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INVESTIGATING TEACHERS’ SELF-EFFICACY: A CASE OF
BASIC EDUCATION SCHOOL TEACHERS IN MYANMAR
Shwe Ye PHYO & Phyu Zar Zar THEINT

Abstract: The basic education system of Myanmar is in the state of transformation. Compounded
by curriculum reform and Covid-19, it becomes demanding for teachers to carry out their day to
day tasks successfully. This study used a quantitative descriptive approach to identify teachers’
self-efficacy level and whether there is any significant variation in their self-efficacy in terms of
personal factors. The instrument was comprised of statements from Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale,
Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale, and Effective Teacher Efficacy Scale. Using cluster sampling
method, 349 basic education school teachers were surveyed. Descriptive statistics, independent
samples ¢ test, one-way ANOVA, and post hoc tests were applied to analyze the data. Findings
revealed that teachers had a moderately high level of self-efficacy. Except for age, no significant
difference was found in teacher self-efficacy based on other personal factors: gender, position,
academic qualification, and total service years.
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1. Introduction

According to OECD (2009), beliefs, practices, and attitudes of teachers are crucial to enhancing
educational processes as they are related closely to the strategies they apply for coping with the
challenges in their daily professional life, and they shape the learning environment of students and
impact their motivation and achievement. Teaching is one of the most demanding professions as the
nature of the work requires teachers to have not only special knowledge and skills but also special
qualities of mind and character (Khin Zaw, 2001).

In Myanmar, the government has initiated education reform to improve education standards in the
basic education sector since 2016 (Ministry of Education, 2016). Myanmar is located between India
and China and bordered by Bangladesh, Lao People’s Democratic Republic and Thailand. Its basic
education structure is Kindergarten(KG)+ (5-4-3) structure: KG, five-year-schooling (primary level),
four-year-schooling (lower secondary level), and three-year-schooling (upper secondary level)
(Ministry of Education, 2016). The types of school which differ in rank are described in an ascending
order: branch primary school (KG to grade-2), primary school (KG to Grade-5), post-primary school
(KG to grade-7), branch middle school (KG to grade-9), middle school (KG to grade-9), branch high
school (KG to grade-12), and high school (KG to grade-12) (Bhatta, 2023).

Parvez (2010) stated that even the best educational system is destined to fail if it does not have good,
competent and devoted teachers while good teachers can definitely give the best result out of the worst
system. This clearly highlights how important the role of the teacher is, and why effective teachers are
necessary. Due to the failure to identify observable characteristics predicting effectiveness, researchers
have thrown light on intangible psychological variables (Jerrim et al., 2023). Teachers’ self-efficacy is
one of the key factors influencing their effectiveness (Gale et al., 2021; Hussain & Khan, 2022). An
increasing amount of research has demonstrated the relationship between teachers' self-efficacy and a
variety of outcomes, including student motivation, academic success, and teacher well-being. (Barni et
al., 2019). High efficacious teachers use instructional strategies more effectively, assuring student
participation and possess better classroom management skills (Woolfolk et al., 1990) and assume more
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responsibility for teaching (Coladarci, 1992). Efficacy determines the goals teachers set, the efforts
they devote to their works, and the perseverance, leading to influencing their performance and student
achievement (Oakes et al., 2013). To bring such outcomes at the classroom level and individual
teacher level, the first and foremost step is understanding teachers’ self-efficacy and how it develops
(Gale et al., 2021).

Thus, this study is conducted to identify teachers’ self-perception of their teaching competence
(teachers’ self-efficacy) with the aim of offering some important insights for understanding teachers’
self-efficacy.

2. Literature review

In 1977, Bandura coined the term self-efficacy (Flammer, 2015). Bandura (1997) described self-
efficacy as the person’s perceived belief that he or she has the capability to perform a task. He also
described that efficacy belief system is the diverse collection of self-beliefs associated with many
domains of functioning rather than a universal one.

The theoretical backbone of self-efficacy is Rotter’s Internal Locus of Control Theory and Bandura’s
Social Cognitive Theory (Hoy & Miskel, 2012). According to Rotter (1966), locus of control is the
extent to which an individual believes the result depends on their own behavior or other factors; it
ranges from a more internalized orientation to a more externalized orientation.

