   These choices have an extraordinary amount of influence on a person’s life.  It essentially guides which parts get developed and un(der)developed.    It influences level of effort mobilized and the ability to persevere in the face of obstacles or challenge.  High levels of self-efficacy contribute to the overall well being of an individual.  

Global versus specific self-efficacy
 Bandura has been consistent and firm over time about his own theoretical belief that self-efficacy is not a global trait.  He points to core features to human agency – intentionality, forethought, self reactiveness, and self reflectiveness – as features that are meaningfully mobilized in context or in a given set of circumstances (Bandura, 2001).  On the other hand, he acknowledges that there are sub skills that have a transferable quality to them that sometimes create an impression of global presence of self-efficacy.  Examples of these sub skills include capabilities in assessing the demands of a situation or task, creating and assessing alternative courses of actions, and managing one’s own self talk and stress (Bandura, 2006).  These sub skills have considerable application and relevance to a wide range of activity domains.  Nevertheless, SCT respects the obvious – no one person can be efficacious in all matters necessitating mastery in all realms of human functioning. 

Three modes of human agency:  Personal, proxy, and collective
 Thus far, the discussion on SCT has related to personal self-efficacy.  In accounting for all of the demands of human functioning, however, SCT can also apply to situations where proxy agency is exercised.  Bandura (2001) describes proxy agency as a socially mediated mode of agency; individuals seek out others to facilitate the outcomes they desire.  It is a course of action designed to utilize the access, resources, expertise, and power of others.  Such arrangements acknowledge the reality of human existence.  There are areas of human functioning that come with little individual control and that would be more effectively influenced through selected others.  Use of proxy agency may be a deliberate personal strategy to use time and personal resources more strategically in one’s life.  Relying on others in some areas of functioning facilitates greater focus and more direct engagement in other areas of functioning.  The concept of proxy agency also recognizes the interdependent nature of relationships and of society at large.  As with personal agency, the exercise of proxy agency comes with a number of implications.  It can be exercised in positive, healthy, and developmental ways or used to abdicate responsibility and avoid personal growth.  
Finally, SCT can apply to forms of collective agency.  Collective agency is predicated on a group of people sharing common goals.  Such a group believes they can more effectively act through coordinated transactions representative of a larger social system.    Level of collective efficacy is not just an additive quality; it is also synergistic and is constructed as a group level property (Bandura, 2000).   It is engaging of a broader social environment where triadic reciprocality occurs in a macro sense.  As with personal agency and proxy agency, collective agency can be used in productive or counterproductive ways.  
It would seem that the notions of proxy and collective agency as contributors to personal and/or group efficacy have relevance to K-12 classroom teachers and their level of engagement in education policymaking.  Elections of formal representatives (e.g., public officials, union leaders) and holding them accountable for listening to and using teacher inputs and perspectives may be especially important above and beyond that associated with constituents in other occupations and occupational settings.  It may be that among the most meaningful ways for classroom teachers to influence education policy is through active and meaningful participation in research teams, professional development arrangements with academia, or in partnerships with businesses or other community groups.  Affiliation and active participation in professional associations (e.g.,   National Science Teachers Association, International Reading Association) may be instrumental in both the development of policy relevant efficacy and ultimately to the influence of education policy. 
In summary, SCT contributes to the proposed study through its comprehensive theoretical framework for understanding and acting on teachers’ self-beliefs, more specifically their sense of efficacy in abilities to influence and engage in political and public policy processes.   Of particular relevance are the theory’s four primary sources of information influencing the development of self-efficacy – enacted mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and physiological and affective states.  The theory’s recognition of the complexities of human agency and the triadic reciprocality of influence potential transacted within environmental and social systems is appreciated for its practical value.  SCT’s plasticity in modes of agency – personal, proxy, and collective – have unique possibilities for the constructive use of TPSE.  But most of all, SCT is appealing for its overall characterization of human agency as powerful, modifiable, and hopeful in its exercise.

Political Efficacy 

Any discussion on classroom teachers’ beliefs and efficacy within the functional domain of education public policymaking would be limited without honest considerations of the political dimensions and dynamics characteristic of the domain.  All public policymaking is inherently political; this is especially true for education policy development.  It is fortunate, then, that political science informs the discussion of TPSE through the well established research and literature on citizen political efficacy.  Particularly in recent years, human belief systems have played a critical role in understanding human agency in structures and systems of governance.  Bandura (1995, 1997, 2000, 2001) has written extensively about the relevance of SCT to the level of citizen engagement within a society.

Origins of political efficacy
Of particular relevance to the study at hand is a typical measure of political engagement known as political efficacy (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1960; Dennis, 1991).    In the 1950s, political efficacy was initially defined as “. . . a feeling that individual political action does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process, i.e., that it is worthwhile to perform one’s civic duties” (as quoted in Morrell, 2005, p. 51).  In support of this operational definition, political efficacy became measured by a small set of items on the National Election Studies conducted by researchers at the University of Michigan for 25 years (1952-1976) and the subsequent and ongoing American National Election Studies (ANES website).  These items include:

1) I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think.
2) Voting is the only way that people like me have any say about how government runs things.
3) People like me don’t have any say about what government does.
4) Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on.

Items 3 and 4 have been utilized more often in research over time (Kenski & Jomini, 2004).  

Differentiating internal from external political efficacy

Since the 1970s, the original definition of political efficacy has been expanded to account for certain distinctions between internal political efficacy and external political efficacy (Craig, Niemi, & Silver, 1990; Morrell, 2003, 2005; Pateman, 1970).  The unique social/psychological characterizations of internal political efficacy have been partly responsible for a closer examination of human belief systems from other disciplines such as sociology and psychology including educational psychology. 
Morrell (2005) gives credit for spawning the conceptualization of political efficacy as having unique psychological (internal) features to Carol Pateman, author of Participation and Democratic Theory (1970).   Of particular influence on Pateman’s perspectives were the writings of Rousseau and Mill.
Rousseau saw the representative nature of a government as one way to keep check on it while protecting private citizen interests.   In her book, Pateman (1970) outlines Rousseau’s theoretical connection to the development of citizen personality, a personality that has social and psychological aspects.  Rousseau saw the participatory process of government as an educative one.  The more one participates, the more knowledge one develops about the system.  Increased participation has social/psychic benefits to the citizen.  In short, participation results in a greater sense of competence and control, concepts in common with features of Bandura’s SCT, particularly the role of self-efficacy.
Pateman (1970) also describes John Stuart Mill’s contributions as reinforcing of the idea that political participation is educative in the broadest sense.  Mill, too, saw an “. . . interrelationship and connection between individuals, their qualities and psychological characteristics, and types of institutions . . . (p. 29)”.   Of further interest is Mill’s belief that citizens are best prepared for political participation at the local level.  The local level has the greatest number of opportunities to be politically active and the shortest line-of-sight between the issues of the day and personal impact and benefit (Gray, 1991).  Apparently, Mill saw the local level as a “farm school” of sorts for growing political engagement and sophistication.  This, too, appears in common with SCT, especially the importance of enacted mastery experience as an essential source of information for developing self-efficacy.
On the heels of Pateman’s work, political science researchers developed distinct definitions for internal political efficacy and external political efficacy (Craig et.al., 1990).

Internal political efficacy – beliefs about one’s own competence to understand and to participate effectively in politics.

External political efficacy – beliefs about the responsiveness of governmental authorities and institutions to citizen demands.

New survey items with a focus on internal political efficacy were piloted in the 1987 American National Election Studies and consisted of the following: 

1) I consider myself well-qualified to participate in politics.
2) I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country.
3) Other people seem to have an easier time understanding complicated issues than I do.
4) I feel that I could do as good a job in public office as most other people.
5) I often don’t feel sure of myself when talking with other people about politics and government.
6) I think that I am as well-informed about politics and government as most people.
7) Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on.


A successful pilot and further testing resulted in the eventual reduction of items used in research to 1, 2, 4, and 6 (Craig et. al., 1990; Morrell, 2003).  

Perceived political self-efficacy
In recent years, major political science studies conducted by Caprara et al. (2009) have begun challenging some aspects of the theoretical approaches traditionally used to support the conceptualization and measurement of political efficacy.  Given Albert Bandura’s support for and general involvement in these studies, it is not surprising that SCT is being used as an alternative conceptual framework positioning self-efficacy at the core of citizen agency.   Of particular relevance is the more aggressive pursuit in understanding internal political efficacy given its important role in fostering various forms of political and civic engagement and participation (Finkel, 1985; Kenski, 2004; Morrell, 2003; Zimmerman, 1989).   This revised conception of the internal human dynamics effecting citizen action has been constructed as perceived political self-efficacy.   
Perceived political self-efficacy recognizes the relationship between peoples’ beliefs in their own capacities to achieve some given end and their willingness to expend effort and resources in the trying.  These beliefs sustain people, or not, when faced with challenges or difficulties.  Applied to the political realm, perceived political self-efficacy influences how much 
time and how much energy a person may be willing to devote to staying informed and being 
engaged in a variety of activities that have political dimensions to them.  As stated in Caprara et al. (2009), 

. . . being informed is a necessary condition, although non-sufficient to enable people to master the manifold tasks and challenges of politics in different offices, responsibilities, and contexts.  Having a ‘good understanding of political issues’ and ‘being well informed’, for example, do not measure whether one feels a sense of efficacy to influence political processes.  One can be fully informed on . . . but lack the capacity to voice one’s own opinions to contrast adversaries and to persuade potential followers.  One can fully comprehend the machinery of governmental and representative systems, but lack a sense of efficacy to influence them.  (p. 1004)

Therefore, the research intention behind the conceptualization of perceived political self-efficacy was to “. . . cast a bridge between social cognitive theory and the study of political efficacy” (p. 1004).
The Caprara et al. (2009) construct of perceived political self-efficacy as well as their new psychometric scale measuring it focused on:

· the promotion of one’s own political opinion(s),
· the sustaining of  political programs of the party to which one belongs, and
· the monitoring of one’s own political representatives’ commitment.  (p. 1002)

Their initial studies of the Perceived Political Self-Efficacy Scale document reliability and construct validity.  In fact, the construct validity was largely achieved through the use of some of the Campbell et al. (1960) items and all of the Niemi et al. (1991) items which relate to internal political efficacy.

Political efficacy and gender
Socialization and sex roles influence the engagement of women in matters that have direct or indirect political dimensions.  These are dynamic forces that shift and evolve.  Conway et. al. (2005) refers to these forces as the social clock, a term that “. . .  defines society’s expectations, including those for gender roles, concerning appropriate behavior at different ages in life” (p. 21).  In American culture, women have historically been socialized to be less interested in political matters (Sapiro, 1983, 1985).    For example, it is sobering to recall the simple but profound fact that women did not get the right to vote in the United States until 1920.  Compared to the decades more voting privilege for men, particularly white men, it is little wonder that women’s political efficacy has been historically underdeveloped.  In the case of a largely female occupation like K-12 teaching, the care of  students may be seen as an extension of traditional roles of mothering contributing to a situation where they are “deprofessionalize[d], disempower[ed], and demotivate[d]” (Ingersoll, 2003, p. 7) or that relegates them to a “public-servant netherworld” (Cameron, 2005, p. 5).  
Situational and structural factors as well as resources have also impacted women’s overall engagement in the political process (Conway et. al., 2005; Sapiro, 1983, 1985; Tedin et. al., 1977).  For example, lead responsibility for one’s family, particularly the care of children, is extremely demanding in terms of time and physical/psychic energy.  Until the later decades of the twentieth century, it was also isolating; women were typically homebound.  These traditional arrangements of family life also impacted financial resources.  It was less likely that women had access to, control of, or would even be inclined to use money to support some type of political activity.   
Fortunately, the social clock keeps ticking; things can and do change.  Since the 1970s, women have had a much larger presence in the workforce.  Their increased education combined with growing consciousness about and enforcement of equal opportunity has improved their overall positioning in public and private enterprises.  These improved circumstances facilitate broader exposure, build confidence, and enhance levels of competence and control.  Men’s role with regard to home, family, and children has been broadened, too.  These and other changes are showing up in women’s level of political engagement with voting patterns as a good example.  By the 1980s, women’s participation as a function of voting was par with that of men.  By the year 2000, it slightly exceeded men’s rate of voting (Conway et. al., 2005, p. 91).
Another study suggests, however, that despite the change in voting trends and improvements in women’s overall levels of participation and engagement in political matters, they still lag that of men (Schlozman, Burns, & Verba, 1994).  Building on the Citizen Participation Study of 1989, the authors found that with the exception of participating in a protest, women were consistently less active than men in various forms of political activity surveyed.  Working informally in the community, contacting officials, affiliation with a political organization, and making a financial contribution were all statistically significant.  This is in contrast to statistically insignificant findings between the participation rates of men and women in non-political organizations and activities (e.g., charities).  
Then there are systemic issues associated with gender imbalance and inequity found in education administration leadership roles (Lee et al., 1995).   For example, by 1988 only one fourth of the principal ships were held by women despite a norm of promoting within the profession and despite the fact that the vast majority of teachers are women.  In 1986, women represented only 12 percent of the faculties of educational administration programs in colleges and universities (Sadker et. al., 1991).  
The social history of women’s political underdevelopment may have particular relevance to the current studies.  Women dominate the K-12 teaching profession.  It seems logical, then, that history may be influencing teacher voice participation and/or effectiveness even in activities that are only indirectly political in nature.  This may include activities that influence education policy.