Social learning theory by Bandura (1971) focuses on the description of the involvement of mental
(cognitive) factors in learning. According to this theory, “man is a thinking organism possessing
capabilities that provide him with some power of self-direction” (Bandura, 1971, p.2). McLeod (2016)
described that humans are active information processors and consider their behavior and its
association with the consequences. To ascertain whether a new response is learned, mental elements
can facilitate or interfere with the learning process.

The main sources of self-efficacy are mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and
affective states/ emotional arousal (Bandura, 1977; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Although
Bandura (1997) did not describe which sources affect self-efficacy the most, Tschannen-Moran et al.
(1998) claimed that mastery experience and physiological arousal directly influences it more than the
other sources. Mastery experience was the most powerful as a teacher can assess the capabilities
related to the task and experience the consequences of those capabilities only in the real teaching
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Watching successful teachers teach acts as the basis for the decision
that teaching is a manageable task (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). These scholars also emphasized
that in order to enhance performance, emotional arousal levels should be moderated because high
levels may hinder functioning and interfere with optimizing one's skills and talents. Regarding verbal
persuasion, Bandura (1997) pointed that the credibility, trustworthiness and expertise of the persuader
determines the strength of this persuasion.

Bandura (1997) described teacher efficacy as the result of a cognitive process in which individuals
establish beliefs related to their capacity to function well. He examined teacher efficacy with six
dimensions: efficacy to influence decision making, instructional self-efficacy, disciplinary self-
efficacy, efficacy to enlist parental involvement, efficacy to create a positive school climate, and
efficacy to enlist community involvement. Based on these six dimensions, Bandura (1997) developed
the teacher self-efficacy scale. In 2006, Bandura wrote a efficacy scales construction guide including
teacher self-efficacy, parental efficacy, and perceived collective family efficacy. The teacher self-
efficacy scale in that guide is also based on the old six dimensions and no changes were made.
According to Hoy and Spero (2005), the amount of research using Bandura’s scale is little.

Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) reviewed almost all sources dated from 1974 to 1997 which
included the term teacher efficacy to clarify the construct and improve its instrument. According to
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), teacher efficacy is the belief that one is capable of organizing and
carrying out the necessary actions in order to complete a specific teaching task in the particular
environment and it is examined with three dimensions: efficacy for instructional strategies, efficacy
for classroom management, and efficacy for student engagement. These dimensions are developed
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from the nine items of instructional self-efficacy from Bandura’s teacher self-efficacy scale (Hoy &
Spero, 2005). The scale constructed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) has been validated for use
with pre-service and in-service teachers in many countries: United States (Fives & Buehl, 2009),
Europe (Klassen et al., 2009), Singapore (Klassen et al., 2009), China, Korea, and Japan (Ruan et al.,
2015). In Myanmar, Htang (2018) validated its use with in-service teachers.

Audet (2014) examined teacher efficacy using Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. This framework
describes “what teachers should know and be able to do in the exercise of their profession”
(Danielson, 2007, p. 1). The framework has four domains: (1) planning and preparation, (2) the
classroom environment, (3) instruction, and (4) professional responsibility. Danielson’s Framework
for Teaching reflects both empirical studies and theoretical research since 1996 and captures important
aspects of effective teaching (Danielson, 2014). This framework meets the needs of teachers from
novice to veterans and serves as the foundation for improving teaching practice and evaluating their
performance (Danielson, 2007).

When efficacy is examined in terms of demographic factors, previous studies have shown mixed
results. For example, no significant variation was found in teacher efficacy in terms of gender (Al-
alwan & Mahasneh, 2014; Campbell, 1996) while the research findings by Sahile (2013) and Shazadi
et al. (2011) portrayed that female teachers had significantly higher sense of efficacy than the male
ones. In terms of age, older teachers had significantly higher level of efficacy than younger ones
(Campbell, 1996). Regarding academic qualifications, master degree holders have significantly higher
efficacy levels than bachelor degree holders and those who are still attending to earn a bachelor degree
(Campbell, 1996) whereas Sahile (2013) and Shazadi et al. (2011) found no statistical significance. In
terms of teaching experience, Sahile (2013) found that teachers with more than 5 years of experience
had significantly higher sense of efficacy than those with less than 5 years while the findings by
Shazadi et al. (2011) showed no significant differences.