Political efficacy and educational attainment
Educational attainment is another well documented influence on political engagement and participation (Campbell et al., 1960; Cassel & Lo, 1997; Sapiro, 1983, 1985).  Capacity for attending to and being informed about a wide range of political issues and players is attributed to those with higher levels of formal education.  As early as Campbell’s 1956 survey, people in the sample were asked about their familiarity with political issues in general.  They responded using a simple three anchored familiarity scale:  “high”, “medium”, and “low”.  Their responses were then stratified by level of formal education:  from “zero to completion of 8 grades”, “some to completion of high school”, and “some to completion of college”.  Twenty-one percent of the grade school educated respondents claimed “high” familiarity compared to 50 percent of the college level respondents.  Conversely, 42 percent of the least educated respondents indicated “low” familiarity compared to only 6 percent of the college level respondents.   In measuring voter turnout, level of formal education was similarly and substantially correlated (Campbell et. al., 1960).  
The direct relationship between political literacy and participation with level of educational attainment has been demonstrated time and again.  Cassel and Lo (1997) suggest that at this point in time, it’s just accepted that education is a key indicator of political sophistication and participation.  One explanation provided for the strength and consistency of the correlation is cognitive mobilization.  Formal education plays quite literally to a person’s cognitive capability while generating strategies for mobilizing it in various situational contexts.   It also influences an individual’s eventual station or status in life which has much to do with a person’s social capital and other resources that facilitate active engagement in the political domain of life.
In summary, there appear to be complex cultural features to the K-12 teaching profession that may have origins in the female makeup of the profession.  For example, some studies show that female teachers simply are not anxious to accept a larger role in policy decision making and communicate being ill prepared to exercise greater school leadership (Davis, 2004; Lee et. al., 1995).
Irrespective of gender, there is additional evidence of some teacher reluctance to play expanded roles within their community of practice.   In a meta analysis of literature on site-based management, for example, Rodriguez and Slate (2005) address this and related issues.  In the early to mid 1990s, 56 percent of public schools in the United States reported having some type of local committee or body that was designed to create greater autonomy in schools and encourage higher levels of key stakeholder engagement in decision making processes (p. 189).   Apparently these objectives have taken many different forms and arrangements in translation and implementation with mixed results.   Of particular relevance are some of the common challenges to implementation of new and different authority relationships within a site including the training and development of teachers and principals in preparation for playing different roles, the time and resources this requires, and the redirection of efforts away from instructional responsibilities.   One study in particular (Allen, 1993 as reported in Rodriguez & Slate, 2005) found that not all teachers are enthusiastic about playing a larger leadership role despite encouragement.  
Contributors to the reluctance included teacher 

. . . philosophy regarding others’ points of view, lack of interest in the issue under discussion, feelings of insincere invitation to participate, intimidation by others, lack of information available about a specific issue, and uncomfortableness with openly offering their opinions in the particular setting.  (p. 194)

Davis (2004) suggests that educators would have much more flexibility in their practices if they would reexamine their beliefs about educational policy in general.  Specifically, he concludes, “teachers and school leaders, were they to perceive the current educational scene somewhat differently, could find or invent means by which they increasingly could think for themselves and with colleagues toward important decisions that they could make” (p. 284). 
Classroom teachers’ perception of a lack of power may be the greatest obstacle to full expression of autonomy and voice.  Expressed alternatively in SCT language, it may be said that teachers in general but female teachers in particular have had far fewer opportunities to enact mastery experiences associated with direct and indirect political activity related to public policymaking.  Female teachers have had far less time to develop a sense of competence in the political arena at large.   Their models in an array of lifelong vicarious experiences may be limited to demonstrations of women in the home and/or women’s work associated with teaching, nursing, and other female dominated occupations.  This may be influencing their sense of control.  Types of verbal/social persuasion with women may be reinforcing of narrow gender roles; nonconformance may generate negative reactions.  All of these possibilities have implications for classroom teacher political self-efficacy.

Teacher Instructional Efficacy

A final area of literature review relevant to TPSE in public policy process acknowledges the content of much legislation and many policies targeting K-12 education.  School curriculum and standards as well as student conduct and achievement are examples of some of the most active and contentious policy areas at the heart of public debate.   These policy areas have clear linkage to classroom teachers’ content and pedagogical knowledge/skills and ultimately with teachers’ success with students.  As such, these educational policy areas may be the most opportunistic for enhanced teacher influence and contribution.
More specifically, my theorized investigative framework examines the relationship between teachers’ instructional efficacy to their political self-efficacy.  On the face, it would seem that those in the profession with more positive self-efficacy in the instructional role would be more confident and perhaps more willing to engage in public policy processes addressing instructional issues.   The available research on the nature, impacts, and measurement of teachers’ basic instructional self-efficacy is, therefore, relevant and summarized below.   

Origins of teacher efficacy
Teacher efficacy as a construct appeared in the literature in the 1970s and has continued to evolve over time.   The general domain of functioning being measured by teacher efficacy is instructional practice.
Through numerous research efforts, teacher efficacy has been related to student achievement, students’ own self-efficacy, and motivation (Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006).  Educators with greater teacher efficacy have been shown to have stronger organization skills and to be more open to novel ideas and alternative methods (Guskey, 1988).  Highly efficacious teachers demonstrate greater persistence in challenging situations and more resilience when confronted with setbacks.  It is significant that educators with high levels of teacher efficacy also report greater levels of commitment to the profession; lower turnover rates have been evidenced (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  There is also evidence that teachers with low levels of instructional efficacy tend to take a custodial orientation to their job (Bandura, 1995, 1997).
Referring back to Bandura’s notion of collective efficacy, teacher efficacy has implications for school performance.  Bandura describes efficacious schools as those with a sufficient number of educators with strong individual instructional efficacy to develop and sustain school cultures that embody high expectations and standards for achievement (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).   Consistent with the agentic nature of efficacy and the triadic reciprocality fundamental to SCT, school environment and efficacious teacher behavior mutually shape a workplace culture more likely to facilitate the emergence of instructional leadership.  

Ohio State studies of teacher efficacy
A number of more recent studies of the motivational construct of teacher efficacy have been conducted by faculty at Ohio State University.  Studies conducted specifically by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) resulted in the development of a teacher efficacy measure and scale that is more reflective of the growing body of literature on the subject.  Their construct is defined as “. . . a judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (p. 783).    
 The Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) teacher efficacy scale also has strong psychometric properties.  For example, through factor analysis it more systematically accounts for three critical subscales:
· Efficacy in Student Engagement
· Efficacy in Instructional Strategies
· Efficacy in Classroom Management.

Data collected using these subscales provides more specific feedback for an individual teacher.  It also enhances the design of targeted interventions for developing greater teacher instructional efficacy.  



CHAPTER III – METHOD 

The purpose of this investigation is to develop a reliable and valid scale titled Teacher Political Self Efficacy (TPSE) using Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) as a theoretical framework.   To achieve this end, two studies are outlined; both have been approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board.

Study 1 – Scale Reliability

The initial step in scale development is construct definition.  In addition to making explicit the content domain of interest, construct definition frames the entire process of scale development in a theoretical base.  It disciplines the development of item stems.  A good construct definition supports scale reliability and validity (Lounsbury, Gibson, & Saudargas, 2006; Spector 1992).   

Construct definition – Teacher political self efficacy 
Participation in formal K-12 education is required of American children and youth as a matter of public law.  The laws governing this universal experience generate a plethora of education policies at the federal, state, and local levels.  These policies set direction and allocate resources.  They are public products of highly political processes.  The successful implementation of many of these policies is dependent on effective implementation by classroom teachers.  This dependency is a function of the classroom teacher’s proximity to and intimate relationship with students.  As such, classroom teachers often find themselves both the target of policy efforts and the direct or indirect generators of the data utilized to evaluate policy and teacher effectiveness.  Despite the significance of their uniquely positioned role and the potential value of their intelligence derived from professional practice, classroom teachers have relatively little voice when it comes to influencing education policy.  This has been a consistent and enduring condition in education policy debate, development, and deployment over time (Cameron, 2005; Ingersoll, 2003).  
The TPSE Scale is being developed as one tool for exploring classroom teacher voice in education policy process.  All public policymaking is political by nature; this is particularly true for K-12 education policy.  Therefore, the new scale is designed to measure teacher self-efficacy for a range of capabilities and activities that may directly or indirectly influence the political processes of education public policymaking.   SCT (Bandura 1995, 1997) serves as the primary theoretical basis for scale construction.  Deliberate attention is given to three of the four SCT major sources of information influencing development of self-efficacy:  enacted mastery experience, vicarious experience, and types and qualitative forms of social/verbal persuasion teachers bring to their personal judgments about their own political self-efficacy.  As explained in the Delimitations section of Chapter I, the fourth source of influence on level of self-efficacy, physiological and affective states, is not addressed in the current investigative framework.  

Target population and sampling 
The target population for the TPSE Scale is any teacher “. . . currently employed as a K-12 classroom teacher (defined as a fully certified and licensed teacher who has instructional responsibility for students on a regular basis throughout a school year)”.  Research participants verified the consistency of their current employment status with this definition through a simple “Yes” or “No” response.  Only data from responders who checked “Yes” were used in subsequent analysis.   
Study 1 encompasses initial scale design and tests of reliability.  According to Spector (1992), a sample of 100-200 individuals is sufficient for scale reliability testing.  Lounsbury et al. (2006) recommend that the sample size represent five times the number of items being tested.  The TPSE Scale has 20 items on it; therefore, a minimum sample of 100 classroom teachers was targeted.
Two public school systems committed support for accessing the sample needed for Study 1.  The first school system located in the southeast is small with one elementary school, one middle school, and one high school.  All 90 classroom teachers in this system were invited to participate in Study 1. 
The second and larger system is located in a mid-Atlantic state.  This system supported both Study 1 and Study 2.  Access to this system’s classroom teachers was limited to those in the elementary schools.   More specifically, nine of the 34 elementary schools (n = 197 teachers) were selected by the system’s Director of Research for participation in Study 1.  The only criterion used for school selection was school setting.  The system includes six elementary schools located in an urban area while the remaining schools are in rural and suburban settings in roughly equal proportion.  School setting is measured in Study 2 but not in Study 1.  In order to maximize the diversity of school setting in Study 2, the Director avoided use of the urban schools in Study 1.  


Scale development strategy 
Influencing public policy directly and/or indirectly and at any level of government necessitates a certain level of interest and engagement in politics and/or political processes.  Therefore, the political science literature referenced in previous chapters, particularly the specific constructs and survey items highlighted, serves as a major influence on the “what” captured in item stems.  These political constructs and items have been well researched and have been used in national studies of political behavior and election behavior over time.
While SCT also influences the “what” contained in scale items, it primarily serves as the driving force behind “how” the items are worded and positioned.   Bandura’s (2006) guide for constructing self-efficacy scales is a useful resource.  The guide reminds researchers that self-efficacy is best measured when it is connected to a specific domain of human functioning.    In the case of the TPSE Scale, the domain covers classroom teachers’ perceptions of the capabilities they bring to a political process characterized as education public policymaking.    Bandura also recommends developing scale items that describe and measure the different ways someone may operate within the domain of interest and at different levels of challenge and complexity. 
When developing items for self-efficacy scales it is important to distinguish between measures of perceived capability and actual capability.  The TPSE Scale does not measure someone’s actual level of skill, knowledge, or performance.  As overviewed in Chapter II, self-efficacy is largely a motivational construct that influences a person’s “. . . goals and aspirations, outcome expectations, affective proclivities, and perception of impediments and opportunities in the social environment (Bandura, 2006, p. 309)”.  Finally, the scale items should prompt responses based on personal perceptions of current capabilities as opposed to an envisioned future state of potential capability.

Response choice and format
In selecting a response choice for the TPSE Scale, Spector’s (1992) suggestions were considered.  The most common response forms include agreement, evaluation, and frequency (p. 19).   The evaluation response form often represents a performance measure which is inconsistent with the core self-efficacy dimension of the TPSE Scale.  The frequency response form is often used to solicit a measure of actual behavior; it, too, is inappropriate for this case.  An agreement response format which creates a bipolar and symmetrical range of possible responses was selected for the TPSE Scale given its better match for measuring self-efficacy. 
As for specific response format size, Lounsbury et al. (2006) recommend use of a five-point Likert scale.  This size scale is large enough to achieve sufficient variance in responses while facilitating the use of descriptive anchors with each response option.  The five-point Likert scale used with the TPSE Scale is listed below.  The instructional prompt setting the context for each response is also listed.
Using the response format below, rate your level of agreement by choosing one of the five responses for each item.

                                             Strongly disagree
                                            Disagree
                                            Neutral/Undecided
                                            Agree
                                           Strongly agree





Item pool and item selection for initial scale administration
The entire pool of item stems developed to date for possible use with the TPSE Scale is listed in Appendix A, TPSE Scale – Item Pool.  The items selected for the initial scale are listed in Appendix B, TPSE Scale – Study 1 – Reliability Testing.
While there is no intention to connote subscales or factors, the item pool is broken into groupings that reflect key dimensions of citizen political engagement (e.g., capacity to express opinions openly, staying informed about issues and positions).  Item stems within each of these groupings reflect a variety of settings, a range of challenge, and different policymaking levels of governance.    Criteria for selecting the initial 20 item stems for testing include the maintenance of relatively equal proportion from each grouping while ensuring a range of challenge and a range of governance level across the total scale.
The initial TPSE Scale included a brief set of instructions including the introduction of the response format.  It also included a brief statement dealing with issues of confidentiality and informed consent.  

Procedures for administration of scale and the collection of data
TPSE Scale administration and data collection was facilitated by use of the SPSS web based tool, mrInterview.  This tool served multiple purposes.  In addition to its instrument design features, the tool served as a secure website allowing members of the targeted sample to access the scale independent of any further interface with third parties.  This direct access along with the absence of any requests for personal identifiers in the instrument itself maximized the privacy and confidentiality of participants and the anonymity of their responses.   
Once the instruments were completed and submitted for use in the study, the data were accessed for “cut and paste” into a SPSS program for purposes of data analysis.  It remains stored on a University of Tennessee, Knoxville server designated for faculty and student research.  The data on this server are backed up nightly; access to the data is limited to the researcher and a university designated server administrator.  The maintenance of the server follows all university information technology security policies.
An electronic message from an authorized person (e.g., the Director of Schools) to the sample initiated scale administration.  This message outlined the purpose of the research and extended an invitation to complete the scale while being clear that participation was voluntary.  Teacher privacy and confidentiality was assured.  It also provided contact information for anyone who may have questions, concerns, or comments.  Finally, the web link needed for participation in the study was provided.  No incentives were offered in exchange for participation.  See Appendix C, Electronic Message Initiating Scale Administration, as an example. 

Data analysis procedure
Following scale administration and data collection, total scores for each participant were computed leading to development of means for the sample at large.  An item analysis was conducted.   Item analysis is a crucial step in determining the scale’s level of statistical reliability.  Reliability is a measure of internal consistency and an indication that a set of items measure the same construct.  It is also a prerequisite for achieving construct validity in Study 2.
More specifically, corrected item-total correlations were examined for guidance on which items should be retained and/or dropped from the scale.  It is typical to retain items that have a correlation of .40 or higher (Lounsbury et al., 2006, p. 136).    A reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) was also calculated to determine the overall adequacy of the scale’s internal consistency. While a coefficient alpha of .70 (range being 0.0 to 1.0) is generally accepted as a minimum for demonstrating the internal consistency of a scale (Spector, 1992, p. 32), there is no doubt that a higher coefficient is desirable.  For example, Lounsbury et al. (2006) recommend an alpha of .80 or higher.  An instrument that is not reliable cannot be valid.
The TPSE Scale is envisioned and designed to be a one dimensional construct and measure.  Therefore, a factor analysis was not planned.
Note that a small pilot of the scale was conducted with a convenience sample of graduate students who were currently employed as classroom teachers.  Out of 43 completed surveys, 38 were usable for the purpose of analysis.  The scale was tested for reliability and had a coefficient alpha of .892.   
Study 2 – Construct Validation

The purpose of Study 2 was to demonstrate construct validity for the TPSE Scale.   See Appendix D, TPSE Scale – Study 2 – Construct Validation, for the entire package of measures.   Construct validation is pursued through the theorizing about and testing of relationships between the main construct of interest (the dependent variable) and other constructs or variables.  Hypotheses about the nature of these relationships are explicated and based on related research and literature.
The proposed theoretical and relationship testing framework for Study 2 as well as specific related hypotheses are described in Chapter I.  Also contained in Chapter I is the graphical display of the investigative framework, Figure 1. 

Participants
The description of the target population for Study 2 is the same as that for Study 1.  Two public K-12 school systems committed support for accessing the sample needed for Study 2.  The first system located in the southeast has eight elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high school with a staff of 400 teachers.  All classroom teachers in this system were invited to participate.   The second system is the same mid-Atlantic state system described in Study 1.  The remaining 27 elementary schools in this system, representing 600 classroom teachers, were invited to participate in Study 2.   Finally, a southeast regional university provided access to 90 doctoral students participating in graduate level, education related coursework and who are also currently employed as K-12 teachers.  

Measures 
 Classroom teachers’ political self-efficacy.  This construct was measured by the new and reliable TPSE Scale developed in Study 1.
 
Classroom teachers’ instructional efficacy.  This construct was measured by the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale – Short Form (TES) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk (2001).  The researchers report evidence of acceptable levels of both reliability (coefficient alphas of .81 to .90) and validity based on studies that tested construct relationships with other teacher efficacy measures.  The TES short form has 12 items inquiring about a teacher’s self-efficacy with various instructional activities and challenges in working with students.  The scale response format leads with the question “How much can you do?”  The original nine-point Likert scale (response options of “Nothing” to “A great deal”) was adapted to a five-point Likert scale using similar anchors.   

Teachers’ political efficacy as citizens.  Two existing constructs and scales were used to measure the political efficacy of teachers as citizens.  The Perceived Political Self-Efficacy (P-PSE) Scale is a relatively new instrument (Caprara et al., 2009) and is designed to measure a citizen’s self-efficacy beliefs when it comes to “. . . capacities to voice one’s own opinions and preferences, to actively contribute to the success of parties which convey one’s own ideals and to exert control over one’s own representatives’ activities (p. 1005).”  The researchers report evidence of acceptable levels of both reliability (coefficient alphas of .83 to .96) and validity based on studies testing relationships with other measures of political efficacy.  The P-PSE Scale contains 10 items.  The response format leads with this prompt:  “For each of the following items, please rate how confident you are in your ability to execute the specific action or behavior described”.    A five-point Likert scale lists response options from “Not at all confident” to “Completely confident”.   
Two items on the P-PSE Scale were adapted slightly to be more appropriate for the classroom teacher target population.  For example, the item “Maintain personal relationships with representatives of national government authorities” was changed to “Maintain relationships with state government authorities”.  Despite increased activity at the federal level in recent years, K-12 education is still largely a state responsibility.  Also, the removal of the adjective “personal” allows for the possibility of other types of relationships (e.g., professional) being maintained.   The item “Collect a substantial amount of money to sustain the activities of your party” was changed to “Collect money to sustain the activities of political movements and programs in which you believe”.   The growing number of independents in America would have difficulty responding to the item as originally written.  Also, the original adjective “substantial” was removed as it may prevent full use of the range of responses.  It is enough to understand whether or not a teacher engages in any level of fundraising for political purposes.  
The second measure for teacher political efficacy as citizen is Niemi et al.’s (1991) scale assessing internal political efficacy.  This scale consists of the four strongest items researched and tested in the American National Election Studies in 1988.    Internal political efficacy refers to “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand and to participate effectively in politics (p. 1407)”.  The response format leads with the following:  “Select the response that most closely reflects your perspective”.  A five-point Likert scale lists response options of “Disagree strongly” to “Agree strongly”.   This scale was adapted slightly to be consistent with the agreement response format used elsewhere in the study (i.e.  “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”).  The coefficient alpha reported in the Niemi et al. (1991) study was .80.  

Teachers’ actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities.   This measure assesses teachers’ actual engagement in a small sample of relevant activities using a frequency response format.  The measure is informed by similar measures used in political science research (ANES Studies, 2007; Caprara et al, 2009; Kenski & Jomini, 2004).   See Appendix E, Teachers’ actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities (Item pool), for the entire pool of indicators developed to date.  Indicators actually selected for this measure were part of Study 2’s survey packet (Appendix D, Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale – Study 2 – Construct Validity).

Teacher demographic variables.   Teachers were asked to designate their gender, their highest level of educational attainment (i.e. bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, or doctoral degree), and the number of years they have been teaching (which may also serve as a proxy for age).  

Teaching context variables.   Teachers were asked about the urban, suburban, or rural setting of their school and about their perceptions of the adequacy of their school district’s funding as compared to other districts in their state (i.e. “less than adequate compared to . . .”, “about the same compared to . . .”, or “better compared to . . .”).

Procedures for administration and the collection of data

The procedures for administering the construct validation study were the same as those for Study 1.  All of the constructs were built into an instrument using the SPSS web based tool, mrInterview.  This tool was used by scale responders for easy, secure, and confidential participation in the study.   Once the instruments were completed and submitted for use in the study, the data was accessed for “cut and paste” into a SPSS program for purposes of data analysis.  An electronic message from an authorized person (e.g., the Director of Schools) to the sample initiated scale administration.   No incentives were offered in exchange for participation.

Data analysis procedure
                  
Total scores of individual responses on all measures were computed leading to the development of means for the sample at large.  Descriptive statistics characterizing the sample were generated.  
The next procedure was a reliability analysis of the TPSE Scale.  A coefficient alpha was calculated and compared to coefficient alphas experienced in research with the other scales.  Corrected item-total correlations were examined again to determine if adjustments to the TPSE Scale are warranted for future applications.  
It was anticipated that male teachers would report (a) higher levels of TPSE and (b) higher levels of Engagement (political/civic/professional) than their female colleagues.  Therefore, an independent samples t-test was computed to check for significant differences by Gender.    
Consistent with the nomological network, Pearson correlations were computed and examined to check for concurrent validity among the constructs of TPSE, Instructional Efficacy, Political Efficacy, and Engagement.  Tests for statistical significance were computed at p-values of <.05 and <.01.  
A correlation was also computed to test the significance of Number of Years teaching to TPSE.    One-way ANOVA procedures or t-tests were used to test the significance of School Setting, Educational Attainment, and perceptions of adequacy of school Funding to TPSE.  Finally, regression analysis was conducted to explore the differential impacts of the various independent measures on TPSE.  


CHAPTER IV – RESULTS


Study 1 – Scale Reliability


The scale reliability study was conducted as planned and with the sample outlined in Chapter III (287 K-12 classroom teachers).    Of the 50 completed surveys (a response rate of 17 percent), 48 came from teachers who checked “Yes” for matching the full definition of the target population.  All subsequent analysis was conducted using data from these participants.
Descriptive statistics are outlined in Table 1.  Item means ranged from a low of 2.14 (Item 12 – I have served as a member of a committee . . . sponsored by a specialized professional organization) to a high of 3.95 (Item 7 – I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities).  A review of the scale’s item frequency data confirmed full use of the Likert scale’s range with one exception; there were no strongly disagree responses for item 7.  A reliability coefficient alpha (Cronbach’s alpha) was computed at .939 which is well above the recommended minimum range of .70 to .80 (Lounsbury et al., 2006; Spector, 1992).  
Corrected item-total correlations were examined (see Table 2) to determine if one or more items should be dropped from the scale to improve internal consistency.    Lounsbury et al. (2006) recommend retaining items with corrected item-total correlations of .40 or above which was the case for all of the TPSE Scale items under review.  Additionally, removal of any item would improve coefficient alpha only slightly to .940.  Therefore, no adjustments were made to the TPSE Scale prior to initiation of Study 2.


Table 1

	TPSE Scale – Descriptive Statistics, Study 1 (n = 48)

	                                                     
	       
           Mean                    
	                  SD                
	

	1. Opinions openly
	3.06
	1.19
	

	2. Informed nat’l & state
	3.52
	1.01
	

	3. Influence admins
	2.89
	1.27
	

	4. Rel’ships w govt officials
	2.16
	1.11
	

	5. Respond to emails/surveys
	3.20
	1.35
	

	6. Present at mtg/conf
	2.62
	1.45
	

	7. Support other teachers
	3.95
	.74
	

	8. Info campaign
	2.18
	1.26
	

	9. Solicit teacher involve
	2.43
	1.28
	

	10. Distribute info
	2.35
	1.27
	

	11. Served school board committee
	2.25
	1.29
	

	12. Served prof org committee
	2.14
	1.22
	

	13. Monitor gov’t positions
	3.29
	1.27
	

	14. Influence community
	2.75
	1.29
	

	15. Monitor NEA/AFT
	3.41
	1.23
	

	16. Express in writing
	2.50
	1.30
	

	17. Assist peer w school resp’s
	3.06
	1.21
	

	18. Family/friend support for afterhours
	3.54
	1.03
	

	19. Rep on community group
	2.79
	1.35
	

	20. Role in selection of committee members
	2.72
	1.26
	



Study 2 – Construct Validation

The TPSE Scale construct validation study (see Figure 1 for graphical display of investigative framework) was conducted as planned and with the sample outlined in Chapter III (1090  K-12 classroom teachers).    Appendix F provides frequency data on all scale item stems.  Of the 108 completed surveys (a response rate of 10 percent), 103 came from teachers who checked “Yes” for matching the full definition of the target population.  All subsequent analysis was conducted using data from these participants.
Table 2

	TPSE Scale -  Item-Total Statistics, Study 1 

	
	
	
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha if
 Item Deleted

	1. Opinions openly
	
	
	.476
	
	.939

	2. Informed nat’l & state
	
	
	.663
	
	.936

	3. Influence admins
	
	
	.633
	
	.936

	4. Rel’ships w govt officials
	
	
	.790
	
	.933

	5. Respond to emails/surveys
	
	
	.426
	
	.940

	6. Present at mtg/conf
	
	
	.433
	
	.940

	7. Support other teachers
	
	
	.597
	
	.937

	8. Info campaign
	
	
	.735
	
	.934

	9. Solicit teacher involve
	
	
	.768
	
	.933

	10. Distribute info
	
	
	.709
	
	.935

	11. Served school board committee
	
	
	.707
	
	.935

	12. Served prof org committee
	
	
	.745
	
	.934

	13. Monitor gov’t positions
	
	
	.720
	
	.934

	14. Influence community
	
	
	.840
	
	.932

	15. Monitor NEA/AFT
	
	
	.404
	
	.940

	16. Express in writing
	
	
	.669
	
	.935

	17. Assist peer w school resp’s
	
	
	.622
	
	.936

	18. Family/friend support for afterhours
	
	
	.661
	
	.936

	19. Rep on community group
	
	
	.627
	
	.936

	20. Role in selection of committee members
	
	
	.683
	
	.935



 Profile of participants and overview of responses

Of the 103 participants, 11 (11 percent) are male and 92 (89 percent) are female.    The teachers have 1 to 35 years of experience with a mean of 13.43 years.  Teachers’ level of Educational Attainment is outlined below.