Even in the different functions of a teacher, studies have proved that the level of efficacy a teacher or
preservice teacher has for each function is not at the same level. For example, Audet (2014) found that
elementary, secondary and K-12 teacher candidates from four universities in the United State of
America believed it mostly true that they could plan and prepare, instruct, create a good environment,
and perform professional responsibilities. Krizman (2013) researched teacher efficacy with secondary
in-service teachers in Southern Mississippi and found that participants had high levels of efficacy
score in student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies.

Research questions were formulated based on the theoretical background and previous studies.

3. Research questions

RQ1 What are the levels of teachers’ self-efficacy in professional responsibilities, enlisting clients,
colleagues, and community involvement, planning and preparation, managing classroom and gaining
student engagement, and instruction?

RQ2 Is there any significant variation in teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of such personal factors as
gender, age, position, and total service years?

5. Method

5.1. Method

A descriptive research design was used and questionnaire survey was conducted.

5.2. Participant and setting

A total of 349 teachers from 5 Basic Education High Schools and 11 Basic Education High Schools
(Branch) in Min Bu Township, Magway Region were selected as participants by using cluster
sampling method. The demographic data are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic Data of Participants

Demographic Data Group Number of teachers
Male 39
Gender Female 310
31 and below 62
32-42 107
Age 43-53 88
54 and above 92
Primary Teacher (PT) 95
Position Junior Teacher (JT) 138
Senior Teacher (ST) 116
8 and below 76
. 9-19 114
Total Service Years 20-30 7
31 and above 80

5.3. Instrumentation

All items were rated on a Five-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly
Agree). Using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), the
instrument was developed based on Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale by Bandura (1977), Teachers' Sense
of Efficacy Scale by Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy (2001), and Effective Teacher Efficacy Scale by
Audet (2014).

Principal component analysis (PCA) revealed 5 factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1. Then CFA was
conducted to determine the existing structure of the scale and to test how the variables are related to
underlying constructs. The model indicates an acceptable fit if the CMIN/DF value is lower and equal
to 3 (Kline, 1998), the values of CFI, NFI, and TLI are closer to 1 (Bentler &Bonett, 1980), and
RMSEA, values ranged from 0.05 to 0.08 (MacCallum et al., 1996). The CFA result revealed that
CMIN/Df value was less than 3, RMSEA value was 0.075, and CFI, NFI, TLI values were 0.9, 0.8,
and 0.818 respectively. The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values ranged from 0.3 to 0.7. The
Composite Reliability (CR) values ranged from 0.7 to 0.9. Fornell and Larcker (1981) claimed that if
AVE values were below the minimum cutoff point (0.5), convergent validity may still be adequate as
long as the latent factors had CR values above 0.7. All the square root of AVE values was found to
range from 0.64 to 0.78. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the square root of AVE values
should be greater than 0.5 to indicate discriminant validity.

The instrument consists of 49 items: efficacy for professional responsibilities (13 items), efficacy for
enlisting clients, colleagues, and community involvement (8 items), efficacy for planning and
preparation (12 items), efficacy for managing classroom and gaining student engagement (10 items),
and efficacy for instruction (6 items). The internal consistency for each dimension ranged from 0.88 to
0.936 and the reliability of the whole instrument was 0.967.

5.4. Procedure

Pilot study was conducted with 30 teachers (7 primary teachers, 4 junior teachers, and 19 senior
teachers) from Min Bu. Based on this study, item modifications such as change of wording and
omission of some words were done.