Bachelor’s degree                20 (19 percent)
Master’s degree                   77 (75 percent)
Ed.D or Ph.D                         6 (  6 percent)

Teachers identified their School Setting as urban in 39 cases (38 percent), suburban in 42 cases (41 percent), and rural in 22 cases (21 percent).  Teachers were also asked about their perceptions of the adequacy of their school district’s Funding level as compared to other school districts in their state.  These responses are outlined below.

Less than adequate compared to . . .              18 (17 percent)
About the same as . . .                                    38 (37 percent)
Better compared to . . .                                   47 (46 percent)

A general characterization of teacher responses on the three constructs and the teacher engagement indicator included in Study 2 is provided in Table 3.   Overall means and standard deviations were computed from the sum of ratings on each item within a given construct.

Table 3

	Overall Descriptive Statistics - Study 2 Constructs

	  

 Construct     
	                                      Mean
	        
                          SD
	           n

	
Overall TPSE
	
2.89
	
.549
	
103

	Overall ENGAGE
	2.35
	.615
	103

	Overall INSTRUCT
	4.19
	.478
	103

	Overall CITIZEN
	2.61
	.724
	103


__________________________________________________






TPSE Scale – Reliability testing and descriptive statistics 
The TPSE Scale was examined for reliability.  Descriptive statistics are outlined in Table 4.   Item means ranged from a low of 1.85 (Item 12 – I have served as a member of a committee . . . sponsored by a specialized professional organization) to a high of 3.96 (Item 7 – I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities).  A review of the scale’s item frequency data confirmed full use of the Likert scale’s range with one exception; there were no strongly disagree responses for item 2, I stay informed about national and state education policy initiatives.  A coefficient alpha (Cronbach’s alpha) was computed at .858.  

Table 4
	TPSE Scale – Descriptive Statistics, Study 2 (n  = 103)

	                                                       
	                                                                        Mean                                                                                                              
	                       SD
	

	1.   1. Opinions openly
	3.09
	.99
	

	2.   2 .Informed nat’l & state
	3.93
	.84
	

	3.   3 .Influence admins
	2.98
	1.02
	

	4.   4 .Rel’ship w govt officials
	2.16
	.99
	

	5.   5. Respond to emails/surveys
	3.35
	1.14
	

	6.   6. Present at mtg/conf
	2.87
	1.37
	

	7.   7. Support other teachers
	3.96
	.80
	

	8.   8. Info campaign
	2.29
	1.09
	

	9.   9. Solicit teacher involve
	2.79
	1.17
	

	10. 10. Distribute info
	2.34
	1.12
	

	11. 11.Served school board committee
	1.90
	.90
	

	12. 12. Served prof org committee
	1.85
	.95
	

	13. 13. Monitor govt positions
	3.42
	.95
	

	14. 14. Influence community
	3.04
	1.06
	

	15. 15. Monitor NEA/AFT
	3.68
	.99
	

	16. 16. Express in writing
	2.33
	1.04
	

	17. 17. Assist peer w school resp’s
	2.98
	1.16
	

	18. 18. Family/friend support afterhours
	3.46
	.93
	

	19. 19. Rep on community group
	2.66
	1.22
	

	20. 20. Role in selection of committee members
	2.66
	1.13
	



Corrected item-total correlations (see Table 5) were examined to determine if one or more item stems should be dropped to improve internal consistency.    Most of the items had correlations of .40 or above with the exception of items 1, 3, 5, 6, 12, and 20.    Removal of item 6 would improve coefficient alpha only slightly to .864.  Removing the other items would not improve coefficient alpha.  Given these results and the TPSE Scale’s stable design from Study 1 to Study 2, I examined reliability again using combined data from these studies which increased the sample size to n = 151.   A new coefficient alpha was computed at .899.   

Table 5
	TPSE Scale – Item-Total Statistics, Study 2 (n = 103)

	                                                                                                                                                                                 
	
	
	Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted

	1. Opinions openly
	
	
	.292
	
	.858

	2. Informed nat’l & state
	
	
	.533
	
	.850

	3. Influence admins
	
	
	.356
	
	.855

	4. Rel’ship w govt officials
	
	
	.575
	
	.847

	5. Respond to emails/surveys
	
	
	.387
	
	.855

	6. Present at mtg/conf
	
	
	.232
	
	.864

	7. Support other teachers
	
	
	.430
	
	.853

	8. Info campaign
	
	
	.552
	
	.848

	9. Solicit teacher involve
	
	
	.623
	
	.844

	10. Distribute info
	
	
	.614
	
	.845

	11. Served school board committee
	
	
	.422
	
	.853

	12. Served prof org committee
	
	
	.381
	
	.854

	13. Monitor govt positions
	
	
	.435
	
	.853

	14. Influence community
	
	
	.482
	
	.851

	15. Monitor NEA/AFT
	
	
	.534
	
	.849

	16. Express in writing
	
	
	.488
	
	.850

	17. Assist peer w school resp’s
	
	
	.515
	
	.849

	18. Family/friend support afterhours
	
	
	.434
	
	.853

	19. Rep on community group
	
	
	.440
	
	.853

	20. Role in selection of committee members
	
	
	.319
	
	.857


Corrected item-total correlations were re-examined (see Table 6).   All of the items except items 1 and 6 had correlations of .40 or above.    While removal of item 1 would not improve coefficient alpha, removal of item 6 would improve it to .902.   Consideration will be given to replacing item 6 and perhaps item 1 with different items in the item pool (Appendix A) prior to administering the scale to a new sample.

Table 6

	TPSE Scale - Item-Total Statistics, Studies 1 & 2 Data (n  = 151)

	                                                                
	
	Corrected                                    Alpha if
Item-Total                                      Item
Correlation                                  Deleted

	
  1. Opinions openly
	
	
	.373
	
	.898

	  2. Informed nat'l & state
	
	
	.579
	
	.893

	  3. Influence admins
	
	
	.477
	
	.895

	  4. Rel'ship w govt officials
	
	
	.662
	
	.891

	  5. Respond to emails/surveys
	
	
	.402
	
	.898

	  6. Present at mtg/conf
	
	
	.313
	
	.902

	  7. Support other teachers
	
	
	.481
	
	.896

	  8. Info campaign
	
	
	.629
	
	.891

	  9. Solicit teacher involve
	
	
	.673
	
	.890

	10. Distribute info
	
	
	.649
	
	.891

	11. Served school board committee
	
	
	.549
	
	.894

	12. Served prof org committee
	
	
	.539
	
	.894

	13. Monitor govt positions
	
	
	.571
	
	.893

	14. Influence community
	
	
	.639
	
	.891

	15. Monitor NEA/AFT
	
	
	.469
	
	.896

	16. Express in writing
	
	
	.565
	
	.893

	17. Assist peer w school resp's
	
	
	.548
	
	.894

	18. Family/friend support 
      afterhours
	
	
	.524
	
	.894

	19. Rep on community group
	
	
	.513
	
	.895

	20. Role in selection of committee
      members

	
	
	.471
	
	.896




Other scales – Reliability testing and descriptive statistics
The remaining scales used in Study 2 were also tested for reliability (n = 103) and to compare results with coefficient alphas reported in other research.   The Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) short form was used to examine Instructional Efficacy.  A coefficient alpha of .881 was achieved and compares favorably to alphas of .81 to .90 reported in other research.  Item means range from a low of 3.71 (Item 11 – How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?) to a high of 4.50 (Item 10 – To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused?).   The overall mean for this scale is 4.19 with a standard deviation of .48.
Political Efficacy was measured using a combination of two scales.  Testing of Caprara et al.’s (2009) scale for reliability resulted in a coefficient alpha of .922 which is comparable to alphas (.83 to .96) reported in previous research.   Item means for this scale range from a low of 1.99 (Item 9 – Collect money to sustain the activities of political movements or programs in which you believe) to a high of 2.93 (Item 1 – State your own political opinion openly, even in clearly hostile settings).   The overall scale mean is 2.41 with a standard deviation of .78.  
Testing of Niemi et al.’s (1991) scale for reliability produced a coefficient alpha of .882 which is comparable to the alpha of .80 reported in their earlier research.  Item means for this scale range from a low of 2.87 (Item 1 – I consider myself well qualified to participate in politics) to a high of 3.61 (Item 2 – I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country).  The overall scale mean is 3.10 with a standard deviation of .94.

Finally, item means computed with combined data from the Caprara et al. (2009) and Niemi et al. (1991) scales range from a low of 1.99 (Item 9 – Collect money to sustain the activities of political movements or programs in which you believe) to a high of 3.61 (Niemi’s item 2 – I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country).  The overall mean for the combined measure of Political Efficacy is 2.61 with a standard deviation of .72.
In summary, each of the scales in the Study 2 investigative framework was tested for evidence of reliability.  All of them benefit from strong internal consistency as evidenced by their coefficient alphas.  

Teachers’ actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities – Descriptive statistics
 Teachers were also asked to respond to a set of indicators measuring Engagement and using a frequency response format (1-Never to 5-Regularly).   A temporal boundary of ten years was used to provide teachers with a long enough period of time for the frequency indicator to have meaning but a short enough period of time to minimize memory lapses.  The means and standard deviations for these indicators are summarized in Table 7.  The lowest mean is 1.34 (Item 4 – Served as an elected or appointed representative with an NEA or AFT affiliate) and the highest mean is 4.61 (Item 1 – Voted in an election for local or state government officials).  The overall mean for this measure is 2.35 with a standard deviation of .62.




	Table 7

Engagement  - Item Statistics (n  = 103)

	                                                 
                                                    Mean             SD         


	1. Vote local/state
	4.61
	.88
	

	2. Vote for NEA/AFT officers
	3.12
	1.46
	

	3. Served on school curriculum comm
	3.58
	1.24
	

	4. Served as rep w NEA/AFT
	1.34
	.87
	

	5. Served as prof org rep
	1.51
	1.06
	

	6. Donated money
	2.18
	1.21
	

	7. Participate fundraising
	1.63
	.92
	

	8. Distributed info
	1.66
	.95
	

	9. Contacted elected officials
	1.89
	1.11
	

	10. Active member of civic org
	1.95
	1.18
	





Statistical tests of hypotheses and other theorized relationships
Three formal hypotheses were put forth as part of my overall investigative framework.  Statistical tests were conducted to facilitate decision making about rejecting or failing to reject each of them. 

Hypothesis 1:  K-12 classroom teachers will report a mean level of teacher political self-efficacy below “4-Agree” on the 5-point Likert scale. 
A one sample t-test was conducted to determine the state of this hypothesis.  The TPSE Scale mean of 2.89 was found to be significantly different from 4.00 (t = -20.46, df = 102, p <.001).  Because teachers’ mean for TPSE was below 4.00 on the scale’s 5-point Likert scale and the difference was also statistically significant, I fail to reject this hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 2:  Level of teacher political self-efficacy will be positively related to level of teacher actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities.
A Pearson correlation was conducted (see Table 8) to examine the relationship between levels of TPSE and teacher Engagement.  The correlation is positive and significant (r = .585, p <.001) meaning that as TPSE increases, teacher Engagement increases, too.  Therefore, I also fail to reject Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3:  Teachers’ (a) level of instructional efficacy and (b) level of political efficacy as citizens will be positively related to level of teachers’ political self-efficacy.
Pearson correlations were conducted (see Table 8) to investigate the relationships of Instructional Efficacy and Political Efficacy with TPSE.  The former proved to be insignificant (r = .156, p = .114) indicating that teachers’ level of Instructional Efficacy did not appear to significantly influence their level of TPSE.  The later correlation, however, was positive and significant (r = .543, p = .001) indicating that as teachers’ level of Political Efficacy increased, so did their TPSE.  Therefore, I reject Hypothesis 3(a) and fail to reject Hypothesis 3(b).
Before proceeding with additional tests associated with the investigative framework, I performed an independent-samples t-test to determine if there were significant mean differences between male and female participants.  Significant differences were evidenced with men reporting (1) higher levels of TPSE (t = 3.125, df = 27, p = .004) with a mean of 3.15 compared to a female mean of 2.86; (2) higher levels of  Political Efficacy (t = 2.824, df = 13, p = .014) with a mean of 3.12 compared to a female mean of 2.55; and (3) a lower level of Instructional Efficacy (t = -2.199, df = 17, p = .042) with a mean of 3.98 compared to a female mean of 4.21.   

Table 8

	Pearson Correlations for Constructs, Engagement  and Years of Teaching 

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

	OverallTPSE     (1)
	Correlation
	
	.585**
	.156
	.449**
	.524**
	.543**
	.323**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000
	.114
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.001

	
	N
	
	103
	103
	103
	103
	103
	103

	ENGAGE          (2)
	Correlation
	
	
	.122
	.486**
	.355**
	.509**
	.409**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	.221
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	
	
	103
	103
	103
	103
	103

	INSTRUCT
EFF                    (3)
	Correlation
	
	
	
	.119
	.022
	.100
	-.049

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	.231
	.828
	.314
	.626

	
	N
	
	
	
	103
	103
	103
	103

	CAPRARA
POL EFF           (4)
	Correlation
	
	
	
	
	.455**
	.943**
	.062

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	
	.000
	.000
	.537

	
	N
	
	
	
	
	103
	103
	103

	NIEMI
POL EFF           (5)
	Correlation
	
	
	
	
	
	.724**
	.152

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	
	
	.000
	.124

	
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	103
	103

	Overall
POL EFF          (6)
	Correlation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.104

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.294

	
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	103

	YrsTeach        (7)
	Correlation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	---

	
	N
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



Despite these results, I did not compute remaining statistical tests with separate male and female groups given the small number of men relative to the much larger number of women in the overall sample.   
To explore relationships of the remaining demographic and context variables with the dependent variables of TPSE and Engagement, a series of ANOVA and t-test procedures were conducted.   Educational Attainment is a categorical variable with three optional responses of bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, or doctorate degree.  The n for doctorate degrees was so small, however, that I combined this data with master’s degree data and grouped this variable as bachelor’s degree versus advanced degrees.    Using an independent samples t-test, a statistically significant difference between the groups was evidenced (t = -2.660, df = 35, p = .012) with teachers holding advanced degrees (mean of 2.95) having a greater likelihood of reporting higher levels of TPSE than those with a bachelors’ degree (mean of 2.64).  No significant difference was found for Engagement (t = -1.200, df = 39, p = .237) where the teachers holding advanced degrees had a mean of 2.38 and those with bachelors’ degrees had a mean of 2.23.
A Pearson correlation was computed (see Table 8) to test the relationship between Number of Years teaching and the dependent variables of TPSE and Engagement.  Both of these relationships are positive and significant (r = .323, p = .001 and r = .409, p = .001 respectively).  As participants’ Number of Years teaching increased so did their level of TPSE and Engagement. 
The School Setting variable is categorical in nature with three optional responses – urban, suburban, and rural.  A one way ANOVA procedure did not evidence significant differences      (F [2,100] = .594, p = .554) among the School Setting means (2.90, 2.94 and 2.78 respectively) with level of TPSE.   Similarly, there were no significant differences (F [2,100] = .408, p = .666) among the School Setting means (2.37, 2.39, and 2.25 respectively) with level of teacher Engagement.    
Teacher perceptions about the adequacy of school district Funding compared to other districts in their state was the final categorical variable.  Teachers could select among three responses:  “less than adequate . . .”, “about the same as . . .”, or “better than . . .”.    When running the ANOVA procedure with all three groupings, a significant difference was evidenced among the means (2.68, 2.82, and 3.03 respectively) in relationship with TPSE  
(F [2,100] = 3.200, p = .045) but not for Engagement (F [2,100] = 2.111, p = .126) with means of 2.08, 2.37, and 2.43 respectively).  A second ANOVA procedure examined mean differences using the two groupings of “less than adequate” and “adequate or better”.  In this case, a weak but significant difference among the means (2.09 and 2.41 respectively) in relationship with Engagement did exist (F [1,101] = 4.063, p = .046).    There is some evidence that teachers who hold perceptions that their school district’s Funding level is about the same or better in comparison to other districts in their state also report higher levels of TPSE and Engagement. 
A multiple regression procedure was utilized to account for the amount of variance attributed to the independent variables in relationship to TPSE.   More specifically, a hierarchical regression analysis controlled first for the demographic variables and secondly, for the context variables.  Teacher Instructional Efficacy was then introduced into the model followed by teachers’ Political Efficacy as measured by the Caprara et al. (2009) and Niemi et al. (1991) scales.
Table 9 is the TPSE regression model summary.  Examination of the R Square values indicates that the demographic variables of Gender, Number of Years, and Education Attainment account for .154 of the variance, the context variables of School Setting and Funding account for very little additional variance of .019, teacher Instructional Efficacy added little variance of .029, while the two teacher Political Efficacy measures account for .218 or the bulk of the variance.  Together, the model provides a total variance explanatory level of .420.



Table 9
	
TPSE Regression Model Summary

	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	.393a
	.154
	.129
	.51312

	.416b
	.173
	.122
	.51516

	.450c
	.202
	.143
	.50871

	.648d
	.420
	.364
	.43834



Further analysis of the regression coefficients (see Table 10) provides more specific insight as to the source of variance in the regression model.  Number of Years teaching is the only controlled variable of significance (B = .227, p = .010) and the two Political Efficacy constructs of Caprara et al. (2009) and Niemi et al. (1991) are both significant (B = .233, p = .013 and  B =  .357, p = .001 respectively).

Other Findings 

Additional insights about Study 2 constructs can be gleaned from the correlation matrix.  There are statistically significant relationships between the Political Efficacy constructs measured by the Caprara et al. (2009) and Niemi et al. (1991) scales (r = .455, p = .001) as well as each of these constructs with TPSE (r = .449, p = .001 and r = .524, p = .001 respectively).  These results are evidence of concurrent and convergent validity among this set of constructs. 
Discriminant validity is also evident in the study.  The construct of teacher Instructional Efficacy was not significantly correlated to TPSE or the other constructs.


	Table 10

TPSE Regression Model – Table of Coefficients

	Model
	     Unstandardized         Coefficients
	Standardized      Coefficients
	    t
	  Sig.

	
	                B
	                SD
	               Beta
	
	

	4
	(Constant)
	.851
	.430
	
	1.979
	.051

	
	YrsTeach103
	.014
	.005
	.227
	2.636
	.010

	
	Gender103
	.054
	.152
	.031
	.357
	.722

	
	EducPostBach
	.085
	.118
	.061
	.717
	.475

	
	FundingOKorBetter
	.134
	.129
	.093
	1.035
	.303

	
	Setting-Sub/Urban
	.050
	.102
	.045
	.491
	.624

	
	Setting-Rural
	.039
	.133
	.030
	.297
	.767

	
	OverallINSTRUCTEFF
	.144
	.095
	.125
	1.514
	.133

	
	OverallCAPRARA
	.163
	.065
	.233
	2.529
	.013

	
	OverallNIEMI
	.208
	.054
	.357
	3.817
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: OverallTPSE






CHAPTER V – DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The ultimate motivation behind the investigative framework outlined in this dissertation is to learn more about how the status and potency of classroom teacher voice may be elevated and made more meaningful and helpful in education policymaking.    Currently, classroom teacher voice is largely marginalized in this highly political and dynamic process (Cameron, 2005; Coyle, 1997; Desimone, Smith, & Phillips, 2005; Hargreaves, 1996; Ingersoll, 2003; Nelson & Jones, 2007; Willis, 2006). 
The inquiry was conducted using the theoretical lens of Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (1995, 1997) and supported by research from the disciplines of educational psychology, political science, and sociology.  Its purpose was to examine K-12 classroom teachers’ level of self-efficacy in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policymaking through the development and use of a new measurement tool, the Teacher Political Self-Efficacy (TPSE) Scale.    Responsible use of any new scale starts with testing for sound psychometric properties.  Therefore, Study 1 was designed to examine the statistical reliability of the TPSE Scale and Study 2 was designed to test for construct validation by measuring TPSE in relationship with other selected constructs and variables.  
This chapter examines the outcomes of the overall inquiry in light of the original research questions.  Possible bases for interpreting the findings as well as implications for the K-12 teaching profession and for other groups and organizations related to it are discussed.   Suggestions for areas of future research are also outlined. 
Findings – Interpretation and Implications

This inquiry was designed to inform responses to three research questions.  Questions 1 and 2 are addressed together given the primacy of these measures in the overall nomological network and the nature of the relationship between TPSE and level of Engagement (Figure 5).

1. How politically efficacious are K-12 classroom teachers in their ability to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policy?

2. What is the relationship between K-12 classroom teachers’ political self-efficacy and their actual level of engagement in political/civic/professional activities that may directly or indirectly influence education policy?

Self-efficacy as positioned within Bandura’s SCT is a motivational construct.  As such, it measures an individual’s self-beliefs pertaining to a particular domain of functioning.  While self-efficacy scales do not measure actual competence, level of motivation has been found to influence the amount of effort a person puts forth as well as the capacity to persist in mastering a given task even under challenging circumstances.



The new TPSE Scale is designed to measure teachers’ self-efficacy in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policymaking.  The scale was found to be a reliable and valid instrument of measurement.  These psychometric properties lend credibility to the outcomes of measurement using the scale. 
 