For the main survey, the questionnaires were distributed to 349 teachers from 4 Basic Education High
Schools and 10 Basic Education High Schools (Branch) in Min Bu. They were recollected after 3
weeks. The respondents’ rate was 100%.
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5.5. Data Analysis

The collected data from the questionnaires were analyzed by using the SPSS (Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences) software of version 25. First, descriptive statistics was calculated for each
dimension of teacher efficacy. The level of teacher efficacy was indicated by the mean values arranged
in an ascending order based on (1.00-1.79 =Low, 1.80-2.59=Moderately low, 2.60-3.39=Medium,
3.40-4.19= Moderately high, 4.20-5.00= High). These intervals were argued by Pimentel (2019) with
the aim of minimizing the bias which will lead to a better labelling and interpretations of the results.
Then, independent samples ¢ test, and one-way ANOVA were used to identify the differences in
teacher efficacy in terms of their personal factors.

6. Results

Table 2 reveals that except for the mean value of efficacy for professional responsibilities which was
at high level, the values for other dimensions were at moderately high level. Overall, teachers’ self-
efficacy was found to be moderately high.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy

Variables Mean (SD) Remarks

Efficacy for professional responsibilities 4.21(0.38) High

Efficacy for enlisting clients, colleagues, and
community involvement

3.81(0.48) Moderately High

Efficacy for planning and preparation 4.07 (0.39) Moderately High

Efficacy for managing classroom and gaining Moderately High
4.10 (0.38)

student engagement

Efficacy for instruction 4.19 (0.44) Moderately High

Teachers’ self-efficacy 4.17 (0.35) Moderately High

Table 3. Independent Sample t Test Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped By Gender

Variables Gender | N Mean | SD t df p
Efficacy for professional | Male 39 4.17 37 -.708 48.42 .408%*
responsibilities Female 310 | 4.22 38

39 3.97 .58 1.905 44.04 n.s

Efficacy for enlisting clients, | Male
colleagues, and community

310 | 3.79 46

involvement Female

Efficacy for planning and | Male 39 4.04 42 -.648 46.28 n.s
preparation Female | 310 | 4.08 .39

Efficacy for managing | Male 39 4.12 46 .109 44.42 n.s
classroom and gaining student

engagement Female | 310 |4.11 37

Male 39 4.12 .56 -.798 43.75 .042%*
Female 310 | 4.19 43

Efficacy for instruction

Teachers’ self-efficacy gﬁlﬁle 2?0 :'i; "3‘1 017 4477 | ns

*p<0.05, n.s = no significance

As presented in Table 3, there was no significant difference in teachers’ self-efficacy of male and
female teachers. In detail, a statistically significant difference was found in efficacy for professional
responsibilities with males (Mean=4.17, SD=.37) and females (Mean=4.22, SD=.38), #(48.42)= -
0.708, p < 0.05 and in efficacy for instruction with males (Mean=4.12, SD=.56) and females
(Mean=4.19, SD=.43), #(43.75)=-0.798, p < 0.05.
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Table 4. One-Way ANOVA Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Age

Variables Grou Mean | Source of | Sum of | df Mean F p
P (SD) Variation | Squares Square
31 and 4.14 Between
below 23195) Groups 749 3 250
R e e 205 |,
N 4.29 Within '
responsibilities 43-53 (39) Groups 47.342 348 136
54 and 4.23 Total
above (41) 48.091 351
31 and 3.64 Between
o below (.60) Groups 2147 3 716
Efficacy for enlisting 3.79
. 32-42
clients, colleagues, (.49) 5.136 002%*
and community 3.94 Within '
involvement 43-53 (.39) Groups 60.689 348 174
54 and 3.80 Total
above (.40) 62.836 351
31 and 3.93 Between
below (.46) Groups 1747 3 520
32-42 4.08
Efficacy for planning (.37 4.198 006%*
and preparation 4.14 Within '
43-53 (37) Groups 51.580 348 148
54 and 4.12 Total
above (35) 53.327 351
31 and 4.03 Between
below (41 Groups 512 3 171
Efficacy for 32-42 4.10
managing classroom (.36) 1.394 s
and gaining student 4.14 Within '
engagement 43-53 (.36) Groups 46.767 348 134
54 and 4.13 Total
above (38) 47.278 351
31 and 4.08 Between
below (.39 Groups 910 3 303
32-42 417
Efficacy for (.45 2.237 s
instruction 4.27 Within '
43-53 (43) Groups 57.077 348 64
54 and 4.18 Total
above (47) 57.987 351
31 and 4.06
below (.36) Between
32-42 4.16 Groups 1.075 3 358
Teachers’ self- (.33)
3.821 | .01%
efficacy 43-53 4.25 Within
(.35) Groups 37.659 348 .108
54 and 4.19 Total 38.734 351 250
above (.349)
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, n.s = no significance