Teacher political self-efficacy and teacher level of engagement 
As reported in Chapter IV, the mean for the overall TPSE Scale was found to be below “4-Agree” on the 5-point Likert scale (1-Strongly Disagree to 5-Strongly Agree).   This outcome is not surprising; it was anticipated given the enduring nature of marginalized teacher voice in education policymaking.   What is surprising is how little political self-efficacy is reported by teachers.  Of the 20 scale items tested in both studies, none of the samples’ item means reached “4-Agree”.    The overall TPSE Scale mean of 2.89 did not even reach “3- Neutral/Undecided”.   
The correlation between level of TPSE and teacher level of Engagement in political/civic/professional activities was positive and statistically significant.  As TPSE increased, Engagement increased.  In this case, the overall mean for Engagement was 2.35 (a frequency rate between “2-Rarely” and “3-Some”).  This finding was also anticipated given political science research that links political motivation (internal political efficacy) to political behavior and action (Craig et. al., 1990; Finkel, 1985; Kenski, 2004; Morrell, 2003, 2005; Pateman, 1970; Zimmerman, 1989).
While an abundance of caution must be exercised in the interpretation of the study results due to the small sample involved, it remains difficult to spot good news for teachers in these findings if they desire a more potent voice in education policymaking.  The findings support the notion that teachers have had few enacted mastery experiences for the development of knowledge and skills that may be brought to bear in policymaking processes.   It also implies that little opportunity for developing TPSE through vicarious experience has existed.
The TPSE results are particularly disconcerting given that a deliberate range of personal and/or professional risk taking is characterized in the scale items.  The items that address staying informed, for example, describe activities that can be achieved through largely private and anonymous action and through the use of readily available technology based tools and websites that can be accessed conveniently and flexibly. 
It is interesting to note that the highest item mean (3.96 for item 7) of the TPSE scale was I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities.    From a vicarious experience perspective and given the overall means for both TPSE and Engagement, one wonders who the other teachers may be.  Perhaps there is an issue with applied definitions of “encourage” and “support” in this context.  For example, Little (1990) discusses the possible mixed use of such terms and concepts in her article, The persistence of privacy:  Autonomy and initiative in teachers’ professional relations.   She differentiates the types of collegial relations among teachers that reflect enduring cultural norms of independence and privacy from those that represent true interdependency with greater frequency and intensity which increases the “ . . . prospects for conflict, and probability of mutual influence (p. 512)”.    The former is manifested more often in storytelling; in spontaneous, brief, and friendly sharing; and aid and assistance in response to a specific request for help.  The later is typified by joint work requiring more deliberate and reflective action.     Meaningful support for other teachers who engage in education policy related activities is likely to require the type of commitment and use of time inherent in the interdependent joint work described by Little.
Also of interest are the items that inquire about TPSE in relationship to organizations that are well established with explicit roles in representing the K-12 teaching profession.   The teacher means for item 5, I respond to emails from or surveys sponsored by local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT that seek teacher inputs were 3.20 and 3.35 for Studies 1 and 2 respectively.  The means for item 15, I keep informed about the education policy related positions and actions of local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT were 3.41 and 3.68 for Studies 1 and 2 respectively.  Finally, the second Engagement indicator, Voted in an election for officers or representatives of NEA or AFT affiliates, had a mean of 3.12 (a frequency rate of “3-Some”).
The outcomes listed above may reflect what Koppich (2005) describes as a growing “schism between new teachers and their more experienced colleagues (p. 151)”.    She comments on younger teachers’ relative lack of knowledge about and interest in unionism.  Unlike younger and newer members of the profession, older and longer term colleagues are more likely to have had first hand experiences with hard fought battles of the past over pay and working conditions.   They are better positioned to compare and contrast conditions within the profession over time.
Koppich’s proposed “schism” may be a challenge for unions in developing more policy related bench strength (i.e. enacted mastery experience) within the rank and file membership.  Teachers who are disinterested and/or disengaged from unionism are unlikely to avail themselves of union sponsored opportunities to grow in this direction.  They are unlikely to run for union office or participate in union policy related committee work.  There is also the issue of developing TPSE vicariously through observations of related models.    Union officers and representatives are most often classroom teachers; and according to Bandura’s SCT (1995, 1997), the greater the similarity between the model and the observer, the more potent the affect.  This works in both a positive and negative sense.    If the schism is real, then it would appear that the unions have a significant challenge in determining which type(s) of models they foster – models that have greater appeal with younger teachers or models closer in compatibility with the more senior teachers.    
Bandura (2001) describes proxy agency as a socially mediated mode of agency where individuals seek out others to facilitate the outcomes they desire.  Formal membership in a professional union may be seen as a form of deliberate and productive proxy agency given the demands of the profession, the scarcity of time, and the overall professional vulnerability felt by many teachers.  Unfortunately, the TPSE Scale results may evidence an unproductive relationship with unions where some teachers use proxy agency to abdicate member responsibilities and avoid personal growth.
These findings have serious implications for the AFT, the NEA, and their affiliates.   There is some evidence that there may be a friendlier environment for the engagement of the unions and their membership in policymaking (Johnson, 2010).  For example, those states applying for the large federal grants under the Race to the Top initiative are advantaged if they can demonstrate union support.  As such, this has positioned them more positively in the policymaking process if they can find ways to effectively engage their membership.
Another scale item of particular interest is item 18, I am positively supported by family and/or friends when I participate in activities of a political or civic or professional nature outside the usual work day or work week.  This item had means of 3.54 and 3.46 in Studies 1 and 2 respectively.  It is noteworthy that 35 of the 103 participants (34 percent) responded “3-Neutral/Undecided” on this item.  There was only one other item among the 20 items that had this level of ambivalence or indecisiveness evident in the distribution of responses.  While speculative on my part, this may be an indication of less than encouraging forms of what Bandura characterized as verbal/social persuasion experienced within many teachers’ personal settings for the types of after hour activities described in this item stem.  
Only one Engagement indicator, the first one, reached at least “4-Often”.  Voted in an election for local or state government officials had an item mean of 4.61.  In one of the Caprara et al. (2009) studies of perceived political self-efficacy, voting in public elections did not enjoy the same relationship with political efficacy as all of the other indicators of citizen engagement.  The researchers speculated that this statistical anomaly occurred due to voting being a form of “minimal political participation . . . (p. 1013)” in a democratic society and the corresponding lower variability reported for this item given the disproportionate number of responses falling in the upper region of the frequency response format.    Indeed, 90 percent of the current sample responded “4-Often” or “5-Regularly” to this item.  To Caprara et al.’s (2009) point, however, is the overall Engagement mean of 1.89 once the voting item is removed from the calculation.    Under this scenario, teacher level of Engagement fails to reach “2-Rarely”.  
The Engagement indicator of voting is noteworthy in another sense.  It begs questions about the bases for teachers’ voting decisions given the acknowledged low levels of TPSE.  Of particular relevance are the multiple item stems dealing with staying informed about policy issues and the policy positions of elected government and union leaders.
Zimmerman (1989) may also shed some light on teachers’ low level of Engagement.  One of the findings in his study was the positive and significant correlation between a person’s political efficacy, particularly internal political efficacy, and his/her level of involvement in political and civic type organizations.  In the current sample, teachers reported a mean of 1.95 (frequency rate bordering on “2-Rarely”) on the tenth Engagement indicator, Held active membership in one or more local civic organizations.
There are likely other sources of influence on the low levels of TPSE and teacher political Engagement.  The seminal research by sociologist, Dan C. Lortie, in the 1970s (1975, 2002) and updated in many ways by Cohn and Kottkamp (1993) twenty-five years later may provide additional insights.  Many people attracted to the teaching profession foster generally conservative models of schooling and tend to approach their work with individualism.  That is, the almost exclusive vision of their enacted role is that of an individual teacher in relationship with individual students.  The primacy associated with this special and intimate relationship contrasts sharply with any alternative vision of teacher role where a collective model is needed.    Educational policymaking approaches problems and needs systemically, teaching is positioned as a collective (a profession), and students are understood in terms of a large population segment within an even larger society. 
The extreme isolation of teachers given their responsibilities for students under their care as well as the cellular design of most schools makes it difficult to interact meaningfully as a collective even with school based colleagues.  Further, the daily routine of schools and the highly dynamic and unpredictable nature of student interaction reinforce an orientation of presentism or on the here-and-now.  This, too, contrasts sharply with the future orientation of policymakers and those who wish to influence them.  Because policymaking involves the forecasting and allocating of vast amounts of finite resources, a much longer term perspective prevails.
Then there are the generally held equalitarian norms of educators that have historically contributed to existing compensation and performance evaluation policies where little differentiation among teachers is possible.  Standing out in some way from one’s peer group and engaging in activities that may require personal or professional leadership, particularly outside the instructional role, has to be carefully navigated under existing norms.  In fact, Lortie (1975, 2002) found that some of the norms within the profession and as reinforced by the authority structures of schools have been translated into an unspoken understanding that “teachers are not supposed to enjoy exercising power per se (p. 102)”.    It is likely that these norms or examples of verbal/social persuasion contribute to the silencing of teachers in the policymaking process.  As described in Chapter II, policymaking is a highly dynamic process full of individuals and groups who wish to wield influence.  Exercising influence requires presence and engagement in the process.
Cohn and Kottkamp (1993) also found that many of the teachers participating in their research mistrust the motivations behind many educational policy efforts seeing them as “political maneuvers put forth by individuals who had little understanding of education or who did not really care about the actual outcomes of their decisions . . . (p. 149)”.    One gets the sense that some, if not many, teachers may find politics in general to be distasteful and as such, something to be avoided.  Their reactions to the political maneuvering described above may hint to how these vicarious experiences and forms of verbal/social persuasion influence their low level of TPSE and Engagement.  
In summary and in keeping with Bandura’s notion of Triadic Reciprocality (Figure 4 in Chapter II), teachers bring to their jobs and to their profession personal factors that influence their interpretations of experience and ultimately their ongoing behavior.  Reactions to their behavior influence their personal system of beliefs. Teacher personal factors and beliefs influence and are heavily influenced by the authority and other structures of school environments.  This represents a highly sensitive model of reciprocal influence which, according to Lortie (1975, 2002) and Cohn and Kottkamp (1993), serves to reinforce and maintain a very stable system over time despite numerous and repeated attempts at reform.
The third and final research question addresses the other elements in the nomological network.   Figures 6 and 7 graphically display these theorized relationships. 

3.  How do levels of teacher political self-efficacy and teacher actual engagement in political/civic/professional activities relate to a set of other selected measures and variables as part of an overall nomological network?

Teachers’ political efficacy as citizens
 The correlation between teachers’ overall Political Efficacy as citizens and their TPSE was positive and statistically significant.  As level of citizen Political Efficacy increased, level of TPSE increased.  In the final model of the hierarchical regression analysis, the two Political Efficacy measures proved to be the largest and most significant of all the constructs and variables in accounting for variance.    These findings are fully consistent with political science research (Caprara et al, 2009; Niemi et al, 1991) conducted with general populations regardless of professional vocation.

Teachers’ instructional efficacy 
The overall mean for this construct was 4.19 which is considerably higher than the political construct means.  Furthermore, the correlation between teachers’ overall Instructional Efficacy and their TPSE was insignificant.



Despite the absence of prior research testing this relationship directly, I theorized that if teachers had strong Instructional Efficacy that this may translate into stronger TPSE given the instructional and curriculum content of so much education public policymaking.   The research finding does not support this theory.   Lortie’s (2002) and Cohn and Kottkamp’s (1993) description of sociological aspects of schooling and the teaching profession overviewed in previous paragraphs, is relevant here as well.  The forms of verbal/social persuasion enacted in the daily lives of teachers serve to narrowly define their role as instructional in nature.  This narrow role is further reinforced given its direct connection to the most salient teacher rewards desired, the psychic rewards embedded in their relationships with students.   

Demographic variables
Males reported positive and significantly higher levels of TPSE and Political Efficacy as citizens than their female colleagues.  These findings are treated with caution, however, given the small n of men in the sample (11 out of 103).  Nevertheless, the findings are very consistent with research in the arena of political efficacy (Bowler & Donovan, 2002; Caprara et al, 2009; Conway et. al., 2005; Sapiro, 1983, 1985; Tedin et.al., 1977).  Men have longer and more enduring histories of political interest and involvement and have been socialized to be more politically engaged.  Many women continue to have lead responsibility for family (child care and elder care) which may serve as a situational or structural impediment to greater development of their political efficacy.   Lortie (2002), for example, referenced some differences between single and married teachers’ use of time outside of regular school activities with married teachers dedicating more of this time to their families.  
Additionally, Schlozman et. al. (1994) found in their study that there was a significant relationship between the number of opportunities for enacted mastery experience in the development of civic skills (the communications and organizational abilities that allow citizens to use time and money effectively in political life [p. 974]) and (1) working full-time and (2) working in certain types of jobs or occupations.    This held true irrespective of Gender.  Gender became relevant because men hold more full-time jobs than women.  Men also and more often hold the types of jobs that provide more opportunities to develop communication and organizational skills that are transferable to civic and political domains.  This gives men clear political advantage compared to women who are more likely to be unemployed or employed part-time or who find themselves in job types that provide few, if any, of these opportunities.  
There was no significant finding when comparing the means of male and female teachers with level of Engagement.   This is a somewhat atypical finding, particularly for men, given available research concluding that individuals with higher levels of political efficacy tend to also have higher levels of political engagement (Caprara et al., 2009; Schlozman et. al., 1994).    This inconsistent finding may be a function of the limited male presence within the sample.  
With regard to Educational Attainment, teachers holding advanced degrees reported a positive and significantly higher level of TPSE than those with bachelor’s degrees.  This finding is consistent with an abundance of research demonstrating the strong correlation between educational attainment and both internal and external forms of political efficacy (Bowler & Donovan, 2002; Campbell et al., 1960; Caprara et al., 2009; Cassel & Lo, 1997; Sapiro, 1983, 1985).   Formal education increases the amount and quality of social capital that can be brought 



to bear in the political arena.  It also points to a person’s general cognitive ability and exposures which in concert with enhanced social capital can facilitate the mobilization of resources and actions directed at politically motivated goals and agendas. 
This finding has implications for higher education.  Assuming that teacher educators are supportive of enhanced teacher voice in public policymaking, it would appear there are opportunities to influence this direction as they engage in continuing graduate education.   Graduate learning experiences or enacted mastery experiences that focus attention on the public policymaking process; methods for sourcing, evaluating, and using policy related information; and other knowledge and skills related to influencing the process may have value to teachers and improve their TPSE. 
Number of Years teaching correlated positively and significantly with TPSE and level of Engagement.  In the initial model of the hierarchical regression analysis, Number of Years proved to be the most significant of the three demographic variables accounting for variance.  In the absence of any specific teacher research on political self-efficacy, it may be useful to think of the Number of Years variable as a proxy variable for age.  It is possible that older teachers have fewer demands associated with child rearing which may free up personal time, energy, and resources for other domains of functioning.  It may also be true that the longer teachers are in the profession the more experience they have with political and other influences on their schools and profession.  Farkas, Johnson, and Duffett (2003) cite survey results in reporting teacher sentiments about professional vulnerability.  Teachers . . . 

believe they work in highly politicized school districts where any administrator, school board member, parent or student could endanger their livelihood with a careless whisper, an unfair evaluation or a personal grudge (p. 17).

These and related concerns may serve to increase a teacher’s motivation over time to attend more closely to the political dimensions associated with their profession and to be more politically engaged as citizens. 

Context variables
There were no significant differences in the means for TPSE based on School Setting.     While Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) research on teacher efficacy was in an instructional as opposed to a political domain of functioning, they also reported that School Setting was not a good predictor of teacher sense of self-efficacy.  
On the other hand, teacher perceptions of the adequacy of school district Funding compared to other school districts in their state correlated positively and significantly with TPSE and level of Engagement.   While Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) research on teacher efficacy was in an instructional as opposed to a political domain of functioning, they reported that level of resource support was weakly related to teacher sense of self-efficacy at the p < .05 level.  Novice teachers attributed this relationship most strongly to availability of teaching resources; but career teachers (4 or more years) attributed it to level of parent and community support.  One indicator of parent and community support for K-12 education in general and for teachers in particular is the percent of additional school funding, public or private, provided at the local level.   This is true both symbolically and in real economic terms serving as a form of verbal/social persuasion with impacted teachers.  

Areas for Future Research


The TPSE Scale – Psychometrics
There is a considerable amount of opportunity and need associated with the future development of the TPSE Scale.  Most importantly, the scale needs to be used with many more teachers; the n for the current study is small.     Experimentation with some substitutions from the larger item pool for current scale items may be in order.  Establishing test-retest reliability is desirable.  Developing norms is important for generalizability within the teaching profession and for wider use of the scale.  This will require an n of at least 400 or more (Lounsbury et al., 2006).   Developing subpopulation norms (e.g., primary school teachers versus secondary school teachers) are of interest, too, and generally recommended when dealing with a sizable target population (Spector, 1992).
One or more follow up studies of a qualitative nature would be helpful in examining the meaning of TPSE Scale results more directly with teachers.  Studies with teachers should also examine more closely the scale items and the Engagement indicators to determine if adjustments are needed.
Additional construct validation studies may contribute to scale reliability and validity while improving its utility and meaning.  For example, Bandura’s fourth source of information influencing the development of self-efficacy, physiological and affective states, was not addressed in the current study.  Yet, there is some evidence that personality traits influence political participation (Vecchione & Caprara, 2009) with Energy/Extraversion being the most notable.    In Judge, Ilies, Bono, and Gerhardt’s (2002) meta-analysis of studies examining the relationship between the “Big Five” factors of personality (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness) and leadership effectiveness, Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness demonstrated the strongest correlations.   For leadership emergence, perhaps a more helpful lens in which to theorize a relationship with teachers and TPSE, Extraversion and Conscientiousness evidenced the strongest correlations.
Another area of recommended research and construct validation is a possible connection between TPSE and the value of voice.  The literature on value of voice (Avery, 2003; Avery & Quinones, M. A., 2004; Hunton & Beeler, 1997) strongly suggests that there are differences between individuals in terms of amount and type of voice they need or want given certain conditions and circumstances.  There are likely situational factors that facilitate or impede motivation for being heard particularly in an arena that is wrought with controversy and risk.