Table 4 shows that there was a significant difference among the age groups in teachers’ self-efficacy,
efficacy for enlisting clients, colleagues and community involvement, and efficacy for planning and
preparation. Post-Hoc test was conducted to find out which specific mean values were different from
the others and its outputs were shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Post-Hoc Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Age

Variables Age (I) Age (J) Mean 3f§§erence Std. Error p
Efficacy for enlisting clients, 31 and 30265 .08698 .004**
colleagues, and community 43-53 below
involvement
. 43-53 -21139 .06382 .006**
Efﬁcacy for planning and 31 and 54 and ~ 18899 06325 016*
preparation below
above
Teachers’ self-efficacy dland | 45 o5 -.18964 05672 .005*
below

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, n.s = no significance

As presented in Table 5, a significant mean difference was found in teachers’ self-efficacy between 31
and below teacher age group (Mean=4.06) and 43-53 teacher age group (Mean=4.25) (p < 0.05).
Regarding its dimension, a significant mean difference was found in efficacy for enlisting clients,
colleagues and community involvement between 31 and below teacher age group (Mean=3.64) and
43-53 teacher age group (Mean=3.94) (p < 0.01). Regarding efficacy for planning and preparation, the
31 and below teacher age group (Mean=3.93) significantly differed with 43-53 teacher age group
(Mean=4.14) (p < 0.01) and the 54 and above teacher age group (Mean=4.12) (p < 0.05).

Table 6. One-Way ANOVA Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Position

Variables Grou Mean | Source of | Sum of df Mean F p
P (SD) Variation | Squares Square
Primary 4.11 Between 1.459 > 729
Efficacy for teacher (.29) Groups
professional Junior —14.23 | Within |y 3y | 349 S
o teacher (.37) Groups 134
responsibilities -
Senior 4.27 Total 48.091 351
teacher (.42) )
Primary 3.84 Between
Efficacy for enlisting | teacher (.45) Groups 756 2 378
clients, colleagues, Junior 3.93 Within 2.126
and community teacher (.39 Groups 62.080 349 178 s
involvement Senior 3.82 Total
teacher (43) 62.836 351
Primary 4.02 Between
teacher (:27) Groups 714 2 337
Efficacy for planning | Junior 4.07 Within 2.368
and preparation teacher (:38) Groups 52613 349 151 s
Senior 4.13 Total
teacher (47 53327 351
Primary 4.08 Between
Efficacy for teacher (.26) Groups 118 2 059
managing classroom | Junior 4.13 Within 436
and gaining student teacher (.37) Groups 47.160 349 135 s
engagement Senior 4.11 Total
teacher (.44) 47.278 331
Primary 4.10 Between
teacher (.35) Groups 866 2 433
Efﬁcacy for Junior 4.21 Within 57121 349 3397 | 035*
instruction teacher (.42) Groups
Senior 4.22 Total 164
teacher (.43) 37987 331
Teachers’ self- Primary | 403 | Between | ., 2 241
efficac teacher (.27 Groups 2.021 n.s
y Junior 4.11 Within 38.264 349 119
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teacher (.33) Groups
Senior 4.11 Total 38.734 351
teacher (.37

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, n.s = no significance

As shown in Table 6, a significant difference was found only in efficacy for professional
responsibilities and efficacy for instruction. Post-Hoc test was conducted, and its results were
described in Table 7.

Table 7. Post-Hoc Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Position

. o, Position Mean Difference | Std. Error p
Variables Position (I
O @ )
Junior "
Efficacy for professional Primary Teacher - 11959 04428 02
responsibilities Teacher Senior 16412 05035 004
Teacher
. . Primary Senior -.15222 .05951 .03*
Efficacy for instruction Teacher Teacher
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, n.s = no significance

As presented in Table 7, regarding efficacy for professional responsibilities, the primary teacher group
(Mean=4.11) significantly differed with junior teacher group (Mean=4.23) (p < 0.05) and with the
senior teacher group (Mean=4.27) (p < 0.01). The primary teacher group (Mean=4.10) also differed
significantly with senior teacher group (Mean=4.22) (p < 0.05) in terms of efficacy for instruction.

Table 8. One-Way ANOVA Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Total Service Years

Variables Grou Mean | Source of | Sum of df Mean F p
P (SD) Variation | Squares Square
8 and 4.14 Between .589 3 .196 1.370 n.s
below (.33) Groups
Efficacy for o-19 ?3273)
f;’;f);ssli‘l’ﬁﬁlﬁes 20-30 424 | Within 49438 [ 345 | 143
(:40) Groups
31 and 4.24 Total 50.027 348
above (4D
8 and 3.69 Between 2.024 3 .675 3.039 .029*
below (.57 Groups
Efficacy for enlisting | 9-19 3.79
clients, colleagues, (:49)
and community 20-30 3.91 Within 76.579 345 222
involvement (.39 Groups
31 and 3.84 Total 78.603 348
above (.40)
8 and 3.96 Between 3
below (.43) Groups
9-19 411 1.383 461
Efficacy for planning (:39) 3.083 027*
and preparation 20-30 4.12 Within 51508 345 ’
(.38) Groups ) .150
31 and 4.11 Total
above (34) 52.981 348
8 and 4.02 Between
Efficacy for below | (.38) | Groups 3
managing classroom 9-19 414 910 .303 2.136 s
and gaining student (.38) ’
engagement 20-30 | 4.09 | Within 48987 | 345 | .142
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(.38) Groups
31 and 4.16 Total
above (37) 49.898 348
8 and 4.09 Between 3
below (44) Groups
9-19 420 .863 288
Efficacy for (42) 1.474 s
instruction 20-30 421 Within 67322 345
(.43) Groups 195
31 and 4.18 Total ’
above (48) 68.184 348
8 and 4.07 Between
below (.34) Groups
9-19 4.19 950 3 317
Teachers’ self- (.35)
2.680 n.s
efficacy 20-30 4.20 Within
(35) Groups 40.758 345 118
31 and 4.19 Total
above (33) 41.708 348
*p<0.05, n.s = no significance

As shown in Table 8, a significant difference was found only in efficacy for enlisting clients,
colleagues and community involvement, and efficacy for planning and preparation while there was no
significant difference in the rest dimensions, Post-Hoc test was conducted to find out which specific
mean values were different from the other ones. The results were described in Table 9.

Table 9. Post-Hoc Results Showing Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Grouped by Total Service Years

Variables Service Service Mean Difference Std. Error p
() (€)) d-J)
Efficacy for enlisting clients, % and 20-30
colleagues, and community -.22237 .07878 .028*
) below
involvement
Efficacy for planning and 8 and 9-19 -.14912 05727 .047*
preparation below
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, n.s = no significance

As presented in Table 9, regarding efficacy for enlisting clients, colleagues and community
involvement, teachers with total service years of 8 and below (Mean=3.69) significantly differed with
teachers with total service years of 20-30 range (Mean=3.91) (p < 0.05). The lowest total service year
group (Mean=4.09) also differed significantly with teachers with 9-19 total service years (Mean=4.22)
(p <0.05) in terms of efficacy for planning and preparation.

7. Discussion

Regarding the first research question, teachers were found to have moderately high level of teachers’
self- efficacy. Specifically, although nearly the same mean value was found in four dimensions:
efficacy for professional responsibilities (4.21), efficacy for planning and preparation (4.07), efficacy
for managing classroom and gaining student engagement (4.10), and efficacy for instruction (4.19),
that of efficacy for enlisting clients, colleagues, and community involvement was lower than the others
which was at 3.81.