The TPSE Scale – Use and intervention

Research is needed in testing the practical utility of the TPSE Scale.  For example, the scale may be used to help identify teachers with potential and interest in developing greater political self-efficacy skills.  It may shed light on the types of enacted mastery and vicarious experiences needed to enhance the development of TPSE.
 The scale may be used to explore more deeply the impediments to exercise of voice within the profession and/or the structures of schools.  Deeper understanding may lead to the development of strategies for overcoming personal, professional, and systemic disincentives or barriers.
More simply but perhaps more powerfully, future scale use may be focused on raising awareness and perhaps motivating teachers to engage in forms of reflective practice – in this case, political practice as applied to the positioning of their profession in public policymaking.    Lortie (1975, 2002) and Cohn and Kottkamp (1993) discuss the importance of making implicit teacher thoughts and beliefs more explicit particularly in a deliberate and collegial forum.  This is an important initial step toward examination of what teachers do and don’t do and why.  

Conclusion


All public policymaking is inherently political in nature.  This is especially true for the United States education policy arena in general and the K-12 education policy environment specifically.  Those desiring to influence policymaking must be engaged in the process and have the capacities to be heard.   Unfortunately, classroom teachers, the set of actors with the most sustained and direct relationship with students and their parents/guardians, often have the weakest voice in education policy process. This has been a consistent and enduring condition in education policy debate, development, and deployment over time (Cameron, 2005; Ingersoll, 2003).   This gap in perspective may contribute to sub optimized educational policy development and policy impact.  
In response to this problem, the new TPSE Scale was developed to measure teachers’ political self-efficacy in abilities to engage in activities that may directly or indirectly influence education public policymaking.  The scale was found to be a reliable and valid instrument of measurement.
As used in this research context, a small sample of teachers evidenced low levels of TPSE and corresponding low levels of actual Engagement in political/civic/professional activities.  Consistent with Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, these results suggest that teachers have had too few opportunities for enacted mastery experience in the political domain of functioning, few and/or negative vicarious experience in the domain, and forms of social/verbal persuasion that may discourage active engagement in direct or indirect policy related activities.  
Changing this enduring pattern of silenced teacher voice in public policymaking will require an extraordinary commitment on the part of teachers, their representatives, and others that have a sizable stake in their success with students.  It is unlikely that change will come quickly or easily.  Nevertheless, the current climate both politically and in education circles may be more positive and more open to a significant change.  The federal Institute of Education Sciences under the new leadership of John Easton has taken a more aggressive stance in encouraging practitioners to be involved in researching the usability of policy initiatives and products (Viadero, 2009).   The AFT and the NEA and their affiliates appear to be better positioned in some aspects of policymaking.  There are growing numbers of grassroots, community, and state based initiatives that are nonpartisan in identity with missions designed to address educational issues more comprehensively and transparently.  
The TPSE Scale is just one tool for facilitating greater teacher agency for public policymaking process.  At the very least, it is hoped that the scale may be used to sensitize teachers to existing avenues for exercising voice that have been previously underutilized or that were utilized but not fully understood or appreciated as opportunities for influencing a political process.  Scale use may upon further reflection, influence teachers’ future choices about level of engagement.   After all, where there is little engagement, there is little voice.
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APPENDIX A                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

Item Pool – Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale

Using the response format below, rate your level of agreement by choosing one of the five responses for each item.

      Strongly disagree
      Disagree
      Neutral/Undecided
      Agree
      Strongly agree

Item Pool

I state my opinions openly, even in clearly hostile settings.
I state my opinions about education policy matters openly in school based meetings.
I state my opinions about education policy matters openly to the Director of Schools and other administrators.
I state my opinions about education policy matters openly before the school board in public meetings.
I state my opinions about education policy matters openly in parent organization meetings.
I state my opinions about education policy matters openly at political gatherings.
I have expressed in writing to government officials my perspectives on education policy matters.


I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my peers.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my principal.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my Director of Schools and other district administrators.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of local school board members.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of local and state authorities.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of family members and friends.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my students’ parents.
I try to influence the education policy perspectives of community members or groups.
I try to influence the public regard for teaching as a profession.
I try to influence higher education’s regard for teaching as a profession.


I respond to emails or surveys sponsored by local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT that seek teacher inputs.
I respond to school or school district emails or surveys seeking teacher inputs.
I respond to emails or surveys sponsored by specialized professional organizations (e.g. Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children) that seek teacher inputs.
I attend school based meetings on education policy matters even if not required.
I attend school district meetings on education policy matters even if not required.
I attend school board meetings.


I have made a presentation before a group of peers that summarizes the conclusions or recommendations of an education committee or work group.
I have made a presentation before a group of school administrators summarizing the conclusions or recommendations of an education committee or work group.
I have made a presentation before the local school board in a public meeting summarizing the conclusions or recommendations of an education committee or work group.
I have made a presentation on an instructional best practice or on a policy initiative at a state or national conference. 


I develop and maintain relationships with my peers. 
I develop and maintain relationships with my school principal and vice-principal(s).
I develop and maintain relationships with my school district administrators.
I develop and maintain relationships with local school board members.
I develop and maintain relationships with local elected officials.
I develop and maintain relationships with state government officials whether elected or appointed.


I have played a role in the selection of members/leaders of school sponsored committees or work groups dealing with education policy matters.
I have played a role in the selection of committee members and/or leaders of local and state NEA or AFT affiliates.
I have played a role in the selection of committee members and/or leaders of state or national specialized professional organizations (e.g. Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children).
I have played a role in the election of local school board members and/or local council or commission members.


I have participated in a deliberate information campaign in support of a particular education policy or position.
I have participated in a deliberate information campaign in opposition to a particular education policy or position.
I have distributed information for the purpose of informing and influencing the education policy perspectives of others. 

 
I have served as a member of a school based work group or committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.
I have served as a leader of a school based work group or committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.
I have served as a member of a school district work group or committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.
I have served as a leader of a school district work group or committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.
I have served as a school representative on a community group looking at constructive ways to improve K-12 education. 
I have served as a member of a committee at the state or national level and sponsored by a specialized professional organization (e.g.  Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children).


I use the means available to me to monitor the positions and actions of elected government officials.
I keep informed about the positions and actions of local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT.
I stay informed about national and state education policy initiatives.
I research information pertaining to national or state education policy initiatives. 
I research opportunities for providing teacher inputs into national or state education policy.


I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities.
I provide assistance with routine school responsibilities to a peer in order to facilitate his/her greater involvement in education policy related activities.
I am positively supported by family and/or friends when I participate in activities of a political or civic or professional nature outside the usual work day or work week.


I solicit support from peers for greater personal involvement in education policy related activities.
I solicit support from family members or friends for greater personal involvement in education policy related activities.
I solicit support from school administrators for greater personal involvement in education policy related activities.
I solicit support from the community for greater teacher involvement in education policy related activities.
I solicit support for greater teacher involvement in education public policy activities from elected and appointed government officials.


APPENDIX B
                                                                                                                       		
Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale – Study 1 – Reliability Testing

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  All efforts have been made to ensure privacy and to protect the anonymity of responses.  There are no requests for personal identification information.  Submission of the completed survey constitutes your consent to participate. 


Are you currently employed as a K-12 classroom teacher (defined as someone who is fully certified and licensed with  instructional responsibility for students on a regular basis throughout a school year)?  
                                                 YES                             NO

Using the response format below, rate your level of agreement by choosing one of the five responses for each item.

     Strongly disagree
     Disagree
     Neutral/Undecided
     Agree
     Strongly agree

1. I state my opinions about education policy issues openly even in public and challenging settings.

2. I stay informed about national and state education policy initiatives.


3. I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my administrators. 


4. I develop and maintain relationships with local and state government officials. 


5. I respond to emails from or surveys sponsored by local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT that seek teacher inputs.


6. I have made a formal presentation on an instructional best practice or a policy initiative at a profession specific meeting or conference.


7. I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities.


8. I have participated in a deliberate information campaign in opposition to a particular education policy or position.


9. I solicit support for greater teacher involvement in education public policymaking from elected and appointed government officials.


10. I have distributed information for the purpose of informing and influencing the education policy perspectives of others.


11. I have served as a member of a school board sponsored work group or committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.


12. I have served as a member of a committee or work group at the state or national level and sponsored by a specialized professional organization (e.g.  Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children).


13. I use the means available to me to monitor the education policy positions and actions of elected government officials.


14. I try to influence the education policy perspectives of people or groups in my community.  


15. I keep informed about the education policy related positions and actions of local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT.  


16. I have expressed in writing to government officials my perspectives on education policy matters.


17. I have provided assistance with routine school responsibilities to a peer in order to facilitate his/her greater involvement in education policy related activities.


18. I am positively supported by family and friends when I participate in activities of a political or civic or professional nature outside the usual work day or work week.


19. I have served as a school representative on a community group looking at constructive ways to improve K-12 education.


20. I have played a role in the selection of members/leaders of school sponsored committees or work groups dealing with education policy matters.






APPENDIX C

Example:  Electronic Message Initiating Scale Administration


You are invited to participate in a dissertation research project developed by a doctoral candidate for the Ph.D. in Educational Psychology and Research.  Your participation will support the statistical testing of a new measure, Teacher Political Self-Efficacy.  The researcher’s ultimate interest is learning more about how the status and potency of classroom teacher voice may be elevated and made more meaningful and helpful in education public policymaking whether at the local, state or federal level.  The objectives of this particular study are:

· Develop a reliable psychometric instrument, the Teacher Political Self-Efficacy (TPSE) Scale. 

· Pursue construct validation of the TPSE Scale through the theorizing about and testing of relationships between TPSE and other constructs and measures.   


No personal identification information is needed or requested to achieve the objectives of this study.   Electronic access to the survey instrument is through an independent web link   (to be provided)   .  Your responses are stored on a secure server of the university sponsoring the research of the doctoral candidate.    Only the researcher and a designated university server administrator will have access to the data.    It is estimated that completion of the total survey format will take about (5 or 10-12 minutes depending on whether they are participating in Study 1 or 2).

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  Submission of a completed survey constitutes your consent to participate. 
 
If you have questions about the study or the survey procedure, you may contact the researcher:

Mary Catherine Hammon
mhammon@utk.edu
(865) 742-7795








APPENDIX D
Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale – Study 2 – Construct Validity

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  All efforts have been made to ensure privacy and to protect the anonymity of responses.  There are no requests for personal identification information.  Submission of the completed survey packet constitutes your consent to participate.  


Are you currently employed as a K-12 classroom teacher (defined as someone who is fully certified and licensed with instructional responsibility for students on a regular basis throughout a school year)?

                                     YES                             NO



Teacher Political Self-Efficacy Scale

Using the response format below, rate your level of agreement by choosing one of the five responses for each item.

     Strongly disagree
     Disagree
     Neutral/Undecided
     Agree
     Strongly agree

1. I state my opinions about education policy issues openly even in public and challenging settings.

2. I stay informed about national and state education policy initiatives.


3. I try to influence the education policy perspectives of my administrators. 


4. I develop and maintain relationships with local and state government officials. 


5. I respond to emails from or surveys sponsored by local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT that seek teacher inputs.


6. I have made a formal presentation on an instructional best practice or a policy initiative at a profession specific meeting.


7. I encourage and support other teachers who engage in education policy related activities.


8. I have participated in a deliberate information campaign in opposition to a particular education policy or position.


9. I solicit support for greater teacher involvement in education public policymaking from elected and appointed government officials.


10. I have distributed information for the purpose of informing and influencing the education policy perspectives of others.


11. I have served as a member of a school board sponsored committee charged with researching and developing recommendations on an educational policy issue.


12. I have served as a member of a committee at the state or national level and sponsored by a specialized professional organization (e.g.  Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English).


13. I use the means available to me to monitor the education policy positions and actions of elected government officials.


14. I try to influence the education policy perspectives of people or groups in my community.  


15. I keep informed about the education policy related positions and actions of local, state or national affiliates of the NEA or AFT.  


16. I have expressed in writing to government officials my perspectives on education policy matters.


17. I have provided assistance with routine school responsibilities to a peer in order to facilitate his/her greater involvement in education policy related activities.


18. I am positively supported by family and/or friends when I participate in activities of a political or civic or professional nature outside the usual work day or work week.


19. I have served as a school representative on a community group looking at constructive ways to improve K-12 education.


20. I have played a role in the selection of members/leaders of school sponsored committees dealing with education policy matters.



Indicate the number of years you have been teaching in K-12 education     (____)

   ____________________________________________________________________________________________

Select the option that best describes your currently assigned school setting.  
     
                                                             Urban         Suburban        Rural 


 Gender                                                             Male       Female _____________________________________________________________________________________________

Select the highest academic credential you hold

Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
 Ed.D. or Ph.D. 


What is your perception of the adequacy of your school district’s overall funding level compared to other school districts in your state?

Less than adequate compared to other school districts 
About the same as other school districts
 Better compared to other school districts 





Teacher Actual Engagement in Political/Civic/Professional Activities

Indicate the frequency in which you have carried out the listed activities within the last 10 years.