These mean values revealed that teachers who participated in this study believed that they were
capable of performing professional responsibilities, enlisting clients, colleagues, and community
involvement, planning, preparing, managing classroom, gaining student engagement, and instructing.
This finding shared similar result with Audet (2014) and Krizman (2013). As self-efficacy is self-
judged, Hoy and Spero (2005) pointed out that there can be biases (overestimation or
underestimation). Thus, this finding should be interpreted with caution.
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The second research question was concerned with investigating whether there were any significant
variations in teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of their personal factors (gender, age, position, total
service years).

The current study found no statistically significant difference in teacher efficacy among groups of
teachers categorized according to gender. The results echoed the findings by Al-alwan and Mahasneh
(2014) and Campbell (1996) but contrasts with the studies by Sahile (2013) and Shazadi et al. (2011)
in which female teachers had significantly higher sense of efficacy than the male ones. However,
gender showed a significant difference in efficacy for professional responsibilities and efficacy for
instruction. Female teachers believed that they were capable of performing professional
responsibilities and instructing more than their male counterparts. This can be explained by Eccles
(1987, as cited in Shazadi et al., 2011) who described that teaching is considered as a female
profession, and females found teaching more secure, strengthening the belief that they could perform
well if they chose teaching profession.

A statistically significant difference was found in teacher efficacy in terms of age. This result matches
with the earlier study by Campbell (1996) who stated that older teachers had higher efficacy levels
than the younger ones. Specifically, teachers in 43-53 age group were found to have a higher sense of
self-efficacy in enlisting clients, colleagues, and community involvement, planning and preparation,
and professional responsibilities than the youngest one (31 and below). In terms of academic
qualifications and positions, there was no significant variation in teacher efficacy. Though this finding
contrasts with Campbell (1996), it is concurred by Sahile (2013) and Shazadi et al. (2011) whose
results showed that education levels and professional training did not make a significant variation in
teacher efficacy. Having said so, significant variations are found in some dimensions. Junior teachers
and senior teachers believed in themselves more than primary ones when it comes to professional
responsibilities and senior teachers believed that they were capable of instructing more than primary
ones did.

Regarding total service years, there was no significant variation in teacher efficacy. This finding
matches with the findings of Sahile (2013) but contrasts with the findings of Shazadi et al. (2011).
Looking at each dimension in detail, the finding revealed that teachers whose service is 8 years and
below and teachers with 20-30 service years differed significantly in efficacy for enlisting clients,
colleagues, and community involvement. It might be related to their age. Generally, the higher the
number of service years teachers have, the older and more experienced they become. Besides, teacher
group with 8 and below service years had lower efficacy for planning and preparation than teachers
with 9-19 service years and lower one for enlisting clients, colleagues, and community involvement
than those with 20-30 service years.

8. Conclusion

There are several important implications. First, teachers’ efficacy level was found to be moderately
high but efficacy for enlisting clients, colleagues and community involvement is lower than the rest.
This study does not cover tracing the reason by considering multiple perspectives such as the current
status of profession, the role of private education organizations, and the perspectives of the
stakeholders regarding new curriculum, school, and the curriculum contents of teacher education
program. It will be worthwhile if future researchers focus on this area. Teacher education programs
should make sure that the coursework includes some contents emphasizing on this area and the student
teachers have the opportunity to learn how to enlist clients, colleagues, and community involvement
and engage in this process during practicum. In-service professional development activities should
also have a space for this area. The contrast between some of the current study’s findings and those of
the previous studies can relate to the context. Moreover, the instrument may have limitations as self-
efficacy is context specific. Future research should be carried out in other geographical areas and other
types of schools: primary and middle public schools and private schools since the study is restricted to
high schools in Min Bu Township, Magway Region. As all participated teachers had moderately high
level of efficacy regardless of gender, position, academic qualifications, and total years of service, it
would be interesting to study their sources of efficacy and other factors affecting teacher efficacy.
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Conducting a longitudinal study will be worthy to highlight how efficacy develops or changes over
time.
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