 Never
Rarely
Some
Often
      Regularly

1. Voted in an election for local or state government officials

2. Voted in an election for officers or representatives of  NEA or AFT affiliates


3. Served on a school committee dealing with curriculum or other policy matters


4. Served as an elected or appointed  representative with an NEA or AFT affiliate


5. Served as a committee member or an elected or appointed representative of a specialized professional organization  (e.g. Maryland Council for Teachers of Math,  National Council for Teachers of English)


6. Donated money either directly or indirectly (e.g. a  political action committee) in support of a  political campaign


7. Participated in fundraising or other activities in support of a political campaign


8. Distributed information for the purpose of informing and influencing the policy or political perspectives of others


9. Contacted elected officials or their staff for the purpose of informing and influencing policy or political perspectives


10. Held active membership in one or more local civic organizations (e.g. Kiwanis)




Teacher Efficacy
(Adapted from Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk, H. A., 2001)

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 by choosing one of the responses*  provided below.
                                                                                       Nothing
                                                                                       Very little
                                                                                       Some influence
                                                                                       Quite a bit
                                                                                       A great deal

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

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

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

4. How much can you do to help your student’s value learning?

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

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

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

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

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

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?

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

                                                                *Adapted items




Citizen Beliefs
(Adapted from Caprara, G. V., Vecchione, M., Capanna, C., & Mebane, M., 2009)

For each of the following items, please rate how confident you are in your ability to execute the specific action or behavior described by choosing one of the responses*  provided below.

                                                                           Not at all confident
                                                                           Little confidence
                                                                           Somewhat confident
                                                                           Mostly confident 
                                                                           Completely confident

1. State your own political opinion openly, even in clearly hostile settings

2. Make certain that the political representatives you voted honor their commitments to the electorate


3. Promote public initiatives to support political programs that you believe are just


4. Maintain relationships with representatives of state government authorities*


5. Play a decisive role in the choice of the leaders of political movements to which you belong, or to which you are near 


6. Carry out an effective information campaign for the political movement or party with which you concur regarding beliefs and programs


7. Actively promote the election of political candidates in which you trust


8. Promote effective activities of information and mobilization in your own community (of work, friends, and family) to sustain political programs in which you believe


9. Collect money to sustain the activities of political movements or programs in which you believe*


10. Use the means you have as a citizen to critically monitor the actions of your political representatives


                                                      *Adapted items



Citizen Beliefs
(Adapted from Niemi, R. G., Craig, S. C., & Mattei, F., 1991) 

Select the response*  that most closely reflects your perspective.

                                                                      Strongly disagree
                                                                      Disagree
                                                                      Neutral/undecided
                                                                      Agree
                                                                      Strongly agree
 

1. I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics.

2. I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country.


3. I feel that I could do as good a job in public office as most other people.


4. I think that I am better informed about politics and government than most people.


                                                      *Adapted item




















APPENDIX E
Item Pool – Teacher Actual Engagement in Political/Civic/Professional Activities

Indicate the frequency in which you have carried out the listed activities within the last 10 years.

Never                         
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Regularly

Item Pool

Voted in an election for school board members in your home district 
Voted in an election for local council or commission members
Voted in an election for state governor, senators, representatives
Voted in an election for United States President, Senators, Representatives
 Voted in an election for officers or representatives of local NEA or AFT affiliates
Voted in an election for officers or representatives of state NEA or AFT affiliates 
Voted in an election for state or national officers or representatives of specialized professional            organizations (e.g. Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children)


Served as a member on a school based committee dealing with curriculum, discipline or other policy matters
Served as a leader or chair of a school based committee dealing with curriculum, discipline or other policy matters
Served as a member on a school district committee dealing with curriculum, discipline or other policy matters
Served as a leader or chair of a school district committee dealing with curriculum, discipline or other policy matters


Served as a member on a state wide committee sponsored by a state affiliate of the NEA or AFT
Served as a leader or chair of a state wide committee sponsored by a state affiliate of the NEA or AFT
Served as a member on a national committee sponsored by the NEA or AFT
Served as a leader or chair of a national committee sponsored by the NEA or AFT
Served as an elected officer or representative of a local NEA or AFT affiliate 
Served as an elected officer or representative of a state NEA or AFT affiliate
Served as an elected national officer or representative of the NEA or AFT
Served as a school representative in a partnership arrangement between the school system and another community group (e.g. business, health or social services, higher education) 
Served as a member of a state or national level committee sponsored by a specialized professional organization (e.g. Maryland Council for Teachers of Mathematics, National Council for Teachers of English, Council for Exceptional Children)


Donated money either directly or indirectly (e.g. through a political action committee) in support of a local level political campaign
Donated money either directly or indirectly (e.g. through a political action committee) in support of a state level political campaign
Donated money either directly or indirectly (e.g. through a political action committee) in support of a national political campaign 
Solicited money from others in support of a local level political campaign
Solicited money from others in support of a state level political campaign
Solicited money from others in support of a national political campaign
Participated in fundraising or other activities in support of a local level political campaign
Participated in fundraising or other activities in support of a state level political campaign
Participated in fundraising or other activities in support of a national political campaign


Signed a petition to be delivered to a principal
Signed a petition to be delivered to a director of schools
Signed a petition to be delivered to an elected official or their representative


Distributed leaflets or other printed material for the purpose of informing and influencing the policy related or political perspectives of others
Distributed information electronically for the purpose of informing and influencing the policy related or political perspectives of others


Contacted elected officials (local, state or national) or their staff by telephone for the purpose of informing and influencing their policy related or political perspectives
Contacted elected officials (local, state or national) or their staff by email or other electronic mechanism for the purpose of informing and influencing their policy related or political perspectives
Contacted elected officials (local, state or national) or their staff by direct mail correspondence and for the purpose of informing and influencing their policy related or political perspectives 


Displayed a sign on your property in support of a particular candidate for election or in support of a particular position of interest 
Displayed a decal on your car in support of a particular candidate for election or in support of a particular position of interest
Wore a political pin
Held active membership in local civic organizations or service clubs (e.g. Kiwanis, Boys/Girls
            Club)
Served as an elected officer or board member of local civic organizations or service clubs (e.g. Kiwanis, Boys/Girls Club)


APPENDIX F

Frequency Data for TPSE Scale Responses – Study 2


	TeachVerify

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	103
	95.4
	95.4
	95.4

	
	No
	5
	4.6
	4.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Opinions openly

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	1
	.9
	.9
	.9

	
	Disagree
	38
	35.2
	35.2
	36.1

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	26
	24.1
	24.1
	60.2

	
	Agree
	36
	33.3
	33.3
	93.5

	
	Strongly agree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Informed nat'l & state

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Disagree
	11
	10.2
	10.2
	10.2

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	16.7

	
	Agree
	67
	62.0
	62.0
	78.7

	
	Strongly agree
	23
	21.3
	21.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	






	Influence admins

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	6.5

	
	Disagree
	29
	26.9
	26.9
	33.3

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	36
	33.3
	33.3
	66.7

	
	Agree
	29
	26.9
	26.9
	93.5

	
	Strongly agree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Rel'ship w govt officials

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	25
	23.1
	23.1
	23.1

	
	Disagree
	52
	48.1
	48.1
	71.3

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	15
	13.9
	13.9
	85.2

	
	Agree
	13
	12.0
	12.0
	97.2

	
	Strongly agree
	3
	2.8
	2.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Respond to emails/surveys

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	6.5

	
	Disagree
	23
	21.3
	21.3
	27.8

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	14
	13.0
	13.0
	40.7

	
	Agree
	52
	48.1
	48.1
	88.9

	
	Strongly agree
	12
	11.1
	11.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	





	Present at mtg/conf

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	19
	17.6
	17.6
	17.6

	
	Disagree
	34
	31.5
	31.5
	49.1

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	55.6

	
	Agree
	33
	30.6
	30.6
	86.1

	
	Strongly agree
	15
	13.9
	13.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Support other teachers

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	1
	.9
	.9
	.9

	
	Disagree
	3
	2.8
	2.8
	3.7

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	21
	19.4
	19.4
	23.1

	
	Agree
	57
	52.8
	52.8
	75.9

	
	Strongly agree
	26
	24.1
	24.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Info campaign

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	23
	21.3
	21.3
	21.3

	
	Disagree
	56
	51.9
	51.9
	73.1

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	8
	7.4
	7.4
	80.6

	
	Agree
	18
	16.7
	16.7
	97.2

	
	Strongly agree
	3
	2.8
	2.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	






	Solicit teacher involve

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	11
	10.2
	10.2
	10.2

	
	Disagree
	42
	38.9
	38.9
	49.1

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	23
	21.3
	21.3
	70.4

	
	Agree
	22
	20.4
	20.4
	90.7

	
	Strongly agree
	10
	9.3
	9.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Distribute info

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	20
	18.5
	18.5
	18.5

	
	Disagree
	57
	52.8
	52.8
	71.3

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	9
	8.3
	8.3
	79.6

	
	Agree
	16
	14.8
	14.8
	94.4

	
	Strongly agree
	6
	5.6
	5.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Served school board committee

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	35
	32.4
	32.4
	32.4

	
	Disagree
	56
	51.9
	51.9
	84.3

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	90.7

	
	Agree
	8
	7.4
	7.4
	98.1

	
	Strongly agree
	2
	1.9
	1.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	






	Served prof org committee

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	40
	37.0
	37.0
	37.0

	
	Disagree
	53
	49.1
	49.1
	86.1

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	4
	3.7
	3.7
	89.8

	
	Agree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	96.3

	
	Strongly agree
	4
	3.7
	3.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Monitor govt positions

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	3
	2.8
	2.8
	2.8

	
	Disagree
	18
	16.7
	16.7
	19.4

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	28
	25.9
	25.9
	45.4

	
	Agree
	49
	45.4
	45.4
	90.7

	
	Strongly agree
	10
	9.3
	9.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Influence community

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	8
	7.4
	7.4
	7.4

	
	Disagree
	27
	25.0
	25.0
	32.4

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	29
	26.9
	26.9
	59.3

	
	Agree
	37
	34.3
	34.3
	93.5

	
	Strongly agree
	7
	6.5
	6.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	




	Monitor NEA/AFT

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	4
	3.7
	3.7
	3.7

	
	Disagree
	11
	10.2
	10.2
	13.9

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	15
	13.9
	13.9
	27.8

	
	Agree
	61
	56.5
	56.5
	84.3

	
	Strongly agree
	17
	15.7
	15.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Express in writing

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	19
	17.6
	17.6
	17.6

	
	Disagree
	57
	52.8
	52.8
	70.4

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	9
	8.3
	8.3
	78.7

	
	Agree
	21
	19.4
	19.4
	98.1

	
	Strongly agree
	2
	1.9
	1.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Assist peer w school resp's

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	12
	11.1
	11.1
	11.1

	
	Disagree
	29
	26.9
	26.9
	38.0

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	17
	15.7
	15.7
	53.7

	
	Agree
	44
	40.7
	40.7
	94.4

	
	Strongly agree
	6
	5.6
	5.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	




	Family/friend support afterhours

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	3
	2.8
	2.8
	2.8

	
	Disagree
	13
	12.0
	12.0
	14.8

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	35
	32.4
	32.4
	47.2

	
	Agree
	46
	42.6
	42.6
	89.8

	
	Strongly agree
	11
	10.2
	10.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Rep on community group

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	17
	15.7
	15.7
	15.7

	
	Disagree
	41
	38.0
	38.0
	53.7

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	12
	11.1
	11.1
	64.8

	
	Agree
	30
	27.8
	27.8
	92.6

	
	Strongly agree
	8
	7.4
	7.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	



	Role in selection of committee members

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly disagree
	15
	13.9
	13.9
	13.9

	
	Disagree
	40
	37.0
	37.0
	50.9

	
	Neutral/Undecided
	18
	16.7
	16.7
	67.6

	
	Agree
	31
	28.7
	28.7
	96.3

	
	Strongly agree
	4
	3.7
	3.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	108
	100.0
	100.0
	






VITA

Mary Catherine “Cathy” (Stultz) Hammon was born in New York, raised in New Jersey and has called Maryland  “home away from home” since early college days when her parents and ten siblings moved back to family roots in that locale.   Tennessee has been home all of her adult life.     She is a graduate of Ferrum College, Virginia and The University of Tennessee where she majored in Business Administration.  Cathy was employed with the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) for 30 years where she held various human resource management positions.  She is a graduate of the University of Michigan’s Executive Program in Human Resource Management. The last ten years of her career were spent as the General Manager, TVA University, the name of TVA’s education and training system at the time.   TVA University enjoyed international renown having won two International Corporate University “Best Practice” awards, the DEMING Outstanding Federal Government Trainer Award, two national best practice awards from the American Productivity and Quality Center and was featured in two books on corporate learning systems.   Cathy was recipient of a Women of Distinction Award in recognition of her work with TVA University.  She has keynoted national and international conferences on corporate learning systems particularly in the areas of mapping organizational needs to instructional practice, the strategic use of technology in learning and in assessment and evaluation of learning systems and programs.  Earning the PhD in Educational Psychology and Research is in preparation for a second career in support of K-12 education in the United States.    Particular areas of interest and research include education policy, classroom teacher voice in the process, and the politics of education.   Cathy has been married to Bill Hammon for thirty five years and has two married children, William and Elizabeth.  
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